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Seek the Truth where Truth is Found.
If you are a Protestant, then you are most certainly following Christianity, yet it is of someone’s design
other than Christ. The simple math here is Christ founded His church on Pentecost and gave St Peter the
authority to lead it and pass on His teaching and interpretations guided by the Holy Spirit with an
unbreakable line of succession from apostle, to apostle, down to our current Papacy and Magisterium which
retains that tradition and knowledge. Whatever Protestant sect you belong to was founded by a man (or
woman) at some point. And if it contradicts the teaching of the Catholic Church, it is not the truth, but in
fact the absence of truth (i.e. a lie). If one “protests” the truths and teachings of the Catholic Church, they
protest the teachings and the truth of Christ Himself.
The articles and book included in this collection are by no means exhaustive, but they are sufficient to point
out the truth of where you might be in your journey to eternal salvation, whether it be applied to ones own,
or the assistance of another. The materials will be beneficial for the Catholic apologist in their work, and
very necessary for the protestant in their search for the truth . God Bless You.

This Work is Dedicated to

The Virgin of Guadalupe

A Note About the Collection
In presenting these brief papers, I should state that what is contained in them is not personal opinion, but
rather Truths taught by the Catholic Church. It is hoped that by some reading the documents, and seriously
considering the utmost importance of attaining eternal salvation, that many will come to the Catholic
Church. Perhaps you are on a journey now of seeking out truth and direction, if so, one cannot find a better
path to Christ than following the Road to Rome. These texts will hopefully help in that journey and answer
many questions protestants (or anyone) may have about the Church.
he term Evangelization literally means “to preach the gospel and encourage conversion to the heart and
mind of Jesus." Preaching the gospel is the art of delivering a public discourse, sermon or witness on behalf
of Jesus Christ.
The National Directory for Catechesis (NDC) places evangelization at the core of ministry to fire a new
energy and commitment to proclaim the Gospel. Everyone in ministry must appreciate the fact that
evangelization and a comprehensive catechesis are in some way part of their own responsibilities.
The Catechism of the Catholic Church defines evangelization as: “the proclamation of Christ and His
Gospel by word and the testimony of life, in fulfillment of Christ’s command.”
Evangelization means bringing the good news of Jesus into every human situation and seeking to convert
individuals and society by the divine power of the Gospel itself. Catholic Evangelization has three goals:
* to bring about in all Catholics such an enthusiasm for their faith that, in living their faith in Jesus, they
freely share it with others.
* to invite all people in the United States, whatever their social or cultural background, to hear the
message of salvation in Jesus Christ so they may come to join us in the fullness of the Catholic Faith.
* to foster Gospel values in our society, promoting the dignity of the human person, the importance of
the family and the common good of our society, so that our nation may continue to be transformed by the
saving power of Jesus Christ.
Evangelization Ministries are called to assist the Archbishop and the Archdiocese to carry out this mission.
The Archdiocesan Evangelization Commission offers leadership for resources and assistance to parishes in
all areas of Catholic Evangelization. This Ministry guides and facilitates this mission through the formation
and support of leadership and catechists through prayer and witness, and the development of programs,
processes and resources. In the fulfillment of this mission, we are to witness God’s unconditional love and
to bring Christ’s healing presence to our world.
Where does Catholic evangelization come from?
Catholic evangelization is deeply rooted in Scripture, in the very person of Jesus Christ, and mandated
anew by the Second Vatican Council. Jesus Christ is the Good News for us. At His Ascension to the Father,
Jesus commanded his disciples to carry out His message when He said: All power in heaven and on earth
has been given to me. Go, therefore, and 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.
And behold, I am with you always, until the end of the age. (Matthew 28:19-20) This passage is known in
tradition as “the Great Commission.”
On December 8, 1975, Pope Paul VI published his Apostolic Exhortation: On Evangelization in the
Modern World (Evangelii Nuntiandi). It was inspired by the Synod of Bishops of 1974 and is considered to
be the “watershed” document for contemporary evangelization. It gives to Catholics a renewed focus on
evangelization. As a result of that document, Catholic interest in evangelization has been renewed and the
energy the Church seeks to devote to this work has been expanded.
Pope Paul VI teaches that evangelization is the Church’s essential mission. “Evangelization is in fact the
grace and vocation proper to the Church, her deepest identity. She exists in order to evangelize, that is to

say, in order to preach and teach, to be the channel of the gift of grace, to reconcile sinners with God, and
to perpetuate Christ’s sacrifice in the Mass, which is the memorial of His death and glorious resurrection.”
The object of Catholic evangelization is conversion to Jesus Christ in and through the Church. The Gospel
is the good news of salvation in and through Jesus. For us, it is the evangelization message that we are
called to proclaim and to witness.
The Catholic Church is currently, under the sound direction of Pope Benedict XVI, engaged in the
widespread return to traditional values and practices. The faithful are witnessing a great age in the Church
concerning the return to the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass in the Extraordinary Form (the Tridentine Latin
Mass). As the Mass is the most important aspect of the Church, it is a great start that will ultimately foster
other positive returns to traditions of devotion and prayer. The true Catholics are remaining true to the faith,
by propagating strong moral values in the home, government, workplaces and public school systems and
are involved in many anti-abortion campaigns and correcting the many misinterpretations of Vatican 2. The
consideration of these points are important, as the results of modernism and liberal thinking has caused
many problems in the Church, as well as society, which are now being corrected by more conservative
thinking and practices. Today, despite the many whom believe the Church is “on its way out” or “is
corrupt beyond repair” or other such myths are now seeing a vast increase in vocations and many returning
to the Church again. The Church is becoming truly “Catholic” again. One must remember that most that
claim to hate the Church, often know nothing about Her. I hope the papers presented here will clear up that
unnecessary and error-filled belief system, as knowledge of the truth is a step to practicing it and teaching it
to others, respectively.
Although the Catholic Evangelist is attempting to convince others of Truth, this is easier said than done and
impossible to expect to achieve in a single dialogue session. Many that will oppose Catholic Truth are fully
convinced of their position, but are usually at a loss as to how to defend it as a “truth”. This can be a barrier
to progress, and should be considered as a given state, a state of which it is the Catholic Evangelists duty to
alter. Be courteous and realize that more education is probably needed than hell-fire preaching or exacting
phrases. These elements are useful in certain instances, but one will always attract more flies with a
spoonful of sugar, than a gallon of vinegar.
Never condemn the others’ point of view, but rather charitably consider they are just mis-informed or
ignorant of certain points. If they are aware of Catholic Truths, and still maintain error as truth, there is a
problem. It is not an impossible problem, but a serious one that should be handled with delicate means and
prayer. When a person’s eternal salvation is at stake, the option of just giving up on that person is never to
be considered. The most logically intelligent move one could make at the point of encountering invincible
ignorance is to give the situation time. Never allow an argument to develop from a discussion. In the
position that the Catholic Evangelist is in, there is no room for error—Truth is to be presented without
compromise or any personal shading. There can be only one Truth, and the Catholic Church teaches this.
The Catholic Evangelist is presenting unadulterated Truth which cannot be disproved, even by the most
learned Bible scholar in the world, with even the most attractive of arguments. But Truth cannot be
contradicted with another “truth”. This is against all the Bible teaches, and usually leads the listener on
using deceptive methods of literal scriptural interpretation. This does not allow the listener to know biblical
truths, but creates more confusion once those truths are realized using Catholic teaching. Avoid becoming
indifferent or accepting that which will please the opponent. There is nothing that the opponent can say that
could disprove the teachings of the Church, If they are professing Christ, and attempt to such a act,
according they are disproving Him at the same time. They are making Christ out to be a liar, but do not
realize this. It may not be prudent to say this outright in a discussion, but rather to systematically exhibit,
through careful references and proofs, that their statements seem to say that Christ was wrong, but Luther
was correct.
Bear in mind that those individuals who will condemn you right from the start, yet claim to know Christ,
are confused at what Christ taught about charity and understanding. A strong Catholic Evangelist should
remember they are working with an individual who has been educated in a certain way. Avoid becoming
too complicated to understand, and if the use of biblical references is the only means to get the message

across, then it is not inappropriate to use that method. The use of the Bible for correction is a noble act, it is
the practice of interpreting it by one’s own limited understanding that creates problems. There is nothing
that the Catholic Church does not teach that is not in the Bible itself. Opponents of the Church will attempt
to often disprove the Church by the very source by which Her teachings and doctrines are derived.
The Catholic Evangelist’s mission is to bring a soul to the FULLNESS of Christ (thus to salvation), to aid
in understanding the Church and Her teachings, which are the teachings of Christ and to rest the mind of
the wandering seeker as best as possible. One must keep in mind that the journey is always continuing and
there will be questions asked throughout the lifetime of the person. The wisest person on earth is unable to
systematically offer anyone a “simple” plan of salvation. Anyone who attempts to do such a task should be
viewed with a questionable eye. Not everyone, who professes Christ, follows Christ, but may have other
ulterior motives in mind. These sorts of individuals cause more confusion by eliminating it, and often really
believe all they preach, as it is an easy way. It is the proverbial “wide road” that Christ speaks of. The road
to salvation is difficult and very few find it.
When a Catholic Evangelist is in the process of educating another, they offer some light that will be useful
on the dark and difficult journey. The light is Christ, and the Church and all that She teaches (which is all
Bible based) is the road map. Her Holy Sacraments are the refreshments and strengths along the way. They
are necessary, as gasoline is necessary in an automobile to keep it running. Oil and water must be employed
in the machinery as well, to keep the whole unit working well. The individual is responsible for the
maintenance of their souls, just like one maintains an auto. In most protestant philosophies the essentials
are really missing (even though some consider themselves as following fundamentals as taught in the
Bible), although it is believed they are there. Sola Scriptura Christians fail to see where they are going, as
they are unable to read the map (which they believe is scripture alone). The great problem lies in too many
map-readers who are in disagreement, which in turn fosters disunity, which fosters confusion, which fosters
false doctrines and equally false prophets. The Church exercises Her AUTHORITY, as given to Her by
Christ Himself. This authority, both in teachings and doctrines are passed down by successions of the
Popes, the Vicar of Christ on earth , the hierarchy of the Church is necessary in order for everything to run
smoothly, so it is vital that it exists. Too many “myths” are propagated in the media today that confuse,
rather than educate. The Magisterium exists to teach, not to dictate. In the end, one can either accept the
truth or not. Eternal salvation is a choice decision, but one must seek proper, sound and solid direction in
order to get there safely. The Catholic Church exists to both teach, preserve and save souls where and when
She can. It is a matter of following what Christ taught, not what we believe or think He taught.
When one considers that for over 1500 years the Catholic Church was the only Church of Christ on earth,
but is somehow now invalid (usually for the most absurd reasons), is saying that Our Lord Jesus Christ was
a liar. The major points of the differences between the Catholic Church and that of the multitude of diverse
“sects” existing today is that of ORDER and UNITY. The greatest difference is in the Church’s
recognition of the Real Presence in the Holy Eucharist (Holy Communion)—this is where Christ literally is
present in the sacred host, and therefore is literally present in the Church Herself. No other church or sect
can claim this truth.
Christ himself instituted the Church for a reason—to provide safe direction to obtaining eternal salvation.
The Church exists in order to get the traveler to Heaven in a safe and secure manner, but never guarantees
arrival to the final destination is secure. It is an often difficult task to be a devout and serious Catholic. One
must make certain sacrifices and practice the obedience to authority that Christ commanded us to do.
Once saved, always saved ? Not quite. It is commonly agreed by most followers of Christ that He died for
our sins, but this does not mean that an individual is “off the hook” for the rest of their lives against
committing sins just because they are “born again”. This is unfortunately how the belief of being once
saved, always saved, according to some (not all) of the protestant preachers is propagated. In the heat of the
revival, wishful thinkers or persons who are just ignorant otherwise, may erroneously interpret this as a
reality. The alter-call is a wonderful sign of accepting Christ into ones life, but the maintenance of sanctity
is life long. It is a sad reality that some protestant preach do teach this error as really being the truth. The
protestant born again philosophy is extremely dangerous to ones eternal salvation, as it presumes the grace
and mercy of God. Catholic recognize the event of one’s acceptance of Christ as a “conversion’ experience

which is very individual and never happens overnight. One is not simply “saved”, but rather one, as St.
Paul states, must work out their salvation with fear and trembling. The Church aids this attainment to
eternal salvation in many ways. The Holy Sacraments of Penance and Holy Communion are the chief
means to really being saved, or attaining eternal salvation. The Church is a secure and safe guide where
errors can be avoided, as since Christ founded the Church, there can be no errors either in doctrines or
spiritual practices taught by Her.
In Jesus, through Mary,
Jerald Franklin Archer

TRUTH
Truth (Anglo-Saxon tréow, tryw, truth, preservation of a compact, from a Teutonic base Trau, to believe) is
a relation which holds (1) between the knower and the known — Logical Truth; (2) between the knower
and the outward expression which he gives to his knowledge — Moral Truth; and (3) between the thing
itself, as it exists, and the idea of it, as conceived by God — Ontological Truth. In each case this relation
is, according to the Scholastic theory, one of correspondence, conformity, or agreement (adoequatio) (St.
Thomas, Summa I:21:2).
Ontological truth
Every existing thing is true, in that it is the expression of an idea which exists in the mind of God, and is, as
it were, the exemplar according to which the thing has been created or fashioned. Just as human creations
— a cathedral, a painting, or an epic — conform to and embody the ideas of architect, artist, or poet, so,
only in a more perfect way, God's creatures conform to and embody the ideas of Him who gives them
being. (Q. D., De verit., a. 4; Summa 1:16:1.) Things that exist, moreover, are active as well as passive.
They tend not only to develop, and so to realize more and more perfectly the idea which they are created to
express, but they tend also to reproduce themselves. Reproduction obtains wherever there is interaction
between different things, for an effect, in so far as it proceeds from a given cause, must resemble that cause.
Now the cause of knowledge in man is — ultimately, at any rate — the thing that is known. By its activities
it causes in man an idea that is like to the idea embodied in the thing itself. Hence, things may also be said
to be ontologically true in that they are at once the object and the cause of human knowledge. (Cf.
IDEALISM; and Summa, I:16:7 and 1:16:8; m 1. periherm., 1. III; Q.D., I, De veritate, a. 4.)
Logical Truth
The Scholastic Theory
To judge that things are what they are is to judge truly. Every judgment comprises certain ideas which are
referred to, or denied of, reality. But it is not these ideas that are the objects of our judgment. They are
merely the instruments by means of which we judge. The object about which we judge is reality itself —
either concrete existing things, their attributes, and their relations, or else entities the existence of which is
merely conceptual or imaginary, as in drama, poetry, or fiction, but in any case entities which are real in the
sense that their being is other than our present thought about them. Reality, therefore, is one thing, and the
ideas and judgments by means of which we think about reality, another; the one objective, and the other
subjective. Yet, diverse as they are, reality is somehow present to, if not present in consciousness when we
think, and somehow by means of thought the nature of reality is revealed. This being the case, the only
term adequate to describe the relation that exists between thought and reality, when our judgments about
the latter are true judgments, would seem to be conformity or correspondence. "Veritas logica est
adaequatio intellectus et rei" (Summa, I:21:2). Whenever truth is predicable of a judgment, that judgment
corresponds to, or resembles, the reality, the nature or attributes of which it reveals. Every judgment is,
however, as we have said, made up of ideas, and may be logically analyzed into a subject and a predicate,
which are either united by the copula is, or disjoined by the expression is not. If the judgment be true,
therefore, these ideas must also be true, i.e. must correspond with the realities which they signify. As,
however, this objective reference or significance of ideas is not recognized or asserted except in the
judgment, ideas as such are said to be only "materially" true. It is the judgment alone that is formally true,
since in the judgment alone is a reference to reality formally made, and truth as such recognized or claimed.
The negative judgment seems at first sight to form an exception to the general law that truth is
correspondence; but this is not really the case. In the affirmative judgment both subject and predicate and
the union between them, of whatever kind it may be, are referred to reality; but in the negative judgment
subject and predicate are disjoined, not conjoined. In other words, in the negative judgment we deny that
the predicate has reality in the particular case to which the subject refers. On the other hand, all such
predicates presumably have reality somewhere, otherwise we should not talk about them. Either they are
real qualities or real things, or at any rate somebody has conceived them as real. Consequently the negative
judgment, if true, may also be said to correspond with reality, since both subject and predicate will be real
somewhere, either as existents or as conceptions. What we deny, in fact, in the negative judgment is not the

reality of the predicate, but the reality of the conjunction by which subject and predicate are united in the
assertion which we implicitly challenge and negate. Subject and predicate may both be real, but if our
judgment be true, they will be disjoined, not united in reality.
But what precisely is this reality with which true judgments and true ideas are said to correspond? It is easy
enough to understand how ideas can correspond with realities that are themselves conceptual or ideal, but
most of the realities that we know are not of this kind. How, then, can ideas and their conjunctions or
disjunctions, which are psychical in character, correspond with realities which for the most part are not
psychical but material? To solve this problem we must go back to ontological truth which, as we saw,
implies the creation of the universe by One Who, in creating it, has expressed therein His own ideas very
much as an architect or an author expresses his ideas in the things that he creates except that creation in the
latter case supposes already existent material. Our theory of truth supposes that the universe is built
according to definite and rational plan, and that everything within the universe expresses or embodies an
essential and integral part of that plan. Whence it follows that just as in a building or in a piece of sculpture
we see the plan or design that is realized therein, so, in our experience of concrete things, by means of the
same intellectual power, we apprehend the ideas which they embody or express. The correspondence
therefore, in which truth consists is not a correspondence between ideas and anything material as such, but
between ideas as they exist in our mind and function in our acts of cognition, and the idea that reality
expresses and embodies — ideas which have their origin and prototype in the mind of God.
With regard to judgments of a more abstract or general type, the working of this view is quite simple. The
realities to which abstract concepts refer have no material existence as such. There is no such thing, for
instance, as action or reaction in general; nor are there any twos or fours. What we mean when we say that
"action and reaction are equal and opposite", or that "two and two make four", is that these laws which in
their own proper nature are ideal, are realized or actualized in the material universe in which we live; or, in
other words, that the material things we see about us behave in accordance with these laws and through
their activities manifest them to our minds.
Perceptual judgments, i.e. the judgments which usually accompany and give expression to acts of
perception, differ from the above in that they refer to objects which are immediately present to our senses.
The realities in this case, therefore, are concrete existing things. It is, however, rather with the appearance
of such things that our judgment is now concerned than with their essential nature or inner constitution.
Thus, when we predicate colours, sounds, odours, flavours, hardness or softness, heat or cold of this or that
object, we make no statement about the nature of such qualities, still less about the nature of the thing that
possesses them. What we assert is:
* that such and such a thing exists, and
* that it has a certain objective quality, which we call green, or loud, or sweet, or hard, or hot, to
distinguish it from other qualities — red, or soft, or bitter, or cold — with which it is not identical; while:
* our statement further implies that the same quality will similarly appear to any normally constituted man,
i.e. will affect his senses in the same way that it affects our own.
Accordingly, if in the real world such a condition of things obtains — if, that is to say, the thing in question
does exist and has in fact some peculiar and distinctive property whereby it affects my senses in a certain
peculiar and distinctive way — my judgment is true.
The truth of perceptual judgments by no means implies an exact correspondence between what is perceived
and the images, or sensation — complexes, whereby we perceive; nor does the Scholastic theory
necessitate any such view. It is not the image, or sensation-complex, but the idea, that in judgment is
referred to reality, and that gives us knowledge of reality. Colour and other qualities of objective things are
doubtless perceived by means of sensation of peculiar and distinctive quality or tone, but no one imagines
that this presupposes similar sensation in the object perceived. It is by means of the idea of colour and its
specific differences that colours are predicated of objects, not by means of sensations Such an idea could
not arise, indeed, were it not for the sensations which in perception accompany and condition it; but the

idea itself is not a sensation, nor is it of a sensation. Ideas have their origin in sensible experience and are
indefinable, so far as immediate experience goes, except by reference to such experience and by
differentiation from experiences in which other and different properties of objects are presented Granted,
therefore, that differences in what is technically known as the "quality" of sensation correspond to
differences in the objective properties of things, the truth of perceptual judgments is assured. No further
correspondence is required; for the correspondence which truth postulates is between idea and thing, not
between sensation and thing. Sensation conditions knowledge, but as such it is not knowledge. It is, as it
were, a connecting link between the idea and the thing. Differences of sensation are determined by the
causal activity of things; and from the sensation-complex, or image the idea is derived by an instinctive and
quasi-intuitive act of the mind which we call abstraction. Thus the idea which the thing unconsciously
expresses finds conscious expression in the act of the knower, and the vast scheme of relations and laws
which are de facto embodied in the material universe reproduce themselves in the consciousness of man.
Correspondence between thought and reality, idea and thing, or knower and known, therefore, turns out in
all cases to be of the very essence of the truth relation. Whence, say the opponents of our theory, in order to
know whether our judgments are true or not, we must compare them with the realities that are known — a
comparison that is obviously impossible, since reality can only be known through the instrumentality of the
judgment. This objection, which is to be found in almost every non-Scholastic book dealing with the
subject, rests upon a grave misapprehension of the real meaning of the Scholastic doctrine. Neither St.
Thomas nor any other of the great Scholastics ever asserted that correspondence is the scholastic criterion
of truth. To inquire what truth is, is one question; to ask how we know that we have judged truly, quite
another. Indeed, the possibility of answering the second is supposed by the mere fact that the first is put. To
be able to define truth, we must first possess it and know that we possess it, i.e. must be able to distinguish
it from error. We cannot define that which we cannot distinguish and to some extent isolate. The Scholastic
theory supposes, therefore, that truth has already been distinguished from error, and proceeds to examine
truth with a view to discovering in what precisely it consists. This standpoint is epistemological, not
criteriological. When he says that truth is correspondence, he is stating what truth is, not by what sign or
mark it can be distinguished from error. By the old Scholastics the question of the criteria of truth was
scarcely touched. They discussed the criteria of valid reasoning in their treatises on logic, but for the rest
they left the discussion of particular criteria to the methodology of particular sciences. And rightly so, for
there is really no criterion of universal application. The distinction of truth and error is at bottom
intuitional. We cannot go on making criteria ad infinitum. Somewhere we must come to what is ultimate,
either first principles or facts.
This is precisely what the Scholastic theory of truth affirms. In deference to the modern demand for an
infallible and universal criterion of truth, not a few Scholastic writers of late have suggested objective
evidence. Objective evidence, however, is nothing more than the manifestation of the object itself, directly
or indirectly, to the mind, and hence is not strictly a criterion of truth, but its foundation. As Père Geny puts
it in his pamphlet discussing "Une nouvelle théorie de la connaissance", to state that evidence is the
ultimate criterion of truth is equivalent to stating that knowledge properly so called has no need of a
criterion, since it is absurd to suppose a knowledge which does not know what it knows. Once grant, as all
must grant who wish to avoid absolute scepticism, that knowledge is possible, and it follows that, properly
used, our faculties must be capable of giving us truth. Doubtless, coherence and harmony with facts are pro
tanto signs of truth's presence in our minds; but what we need for the most part are not signs of truth, but
signs or criteria of error — not tests whereby to discover when our faculties have gone right, but tests
whereby to discover when they have gone wrong. Our judgments will be true, i.e. thought will correspond
with its object, provided that object itself, and not any other cause, subjective or objective, determines the
content of our thought. What we have to do, therefore, is to take care that our assent is determined by the
evidence with which we are confronted, and by this alone. With regard to the senses this means that we
must look to it that they are in good condition and that the circumstances under which we are exercising
them are normal; with regard to the intellect that we must not allow irrelevant considerations to weigh with
us, that we must avoid haste, and, as far as possible, get rid of bias, prejudice, and an over-anxious will to
believe. If this be done, granted there is sufficient evidence, true judgments will naturally and necessarily
result. The purpose of argument and discussion, as of all other processes that lead to knowledge, is
precisely that the object under discussion may manifest itself in its various relations, either directly or
indirectly, to the mind. And the object as thus manifesting itself is what the Scholastic calls evidence. It is

the object, therefore, which in his view is the determining cause of truth. All kinds of processes, both
mental and physical, may be necessary to prepare the way for an act of cognition, but in the last resort such
an act must be determined as to its content by the causal activity of the object, which makes itself evident
by producing in the mind an idea that is like to the idea of which its own existence is the realization.
The Hegelian theory
In the Idealism of Hegel and the Absolutism of the Oxford School (of which Mr. Bradley and Mr. Joachim
are the leading representatives) both reality and truth are essentially one, essentially an organic whole.
Truth, in fact, is but reality qua thought. It is an intelligent act in which the universe is thought as a whole
of infinite parts or differences, all organically inter-related and somehow brought to unity. And because
truth is thus organic, each element within it, each partial truth, is so modified by the others through and
through that apart from them, and again apart from the whole, it is but a distorted fragment, a mutilated
abstraction which in reality is not truth at all. Consequently, since human truth is always partial and
fragmentary, there is in strictness no such thing as human truth. For us the truth is ideal, and from it our
truths are so far removed that, to convert them into the truth, they would have to undergo a change of which
we know neither the measure nor the extent.
The flagrantly sceptical character of this theory is sufficiently obvious, nor is there any attempt on the part
of its exponents to deny it. Starting with the assumption that to conceive is "to hold many elements together
in a connexion necessitated by their several contents", and that to be conceivable is to be "a significant
whole", i.e. a whole, "such that all its constituent elements reciprocally determine one another's being as
contributory features in a single concrete meaning", Dr. Joachim boldly identifies the true with the
conceivable (Nature of Truth, 66). And since no human intellect can conceive in this full and magnificent
sense, he frankly admits that no human truth can be more than approximate, and that to the margin of error
which this approximation involves no limits can be assigned. Human truth draws from absolute or ideal
truth "whatever being and conservability" it possesses (Green, "Prolegom.", article 77); but it is not, and
never can be, identical with absolute truth, nor yet with any part of it, for these parts essentially and
intrinsically modify one another. For his definition of human truth, therefore, the Absolutist is forced back
upon the Scholastic doctrine of correspondence. Human truth represents or corresponds with absolute truth
in proportion as it presents us with this truth as affected by more or less derangement, or in proportion as it
would take more or less to convert the one into the other (Bradley, "Appearance and Reality", 363). While,
therefore, both theories assign correspondence as the essential characteristic of human truth, there is this
fundamental difference between them: For the Scholastic this correspondence, so far as it goes, must be
exact; but for the Absolutist it is necessarily imperfect, so imperfect, indeed, that "the ultimate truth" of any
given proposition "may quite transform its original meaning" (Appearance and Reality, 364).
To admit that human truth is essentially representative is really to admit that conception is something more
than the mere "holding together of many elements in a connexion necessitated by their several contents".
But the fallacy of the "coherence theory" does not lie so much in this, nor yet in the identification of the
true and the conceivable, as in its assumption that reality, and therefore truth, is organically one. The
universe is undoubtedly one, in that its parts are inter-related and inter-dependent; and from this it follows
that we cannot know any part completely unless we know the whole; but it does not follow that we cannot
know any part at all unless we know the whole. If each part has some sort of being of its own, then it can be
known for what it is, whether we know its relations to other parts or not; and similarly some of its relations
to other parts can be known without our knowing them all. Nor is the individuality of the parts of the
universe destroyed by their inter-dependence; rather it is thereby sustained.
The sole ground which the Hegelian and the Absolutist have for denying these facts is that they will not
square with their theory that the universe is organically one. Since, therefore, it is confessedly impossible to
explain the nature of this unity or to show how in it the multitudinous differences of the universe are
"reconciled", and since, further, this theory is acknowledged to be hopelessly sceptical, it is surely irrational
any longer to maintain it.
The Pragmatic theory
Life for the Pragmatist is essentially practical. All human activity is purposive, and its purpose is the
control of human experience with a view to its improvement, both in the individual and in the race. Truth is

but a means to this end. Ideas, hypotheses, and theories are but instruments which man has "made" in order
to better both himself and his environment; and, though specific in type, like all other forms of human
activity they exist solely for this end, and are "true" in so far as they fulfil it. Truth is thus a form of value:
it is something that works satisfactorily; something that "ministers to human interests, purposes and objects
of desire" (Studies in Humanism, 362). There are no axioms or self-evident truths. Until an idea or a
judgment has proved itself of value in the manipulation of concrete experience, it is but a postulate or claim
to truth. Nor are there any absolute or irreversible truths. A proposition is true so long as it proves itself
useful, and no longer. In regard to the essential features of this theory of truth W. James, John Dewey, and
A.W. Moore in America, F.C.S. Schiller in England, G. Simmel in Germany, Papini in Italy, and Henri
Bergson, Le Roy, and Abel Rey in France are all substantially in agreement. It is, they say, the only theory
which takes account of the psychological processes by which truth is made, and the only theory which
affords a satisfactory answer to the arguments of the sceptic.
In regard to the first of these claims there can be no doubt that Pragmatism is based upon a study of truth
"in the making". But the question at issue is not whether interest, purpose, emotion, and volition do as a
matter of fact play a part in the process of cognition. That is not disputed. The question is whether, in
judging of the validity of a claim to truth, such considerations ought to have weight. If the aim of all
cognitive acts is to know reality as it is, then clearly judgments are true only in so far as they satisfy this
demand. But this does not help us in deciding what judgments are true and what are not, for the truth of a
judgment must already be known before this demand can be satisfied. Similarly with regard to particular
interests and purposes; for though such interests and purposes may prompt us to seek for knowledge, they
will not be satisfied until we know truly, or at any rate think we know truly. The satisfaction of our needs,
in other words, is posterior to, and already supposes, the possession of true knowledge about whatever we
wish to use as a means to the satisfaction of those needs. To act efficiently, we must know what it is we are
acting upon and what will be the effects of the action contemplated. The truth of our judgments is verified
by their consequences only in those cases where we know that such consequences should ensue if our
judgment be true, and then act in order to discover whether in reality they will ensue.
Theoretically, and upon Scholastic principles, since whatever is true is also good, true judgments ought to
result in good consequences. But, apart from the fact that the truth of our judgment must in many cases be
known before we can act upon them with success, the Pragmatic criterion is too vague and too variable to
be of any practical use. "Good consequences", "successful operations on reality", "beneficial interaction
with sensible particulars" denote experiences which it is not easy to recognize or to distinguish from other
experiences less good, less successful, and less beneficial. If we take personal valuations as our test, these
are proverbially unstable; while, if social valuations alone are admissible, where are they to be found, and
upon what grounds accepted by the individual? Moreover, when a valuation has been made, how are we to
know that it is accurate? For this, it would seem, further valuations will be required, and so on ad infinitum.
Distinctively pragmatic criteria of truth are both impractical and unreliable, especially the criterion of felt
satisfaction, which seems to be the favourite, for in determining this not only the personal factor, but the
mood of the moment and even physical conditions play a considerable part. Consequently upon the second
head the claim of the Pragmatist can by no means be allowed. The Pragmatist theory is not a whit less
sceptical than the theory of the Absolutist, which it seeks to displace. If truth is relative to purposes and
interests, and if these purposes and interests are, as they are admitted to be, one and all tinged by personal
idiosyncrasy, then what is true for one man will not be true for another, and what is true now will not be
true when a change takes place either in the interest that has engendered it or in the circumstances by which
it has been verified.
All this the Pragmatist grants, but replies that such truth is all that man needs and all that he can get. True
judgments do not correspond with reality, nor in true judgments do we know reality as it is. The function of
cognition, in short, is not to know reality, but to control it. For this reason truth is identified with its
consequences — theoretical, if the truth be merely virtual, but in the end practical, particular, concrete.
"Truth means successful operations on reality" (Studies in Hum., 118). The truth-relation "consists of
intervening parts of the universe which can in every particular case be assigned and catalogued" (Meaning
of Truth, 234). "The chain of workings which an opinion sets up is the opinion's truth" (Ibid., 235). Thus, in
order to refute the Sceptic, the Pragmatist changes the nature of truth, redefining it as the definitely
experienceable success which attends the working of certain ideas and judgments; and in so doing he grants

precisely what the Sceptic seeks to prove, namely, that our cognitive faculties are incapable of knowing
reality as it is. (See PRAGMATISM.)
The "New" Realist's theory
As it is a first principle with both Absolutist and Pragmatist that reality is changed by the very act in which
we know it, so the negation of this thesis is the root principle of "New" Realism. In this the "New" Realist
is at one with the Scholastic. Reality does not depend upon experience, nor is it modified by experience as
such. The "New" Realist, however, has not as yet adopted the correspondence theory of truth. He regards
both knowledge and truth as unique relations which hold immediately between knower and known, and
which are as to their nature indefinable. "The difference between subject and object of consciousness is not
a difference of quality or substance, but a difference of office or place in a configuration" (Journal of Phil.
Psychol. and Scientific Meth., VII, 396). Reality is made up of terms and their relations, and truth is just
one of these relations, sui generis, and therefore recognizable only by intuition. This account of truth is
undoubtedly simple, but there is at any rate one point which it seems altogether to ignore, viz., the
existence of judgments and ideas of which, and not of the mind as such, the truth-relation is predicable. We
have not on the one hand objects and on the other bare mind; but on the one hand objects and on the other a
mind that by means of the judgment refers its own ideas to objects — ideas which as such, both in regard to
their existence and their content, belong to the mind which judges. What then is the relation that holds
between these ideas and their objects when our judgments are true, and again when they are false? Surely
both logic and criteriology imply that we know something more about such judgments than merely that
they are different.
Bertrand Russell, who has given in his adhesion to "The Program and First Platform of Six Realists", drawn
up and signed by six American professors in July, 1910, modifies somewhat the naïveté of their theory of
truth. "Every judgment", he says (Philos. Essays, 181), "is a relation of a mind to several objects, one of
which is a relation. Thus, the judgment, 'Charles I died on the scaffold', denotes several objects or
'objectives' which are related in a certain definite way, and the relation is as real in this case as are the other
objectives. The judgment 'Charles I died in his bed', on the other hand, denotes the objects, Charles I, death,
and bed, and a certain relation between them, which in this case does not relate the objects as it is supposed
to relate them. A judgment therefore, is true, when the relation which is one of the objects relates the other
objects, otherwise it is false" (loc. cit.). In this statement of the nature of truth: correspondence between the
mind judging and the objects about which we judge is distinctly implied, and it is precisely this
correspondence which is set down as the distinguishing mark of true judgments. Russell however,
unfortunately seems to be at variance with other members of the New Realist school on this point. G.E.
Moore expressly rejects the correspondence theory of truth ("Mind", N. S., VIII, 179 sq.), and Prichard,
another English Realist, explicitly states that in knowledge there is nothing between the object and
ourselves (Kant's Theory of Knowledge, 21). Nevertheless, it is matter for rejoicing that in regard to the
main points at issue — the non-alteration of reality by acts of cognition, the possibility of knowing it in
some respects without its being known in all, the growth of knowledge by "accretion", the non-spiritual
character of some of the objects of experience, and the necessity of ascertaining empirically and not by a
priori methods, the degree of unity which obtains between the various parts of the universe—the "New"
Realist and the Scholastic Realist are substantially in agreement.
Moral truth, or veracity
Veracity is the correspondence of the outward expression given to thought with the thought itself. It must
not be confused with verbal truth (veritas locutionis), which is the correspondence of the outward or verbal
expression with the thing that it is intended to express. The latter supposes on the part of the speaker not
only the intention of speaking truly, but also the power so to do, i.e. it supposes (1) true knowledge and (2)
a right use of words. Moral truth, on the other hand, exists whenever the speaker expresses what is in his
mind even if de facto he be mistaken, provided only that he says what he thinks to be true. This latter
condition however, is necessary. Hence a better definition of moral truth would be "the correspondence of
the outward expression of thought with the thing as conceived by the speaker". Moral truth, therefore, does
not imply true knowledge. But, though a deviation from moral truth would be only materially a lie, and
hence not blameworthy, unless the use of words or signs were intentionally incorrect, moral truth does
imply a correct use of words or other signs. A lie therefore, is an intentional deviation from moral truth, and
is defined as a locutio contra mentem; i.e. it is the outward expression of a thought which is intentionally

diverse from the thing as conceived by the speaker. It is important to observe, however, that the expression
of the thought, whether by word or by sign, must in all cases be taken in its context; for both in regard to
words and to signs, custom and circumstances make a considerable difference with respect to their
interpretation. Veracity, or the habit of speaking the truth, is a virtue; and the obligation of practising it
arises from a twofold source. First, "since man is a social animal, naturally one man owes to another that
without which human society could not go on. But men could not live together if they did not believe one
another to be speaking the truth. Hence the virtue of veracity comes to some extent under the head of
justice [rationem debiti]" (St. Thomas, Summa Theologiæ II-II.109.3). The second source of the obligation
to veracity arises from the fact that speech is clearly of its very nature intended for the communication of
knowledge by one to another. It should be used, therefore, for the purpose for which it is naturally intended,
and lies should be avoided. For lies are not merely a misuse, but an abuse, of the gift of speech, since, by
destroying man's instinctive belief in the veracity of his neighbour, they tend to destroy the efficacy of that
gift.
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An Open Letter To Non-Catholics
My Dear Friend,
More than likely, if you have managed to keep your sanity in today's sad and sinful world, you may have been
scandalized even at what has been happening in the Catholic Church. At the present time, she seems to have fallen
prey to all the snares of Satan set to trap not only the weakest of men but also the most brilliant of theologians.
How is it, you may well ask, that as a Catholic I can still profess allegiance to my Church? With the help of our
dear Lord, and that of His most blessed Mother, I will try to explain. To begin with:
THE CATHOLIC CHURCH WAS FOUNDED DIRECTLY BY CHRIST
In the Old Testament the Jewish Tabernacle was the work of God - not man. It was God who drew up its plan,
giving its exact dimensions, stipulating the materials to be used in its construction, describing its sacred
furnishings and vessels for the service, and the vestments and ornaments for the priests who would minister
therein. He gave it a suitable constitution, appointed its rulers, and defined the extent of their power. (See Book
of Exodus, chapters 25 through 31, entire Book of Leviticus; Book of Numbers, chapters 1, 3 through 8, and 17 and
18.) 50, since the Tabernacle of the Old Law (which was but a shadow, a figure, of the Church to come) was the
work of God, surely the Church of the New Testament (the substance, the reality) must likewise be the work of
God.
It is easily shown that it was Christ Himself, not His followers, not even His Apostles, who established the Church:
Christ declared His intention of founding a Church, by the institution of a living authority, when He said to Simon
Peter: "Thou aft Peter, and upon this rock I will build My Church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it"
(Matt. 16:18). Now, if Christ intends personally to build His Church, it is not to be the work of man. Christ Himself
will therefore give it all the necessary elements of a true social body, and, consequently, a ruling authority. And,
that there might be no room for doubt, He added: 'and I will give to thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven.
Whatsoever thou shalt bind upon earth, it shall be bound also in heaven; and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth,
it shall be loosed also in heaven" (Matt. 16:19). This authority was actually established and the Church founded,
when Our Lord after His resurrection said to Peter: "Feed My lambs; feed My sheep" (John 21:15,17). During His
mortal life Christ Himself was the visible head of the infant Church, but after His Resurrection the office of
visibly feeding the flock was to be discharged by another, to whom Christ gave the necessary authority and office.
And as the followers of the Law of Moses under the Old Testament formed one compact body, so too were the
followers of Christ to be One Body: 'One Lord, one faith, one baptism" (Ephesians 4:5). From the moment when
first the Church, after the descent of the Holy Ghost, appeared before the world, we find a compact, fully
organized society, with the apostles at its head. "They, therefore, who received his (Peter's) word were baptized;
and there were added in that day about three thousand souls. And they were persevering in the doctrine of the
apostles, and in the communication of the breaking of bread, and in prayers" (Acts of the Apostles, 2:41,42).
It was by the preaching of the apostles, it is true, that the faithful were gained for the Church; but it was not the
apostles who devised the plan of this body, made baptism the condition of membership, appointed the first
supreme head, and invested him with authority. It was Christ Himself who did all this, and by so doing founded the
Church. A "church of the future" is, therefore, no less absurd than a Christian religion of the future, for the
founder of the Christian religion was at the same time the immediate founder of the Church. Being outside the
Church was considered by the early Church Fathers as being a non-Christian. 'He is no Christian," says St. Cyprian
(died 258), "who is not within the Church of Christ" (Ep. ad Antonian, 55, n.24).

CHRIST ESTABLISHED A VISIBLE CHURCH
In the New Testament we learn that Christ was visibly on earth but a very short time; that the term of His public
teaching comprised only three years, which was occupied chiefly with the instruction of twelve men, who, under a
chief, were to constitute His first representative corporate teaching body; they would be commissioned by the
Son of God to "go forth and teach all nations" in His name (Matt. 28:18,19). They would have successors in office,
since the Kingdom of Christ was not only to be world-wide, but would endure until the end of time: "of His Kingdom
there shall be no end" (Luke 1:33). And though Jesus would return to Heaven, He would not be disassociated from
His visible teaching body: "Behold, I am with you all days, even unto the consummation of the world" (Matt. 28:20).
If men employ every means in their power for the perpetuation of their work, can we imagine that God left His
great work to drift along unguided and unprotected? If the Bible teaches anything plainly it is the visibility of
Christ's Church. It is composed of rulers and subjects: "Take heed to yourselves and to the whole flock in which
the Holy Spirit has placed you as bishops to rule the Church of God, which He has purchased with His own blood"
(Acts 20:28). Its members are admitted by a visible, external rite (Baptism); they must hear, and obey: "He who
hears you, hears Me; he who rejects you, rejects Me" (Luke 10:16). Christ compares His Church only to things
visible: a "flock" (John 21:15-17), "a sheepfold" (John 10:16), a "city seated on a mountain" (Matt. 5:14), a
"kingdom" (Matt. 13). He calls it "My Church" (Matt. 16:18), (not "Churches") "The Church" (Matt. 18:17). Fittingly,
then, does this Kingdom of God upon earth merit the designation of St. Paul: "The Church of the living God" (1 Tim
3:15).
Pope Pius XI in an encyclical of January 6, 1928 on "Fostering True Religious Unity" states: "The Church thus
wonderfully instituted could not cease to exist with the death of its Founder and of the Apostles, the pioneers of
its propagation, for its mission was to lead all men to salvation without distinction of time or place. 'Going
therefore, teach ye all nations' (Matt. 28:19). Nor could the Church ever lack the effective strength necessary
for the continued accomplishment of its task, since Christ Himself is perpetually present with it, according to His
promise: 'Behold, I am with you all days, even to the consummation of the world' (Matt. 28:20). Hence not only
must the Church still exist today and continue always to exist, but it must ever be exactly the same as it was in
the days of the Apostles. Otherwise we must say - which God forbid - that Christ has failed in His purpose, or that
He erred when He asserted of His Church that the gates of hell should never prevail against it" (Matt. 16:18).
Forty-seven times the word "Church" is found in the Old Testament, and in each passage it means but one Church,
one way of worshiping the Lord before the coming of Christ. That was the Jewish Church - the religion and the
Law of Moses established by God. From no other altars did God receive the sacrifice of prayer. They were all
abominations to Him. "He who turneth away his ears from hearing the law, his prayer shall be an abomination"
(Proverbs 28:9). In the New Testament, twenty-four times "the Church" is mentioned in the Acts of the Apostles,
and you find but one Church mentioned. Sixty-eight times St. Paul speaks of "the Church" in his Epistles,
everywhere meaning but the one Church of God. St. John speaks of "the Church at Ephesus," "at Smyrna," "at
Philadelphia," etc., but these were different dioceses. They all belonged to the Catholic Church under Peter.
CHRIST FOUNDED AN APOSTOLIC TEACHING BODY
After Christ appointed Apostles to carry on the work He had begun, He bade them go and teach all nations,
baptizing those who would believe, and teaching them to observe whatsoever He had commanded. The Apostles
were sent, not as mere messengers, but as ambassadors bearing Christ's authority and power, and teaching and
ministering in His name and person, so that in hearing them men were hearing Him, and in despising them they were
despising Him (Matt. 28:1&20; Luke 10:16). In order that they might carry out this commission, Christ promised
them the Spirit of Truth. "I will ask the Father, and he shall give you another Paraclete, that he may abide with
you forever. The spirit of truth, whom the world cannot receive, because it seeth him not, nor knoweth him: but
you shall know him, because he shall abide with you, and shall be in you. He will teach you all things, and bring all
things to your mind, whatsoever I shall have said to you" (John 14:16,17,26). Finally, He promised to be with them,
not for a few years or a generation, but for all days, thereby indicating that the apostolic order should last beyond

the lives of its present members, even to the end of time. "Behold I am with you all days, even to the
consummation of the world" (Matt. 28:20). In thus constituting the apostolic body, Christ was in reality
constituting His Church. The Church was no mere collection of individual believers, but a definite organization,
which was to be the pillar and ground of truth: "I write these things to thee hoping to come to thee shortly, but in
order that thou mayest know, if I am delayed, how to conduct thyself in the house of God, which is the Church of
the living God, the pillar and mainstay of the truth" (1 Tim. 3:14,15). It was to be founded on a rock. "Thou art
Peter; and upon this rock I will build My Church" (Matt. 16:18). The Church taken as a whole comprises teachers
and believers, but its essential constitution lies in the existence of a teaching authority, guaranteed by Christ to
be infallible. "Thou art Peter; and upon this rock I will build My Church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail
against it, (Matt. 16:18).
Such was the original constitution of the Church; and as the Church was to last for all ages, it is natural to suppose
that it should always continue to exist according to its original constitution - that is to say, as an apostolic teaching
body. There are no signs that this organization was a temporary expedient, to die out alter a few years and leave a
totally different system in its place. He did not say to His Apostles: "Lo! I am with you even to the end of your
lives;" but "Lo! I am with you all days, even to the consummation of the world." So that those to whom He
addressed Himself were to live to the end of the world! What does this mean, but that the Apostles were to have
successors, in whom their rights were to be perpetuated? Successors whom Jesus would ever assist by His
presence and uphold by His power. The work founded by a God,out of His love for man, and at the price of His own
precious Blood, must surely be imperishable!
PETER IS MADE CHIEF SHEPHERD OF CHRIST'S CHURCH
THE POPES SUCCEED PETER
The unique place of primacy Peter enjoyed among Jesus' apostles is especially evident from three Bible texts:
Matt. 16:1~19; Luke 22:31 sqq, and John 21:15 sqq. The first passage tells us how our Savior changed Peter's name,
by calling him "Kepha," the Aramaic word for "rock," which in Latin is "Petros," from which derives the English
"Peter." So "Peter" means "rock." (Formerly he had been known as "Simon.") By this symbolic act, the Lord meant
to designate Peter as the foundation of the Church He intended to establish; Peter was to be the sign of stability,
permanence, and unity. In this same passage, moreover, Peter is promised both the keys to heaven's Kingdom and
the power to bind and to loose. Luke 22:2~32 is the text relating a controversy among the disciples. On this
occasion Christ foretold that Peter was about to be put to the test by Satan: "Simon, Simon, behold Satan hath
desired to have you, that he may sift you as wheat" Luke 22:31). This test occurred, of course, at the hour of
Calvary. "I tell you, Peter . . . that the cock shall not crow today, until you have three times denied that you know
Me" (Luke 22:34). But the prayer of Christ, said for Peter in particular, would save him, so that he in turn might
"confirm his brethren" in faith: "But I have prayed for thee, that thy faith fail not: and thou, being once
converted, confirm thy brethren" (Luke 22:32). Again, therefore, Peter is the rock and bulwark of the faith. In
John 21:15 sqq, Jesus fulfills His pledge to give Peter the keys of heaven. This is the beautiful passage in which
Peter is made shepherd of Christ's universal flock. The Acts of the Apostles show us how Peter functioned in his
role of chief shepherd. He is the primary spokesman for the apostles; even though we read of Peter's "standing
with the Eleven," it is Peter who speaks. He is the principal preacher, the pacesetter for apostolic endeavor. Read,
for example, Acts 1:1~26; 2:1440; 3:1-26; 4:8; 5:1-11; 5:29; 8:1~17; etc. That Peter eventually went to Rome clearly through the Spirit's guidance - is the testimony of St. Ignatius of Antioch (died 107), as well as several
other ancient chroniclers. As early as the first century, too, Pope St. Clement I, a successor of Peter in Rome
(even though St. John the Apostle still lived), demonstrates possession of full responsibility for the whole Church
in a dispute involving the Corinthians. Tertullian and Hippolytus, both second Century witnesses, acknowledged
Peter as the first in the succession of Bishops of Rome; St. Cyprian, in the third century, views the unity of the
Church as originating from Peter. And from the second century on, the Bishop of Rome was asked for judgment in
controversial ecclesial issues. (St. Peter and St. Paul's relics are in St. John Lateran Basilica in Rome.)

THE APOSTOLIC TEACHING BODY CONTINUES TO THE PRESENT DAY
Passing through the ages, we find the same Apostolic system of teaching. Down to the sixteenth century, there
existed in Christendom no other than this idea. The Bishops were looked upon as successors of the Apostles, and
their unanimous teaching under the Pope was regarded as absolutely trustworthy - as truly representing the
doctrine of Christ. The Church as a whole could not possibly fall into error - this was guaranteed by the promises
of Christ: "The gates of hell shall not prevail against it" (Matt 16:18); and those who claimed scripture in support
of new doctrines, and against the prevailing doctrine of the Church, were regarded as heretics and rebels against
Christ, and against His authority delegated to the Church.
THE CHURCH CAME TO BE KNOWN AS THE "CATHOLIC" CHURCH
The following is quoted from the book "Outlines of European History" by James Breasted and James Robinson,
copyright 1914, which was used as a textbook at Classen Public High School in Oklahoma City in the 1930's. (So it is
not a Catholic school history book.): "It was not until about the third century that Christians came to call their
Church Catholic' (meaning 'universal'). The Catholic Church embraced all true believers in Christ, wherever they
might be. To this one universal Church all must belong who hoped to be saved" (page 308). And then it quotes St.
Cyprian (died 258) as follows: "whoever separates himself from the Church is separated from the promises of the
Church... He is an alien, he is profane, he is an enemy; he can no longer have God for his father who has not the
Church for his mother. If any one could escape who was outside the Ark of Noah, so also may he escape who shall
be outside the bounds of the Church." (Note: Breasted & Robinson's text errs, however, as to the date the Church
came to be called "Catholic." St. Ignatius of Antioch (died 107) called the Church "Catholic" in his writings.)
So until the Sixteenth Century when Martin Luther broke away from the Catholic Church, the overwhelming
majority of Christians were Roman Catholics.
THE PROTESTANT REBELLION
The Protestant rebellion continues to be in fact what its adherents call it today - a protest, and themselves
Protest-ants, Protestants. A protest against what? Against Christ's divinely constituted teaching authority in the

world

- His Church - and the substitution of the Bible, interpreted by each individual, in its place. This ran counter to the
almost unanimous conviction of Christendom for fifteen hundred years!
WHAT WERE THE CAUSES OF THE PROTESTANT REBELLION?
First, there had been a gradual relaxation of discipline, which had weakened authority and opened the way to many
scandals and unpunished abuses in the ranks of the clergy. "At the close of the Middle Ages and dawn of the new
era, the Papacy had been too eager in the pursuit of humanistic aims, had cultivated too exclusively merely human
ideals of art and learning, and at the same time had become entangled in secular business and politics, and was
altogether too worldly" (Grisar, "LUTHER", V. p.427). Moreover, in Germany at this time the Bishops were mostly
younger sons of princely or noble houses who were quite unfitted for their spiritual work. And as for the lower
clergy, secular and religious, while many were zealous to diffuse religious knowledge by catechetical teaching,
sermons, instructive publications and educational work in the elementary and middle schools, many others were
quite neglectful of these sacred duties.
So there were abuses in the Church then, as there are today, and as there always will be. But "Blessed is he who
shall not be scandalized in Me" (Luke 7:23). Christ did not guarantee His Church from scandal, but from error:
"When He, the Spirit of truth, has come, He will teach you all truth" (John 16:13). There were scandals in the
Church even while Jesus was with it. Judas was a thief, a traitor, and a suicide; Peter, the head, swore to a

falsehood; James and John quarreled over supremacy; St. Peter and St. Paul were at variance over circumcision,
and St. Paul excommunicated one of the faithful for unspeakable lust. The Church is made up of men, not angels.
The triumph of the Church is not in being composed of sinless mortals, but in supplying sinful men with means to
carry on the struggle against their vicious tendencies. But Jesus by His divine power granted that His Church, even
though composed of weak and sinful men, would never teach error. The Church may have needed house cleaning in
the sixteenth century, but the way to clean house is not to dynamite it. A child may have a very dirty face and yet
be absolutely pure in body and soul. "I am black but beautiful," sings the Church to all men in the words of Solomon
(Canticles 1:4); that is, although the Catholic Church, the very Body of Jesus Christ in time and space, may appear
to the eyes of men as it were black and contemptible; but inwardly, that is, in its faith and morals, fair and
beautiful in the eyes of God.
You cannot heal a diseased member of the body by cutting it off. Cut away a member of the body from the heart's
blood, and it dies. The spark of life animating the body does not follow the severed member. The spark of life
remains with the body, and the severed member begins to disintegrate and decay. This is precisely what happened
to the followers of the revolution of the sixteenth century, as we shall soon see. "It follows that those who are
divided in faith and in government cannot be living in one and cannot be living the life of its one divine Spirit"
(Encyclical of Pope Pius XII, "The Mystical Body of Christ").
No people can form by themselves a congregation or church, claiming that they follow the teachings of Christ.
Christ did not say: "Thou art Luther and upon this rock I will build my Church" (or "Thou art Calvin, Knox, King
"Among you there will be lying teachers who will bring in Henry VIII," etc.). Numberless are the false churches,
destructive sects . . . and many will follow . . . "(2 Peter 2:1,2)... "and by pleasing speeches, and good words, seduce
the hearts of the innocent" (Romans 16:18). "In the last times, some shall depart from the faith, giving heed to
spirits of error and doctrines of devils . . . " (1 Tim. 4:1-2); "For there shall be a time, when they will not endure
sound doctrine: but according to their own desires, they will heap to themselves teachers, having to themselves
itching ears: and will turn away their hearing from the truth" (2 Tim. 4:34)."They received not the love of truth
that they might be saved. Therefore God shall send them the operation of error, to believe lying" (2 Thess.
2:1~11). "There is a way that seemethjust to a man, but the ends thereof lead to death" (Proverbs 14:12).
CAUSE OF THE RAPID SPREAD AND ESTABLISHMENT OF PROTESTANTISM
How was it possible that the Revolution became so widespread in such a short period of time, and that whole
nations gave up the faith of their forefathers? One cause which greatly contributed to the defection was that the
civil rulers in Germany, Scandinavia, England, and elsewhere, took advantage of the disorder, seeing in the rebellion
a coveted opportunity of gaining absolute control over the people and of confiscating the property of the Church;
and they gave to the leaders of the rebellion a support without which the revolt everywhere would have failed
utterly.
The traitorous political ambition of France helped set up Protestantism permanently in Europe. It was Cardinal
Richelieu (1585-1642), Prime Minister and real ruler of France under Louis XIII, who, to ensure the political
victory of France in Europe, took the side of the Protestant princes of Germany against the Catholic Emperor,
Ferdinand II, at the most critical moment of the Thirty Years' War between the forces of Protestantism and
Catholicism. Cardinal Richelieti hired the Protestant military genius, Gustavus Adolphus, for five tubs of gold, to
enter the war against the Catholics. The defeat of Ferdinand made impossible his dream of a Europe united again
as one family by the Faith, so close to realization but for the treachery of the French Cardinal.
Another cause was the popular unrest and love of novelty, which characterized the sixteenth century, and the
discontent and evil elements that are present at all times in every society. Furthermore, the recent invention of
printing enabled the Protestants to circulate their teachings, thus confusing and deceiving the minds of simple
folk.

THE CATHOLIC COUNTER-REFORMATION
Long before the Protestant revolt, all serious-minded Catholic men and women were convinced that a purification
of the Church in her hierarchy and in her members was needed. Not the Catholic religion, as the Protestants
maintained, but the people who professed that religion required reformation. "Men must be changed by religion,"
as one of the champions of True Reform remarked, "not religion by men." Our Lord told us not to be scandalized
when we see "cockle and wheat in His Church" (Matt. 13:2-3O). But why blame the Church for bad Catholics? All
the bad Catholics in the world are not the Catholic Church. The Catholic Church holds the "deposit of Faith,"
spoken of by St. Paul (1 Tim. 6:2O~21). The bad Catholics are bad not because of being Catholic, but because they
neglect their Catholic duties and disgrace their exalted condition. "The Church is a perfect body, composed of
imperfect men. This is the mystery of faith which is a stumbling block to those outside it" (St. Augustine).
So the first goal of the counter-reformation was the purification of the Church in her hierarchy, and in her
members. The spread of error by Protestants, who attacked the Divine Constitution of the Church and her
fundamental doctrines, also imposed upon the Catholic leaders the duty of setting forth in unmistakable and
authoritative terms the true doctrine of Christianity contained in Scripture and Tradition. For this purpose, an
ecumenical council was convened (The Council of Trent, the Nineteenth Council of the Church) in the year 1545.
The Council set up a vast program to restore religious discipline, revive Faith, and check the spread of
Protestantism by defining dogmatically the doctrines under attack and censuring the errors of the rebellion.
There is no better proof for the divine origin and guidance of the Church than the fact that she not only survived
the great Protestant Revolt of the Sixteenth Century, but emerged from the conflict rejuvenated and prepared to
meet new ones.
With regard to the teachings of the "reformers":
WHICH WAS APPOINTED BY CHRIST TO TEACH MANKIND THE TRUE RELIGION
THE CHURCH OR THE BIBLE?
When our Divine Savior sent His Apostles throughout the world to preach the Gospel to every creature, He laid
down the conditions of salvation thus: "He who believeth and is baptized shall be saved, but he who believeth not
shall be condemned" (Mark 16:16). Here, then, our Blessed Lord laid down two absolute and universal conditions Faith and Baptism. What is this Divine Faith which we must have in order to be saved? It is to believe, upon the
authority of God, "all things whatsoever" (Matt: 28:20) He has revealed. Therefore if a man would be saved he
must profess the true Religion. Now if God commands me under pain of damnation to believe what He has taught,
He is bound to give me the means to know what He has taught. What is this means?" "The Bible," say the
Protestants. But we Catholics say, "No, not the Bible, but the Church of God." For if God had intended that man
should learn his religion from the Bible, surely God would have given that book to man. But He did not do so. Christ
sent His apostles throughout the earth and said: "Go ye therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in the
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have
commanded you" (Matt. 28:19,20). Christ did not say, sit down and write Bibles, and then let every man read and
judge for himself Since the sixteenth century we have seen the result of such thinking in the founding of
hundreds of religions by men, all quarreling with one another about the interpretation of the Bible. Jesus never
wrote a line of scripture nor did He command His Apostles to do so, except when He directed St. John to write
the Apocalypse (Book of Revelations 1:11), but ordered them to "teach all nations" (Matt. 28:19). In Matt. 18:17, He
does not say, "He who will not read the scriptures," but "he who will not hear the Church, let him be to thee as the
heathen and the publican." The Apostles never circulated a single volume of scripture, but going forth, preached
everywhere ()&ark 16:20). It is true that our Lord said on one occasion, "Search the Scriptures for in them ye
think ye have eternal life, and the same are they that give testimony of me" (John 5:39). This passage is quoted by
Protestants in favor of private interpretation but proves nothing of the kind. Our Savior speaks here only of the
Old Testament, because the New Testament was not yet written. He addressed, not the Apostles, but the
Pharisees, and reproaches them for not admitting His Divinity, clearly known and shown by the prophets of the Old
Testament.

The Church established by Christ existed about 65 years before St. John wrote the last book of the Bible. During
these years how did the people know what they had to do to save their souls? Was it from the Bible they learned
it? No, because the Bible as such was not yet composed. They knew it precisely as we know it, from the teaching of
the Church of God. The New Testament writings were not gathered together and declared to be divinely inspired
until late in the fourth century. Moreover, these witnesses were Catholics, and accepted the Scriptures as divinely
inspired because their Church declared them to be so. Protestants hold that the writings, known as the Sacred
Scriptures, are inspired. But it is on the Catholic Church's word that they hold this truth! They take for granted
that followers of the Catholic Church transcribed and translated the original writings without making any errors,
that they never altered a line, that they preserved them until the sixteenth century in their original purity and
integrity. Unless they grant all this, they cannot logically appeal to the Scriptures as divine authority. Thus
Protestants are breaking away from their theory of "Nothing but the Bible" and basing their arguments on
Tradition, or on the authority of the Catholic Church, which, on principle, they repudiate!
The Jewish religion existed before the Old Testament was written, just as the Christian Church existed before
the New Testament was written. Peter converted three thousand before the first word of the New Testament
was put on paper. Paul had converted hundreds of Romans, Corinthians, Galatians and Thessalonians before he
wrote his epistles to those congregations; and all the Apostles were dead, and millions had died Catholic martyrs,
before St. John wrote the last part of the New Testament. Until the end of the first century the "Word of God"
could have been delivered only by word of mouth.
HOW THE APOSTLES REGARDED THE NEW TESTAMENT
The Apostles seem to think it an important matter to leave us their recollections of Christ's life and character,
but they make no pretense of giving us a complete written account of His teaching. They show no signs of
regarding it as a duty to leave behind them full written particulars. St. John himself declares the impossibility of
writing anything like an exhaustive account of all that Christ did (John 21:25). As far as we can gather, nearly all
the Apostles were dead or dispersed before half the New Testament was written. None of the Apostles ever saw
the Gospel of St. John, except the author himself. Only St. John lived long enough to have seen the whole series
which made up the New Testament; but there is no evidence to show that he actually did see it. The only clear
reference made by one Apostle to another Apostle's writings is that of St. Peter, who tells us how hard St. Paul's
epistles were to understand, and how some had wrested them to their own destruction (2 Peter 3:16). Scripture
was regarded as a witness to the Church's teaching, not as a sole and adequate Rule of Faith to be substituted in
its place.
ST. PAUL USED THE SCRIPTURES
In the Acts of the Apostles 17:2, we are told that St. Paul reasoned with the Thessalonians on three Sabbath days
"out of the Scriptures," and in verse 11, Paul says that Bereans "searched the Scriptures." Verse 2 implies that St.
Paul used the Bible and verse 11 that the Bereans had it; but this was not the NewTestament, for very little of it
had been written at that time. Bead verse 3, and it will be clear That he was appealing to the prophetic writings of
the Old testament, showing them that Christ was to suffer and to again. He didn't prove from the Scriptures that
Christ ad already suffered. The same applies to verse 11.
THE FIRST CHRISTIANS WERE NOT "BIBLE" CHRISTIANS
The various parts which now make up the New Testament were carefully treasured and read in the local churches
where they had been received, but it was only by degrees that copies were spread to other places and the whole
came to be circulated throughout Christendom. It was late in the fourth century before the present New
Testament writings were gathered together into one book. It was this late in the Christian era before the Catholic

Church declared which of the many doubtfully inspired writings scattered throughout the world were really
inspired.
HOW THE EARLY CHRISTIANS RECEIVED THEIR FAITH
We find in the New Testament many references to Christian doctrine as derived from oral teaching. The
Thessalonians are told to "hold fast the traditions which they had been taught, whether by word or by epistle" (2
Thess. 2:15). Timothy, who had been ordained Bishop of Ephesus by St. Paul is instructed to "Hold fast the form of
sound words which he had heard from his teacher among many witnesses"; "to continue in the things learnt" (that
is, "the gospel which was committed to his trust"), "knowing from whom he had learnt them," "and to commit the
same to faithful men who shall be able to teach others" (1 Tim. 1-11; 4:11-16; 6:20; 2 Tim 1:6, 13; 2:2, 3:10, 14; 4:2,
etc.) - all of which certainly stands in favor of the Catholic doctrine of apostolic authority in a line of successors,
for an oral transmission of Faith, and against the Protestant idea of substituting the Bible as the sole and
adequate guide to salvation. The Bishops were universally regarded as the authoritative successors to the Apostles
responsible for the preservation of Christian doctrine. The New Testament was not completed until 65 years after
Peter and Paul and most of the other Apostles were dead; many of their immediate successors had been martyred,
and it is likely that the third or fourth successors of the several Apostles were converting souls without the Bible
when St. John completed his writings. In fact, the whole Roman Empire was Christian, at least ten million people
remained true to Christ and suffered a martyr's death, and the Church was enjoying her golden age, before
anybody ever saw the New Testament bound up into one volume. For four centuries people received their faith only
by hearing it preached in Catholic churches.
Most Protestants enter the Protestant religion through family ties or evangelistic services - not by Bible reading.
Very few people are led to embrace this or that religion by "searching the Scriptures." Nine times out of ten, they
enter a religion first, and do their Bible reading afterwards.
The Bible was not given from Heaven like the Ten Commandments were - as the Christian's sole rule of faith; and
Christ did not write the New Testament; and the Apostles were not ordered to write it as a textbook. "Tradition is
also a rule of faith; for "Faith cometh by hearing"(Rom 10:17).
IS SCRIPTURE INHERENTLY CLEAR?
Suppose: an Episcopal minister reads the Bible in a prayerful spirit and says it is clear and evident that there must
be "bishops." The Presbyterian, a sincere and well-meaning man, deduces from the Bible that there should be no
bishops, only "Presbyters." A number of religions hold that baptism by immersion is correct, while others approve
of baptism by sprinkling. Next comes the Unitarian who calls them all a pack of idolaters, worshiping a man for a
God, and he quotes several texts from the Bible to prove it. So we have here a number of denominations
understanding the Bible in different ways. What then, if we bring together 500 denominations all differing? One
says there is no hell; another says there is. One says Christ is God; another says He is not, etc. Is baptism
necessary for salvation? Must infants be baptized? Are good works necessary, or is faith alone sufficient? The
correct answer to these questions is surely essential, but zealous Bible readers do not agree concerning them. Is
anyone foolish enough to believe that the changeless and eternal Holy Spirit is directing those five hundred
denominations, telling one Yes and another No; declaring a thing to be black and white, false and true, at the same
time? If the Bible were intended as the guide and teacher of man, would St. Peter have declared that "In the
scriptures are things hard to be understood, which the unlearned and unstable wrest to their own destruction" (2
Peter 3:16)?
On the contrary, the Bible itself declares that it contains many passages, the meaning of which is not clear. Read
Acts 8:27-35; Luke 24:25-27; 2 Peter 3:16. Moreover, if the Bible is the Protestants' authority for everything,
how is it that they cannot quote the Bible in favor of the "private judgment" theory? Not only can it not be found,

but you will find this declaration in the holy book: "No prophecy of Scripture is made by private interpretation" (2
Peter 1:20). St. Paul warned Titus not to concede to anyone the right of private judgment (Titus 8:9-11). In
"RATIONALISM IN EUROPE," Vol. II, p. 174, states: "It has been most abundantly proved that from Scripture,
honest and able men have derived and do derive arguments in support of the most opposite opinions." And from
"The London Times" of January 13, 1884: "England alone is reputed to contain some 700 sects, each of which
proves a whole system of theology and morals from the Bible"
THE MAJORITY OF CHRISTIANS DID NOT HAVE THE BIBLE BEFORE THE FIFTEENTH CENTURY
Not only was the Bible not the Christian's written Rule of Faith during the first four centuries, but it was not
during the next thousand years, for the simple reason that there was no widespread use of paper to print on until
the thirteenth century, and the moveable type printing press itself was not invented until the year 1450, more
than one thousand years after the true canon of the Bible (the collection of books which were considered inspired)
was determined. Without the printing presses, it was impossible to distribute Bibles by hundreds of thousands. It
required several years of work, distributed over many hours of the day, to produce onecopy of the Bible. Every
page had to be handmade, with pen upon parchment. Who copied these Bibles by hand? In most monasteries, from
the early centuries, the daily occupation of many thousands of monks consisted in copying the scriptures for the
benefit of the world. Some excellent specimens exist, one of them now being displayed at the Congressional
Library, in Washington, D.C. A copy of the manuscript-Bible was usually placed on a large table in church, where the
people who could read might have the benefit of it. Some Protestant Churches spread the falsehood that the
Catholic Church chained the Bible so that people might not learn anything from it. That is an anti-Catholic fable.
The thick cover of the Bible was chained to the table (or podium) so that no one might steal the valuable work. In
those days a Bible would have cost over $10,000.00. The Bible was displayed in the church, wide open, precisely
that it might he read. Not one in 50,000 had a Bible. Would our Divine Lord have left the world for 1500 years
without that hook if it were necessary to man's salvation? Most assuredly not. But suppose everyone had Bibles?
What good will that book be, even today, to the one-half of the people of the world who cannot read?
THE FIRST PROTESTANTS MADE OUR BIBLE THEIRS
The printing press was invented 65 years before Luther's revolt; and according to Hallam, a Protestant historian,
the Catholic Bible was the first hook ever printed. In 1877 there were exhibited hundreds of old Bibles, at South
Kensington, England; it was called the “Caxton Exhibition," and among them were nine German editions of the Bible,
printed in Germany before Luther was horn; and there were more than one hundred editions of the Latin Bible, the
very thing Luther is pretended to have "discovered." This disproves the popular lie about Luther finding the Bible
at Erfurt in 1507. Many Protestant historians have repudiated this charge. To name a few: Dr. McGilfert in MAN
LUTHER AND HIS WORK, page 273, says: "If Luther was ignorant of the Bible, it was his own fault. The notion
that Bible reading was frowned upon by ecclesiastical authorities of that age is quite unfounded." And Dr. Preserve
Smith in LIFE AND LETTERS OF MARTIN LUTHER, page 14, writes: "The book was a very common one, there
having been no less than one hundred editions of the Latin Vulgate published before 1500, as well as a number of
German translations." And Murzel in HISTORY OF GERMANY, Vol.11, p.223, says: "Before the time of Luther, the
Bible had already been translated and printed in both High and Low Dutch."
OUR LORD SET UP A SUPREME COURT
When the Constitution of the United States was written, its writers did not leave it to the people to interpret as
they saw fit. They knew better than that. They set up a Supreme Court for that purpose. And do you think that
the all-wise God would be less careful in a matter of even greater importance where the salvation of millions of
immortal souls is at stake? Most assuredly not. He, too, set up a "Supreme Court," to guide and teach His people,
and to interpret the law for them. In the Old Testament, God chose Moses to deliver His people, the Israelites,
from the Egyptians, and to rule over them during their 40 years of wandering in the desert towards the promised
land. In the Book of Numbers, Chap. 27, verses 12-23, as the time of his death approaches, Moses asks God to

"provide a man that may be over this multitude and may lead them out, or bring them in: lest the people of the
Lord be as sheep without a shepherd. And the Lord said to him: Take Joshua- a man in whom is the Spirit - and put
thy hand upon him ... and thou shalt give him precepts in the sight of all... that all the congregation of the children
of Israel may hear him... he and all the children of Israel with him, and the rest of the multitude shall go out and
go in at his word." And in the Book of Deuteronomy, Moses was repeating and expounding to the Israelites the
ordinances given on Mt. Sinai, with other precepts not expressed before. In Chapter 17, verses &12, he states: "If
thou perceive that there he among you a hard and doubtful matter in judgment... and thou see that the words of
the judges within thy gates do vary: arise, and go up to the place, which the Lord thy God shall choose. And thou
shall come to the priests of the Levitical race, and to the judge that shall be at that time. And thou shalt ask of
them. And they shall shew thee the truth of the judgment. And thou shalt do whatsoever they shall say, that
preside in the place, which the Lord shall choose, and what they shall teach thee, according to His law. And thou
shalt follow their sentence: neither shalt thou decline to the right hand nor to the left hand. But he that will be
proud, and refuse to obey the commandment ofthe priest, who ministereth at that time to the Lord thy God (i.e.,
the high priest), and the decree of the judge: that man shall die . . ." And the footnote, Douay Bible, to this
Ordinance states: "Here we see what authority God was pleased to give to the church guides of the Old
Testament, in deciding without appeal, all controversies relating to the law, promising that they should not err
therein; and surely he has not done less for the church guides of the New Testament."
Christ set up that teaching organism called "the Church," with St. Peter and his successors as Chief Shepherd
(that is, "high priest"), to be His official Custodian and interpreter under the New Law. And He promised to
safeguard the Church from error. Read John 1:14; 14:6; 1 John 5:20; John 14:17; 15:26; 16:13; John 8:32; 17:17; 2
John 1:3. To that Church alone, and not to any bookor private individual did He say "Teach ye all nations ... I will be
with you" (Matt. 28:20). And "He who will not hear the Church, let him be to thee as the heathen and the publican"
(Matt. 18:17).
THE CATHOLIC CHURCH URGES ITS MEMBERS TO READ THE BIBLE
"At a time when a great number of bad hooks . . . are circulated among the unlearned..., the faithful should be
excited to the reading of the Bible; for this is the most abundant source which ought to be left open to every one
to draw from it purity of morals and of doctrine" (Pope Pius VI, 1778). And Pope Leo XIII, elected in 1878, did
much to promote the reading of the Holy Scriptures. He founded a congregation for the advancement of biblical
studies; he addressed a letter to the whole Church on the subject of the reading and study of Holy Writ; and he
granted special blessings to those who devoutly read the Holy Scriptures daily. The Church authorities at the
Synod of Oxford, in 1408, forbade the laity to read unauthorized versions of the Scriptures. In other words, she
forbade them to accept as Scripture what really was not Scripture. For example, the Albigensians of the
thirteenth century made a translation of the Bible, which would square with their erroneous teachings. (See
Hallam, MIDDLE AGES, Chapter IX). And Sir Thomas More says "Wycliffe took upon himself to translate the
Bible anew. In this translation he purposely corrupted the holy text, maliciously planting in it such words as might,
in the reader's ears, serve to prove such heresies as he 'went about to sow.' " (EVE OF THE REFORMATION,
Gasquet, Chapter VIII). The Lollards changed the text still more, and made the Bible support the anarchy which
they later preached throughout England.
HISTORY OF THE PROTESTANT ENGLISH BIBLE
"Tyndale's New Testament" was published under King Henry VIII; the "Bishop's Bible" in 1568; "The King James"
or "Authorized Version" in 1611; "The Revised Version" in 1881. Each of these was brought out because the
previous one was found to contain errors. (Read "History of the Reformation of the Church in England," by J. H.
Blunt, Ch. I). Zwingli, writing to Luther, in commenting on his translation of the Bible into German, says: "Thou dost
corrupt the word of God; thou art seen to be a manifest and common corrupter and perverter of the Holy
Scriptures; how much are we ashamed of thee!" (Vol. II, DE SACRAMENTS, p.412). Here are some of his typical
corruptions: "Wherefore, brethren," St. Peter commands us, "labor the more, that by good works you may make

sure your vocation and election" (2 Peter 1:10); But Luther omitted the words "By good works." "We account a man
to be justified by faith" (Romans 3:28). Luther added the word "alone." Calvin's translations of the Scriptures
were equally faulty. A Protestant authority says: "Calvin makes the text of the gospel to leap up and down; he uses
violence to the letter of the gospel, and besides this, adds to the text." (See Molinaeus' TRANSLATION OF THE
NEW TESTAMENT, Part XI, p.110). In his APOLOGY, Sec. 6, Mr. Burgess, a Protestant, says of the English
Protestant version: “How shall I approve, under my hand, a translation which has many omissions, many additions;
which sometimes obscureth, sometimes perverteth the sense, being sometimes senseless, sometimes contrary?"
So the prohibition of the Catholic Church against Bible reading had reference to the reading of faulty translations

of the Scriptures. Such faulty translations are not surprising, as the devil, too, quotes the Scriptures dishonestly:
In Matthew 4:1-11, we read: "At that time, Jesus was led by the Spirit into the desert, to be tempted by the
devil... Then the devil took Him up into the holy city, and set Him upon the pinnacle of the temple, and said to Him:
if thou be the Son of God, cast thyself down. For it is written: That he hath given his angels charge over thee.

"This we read in the 9Oth Psalm; but there the prophecy was not spoken of Christ, but of the just man; so the

devil has quoted the Scriptures dishonestly. As Satan changes himself into an angel of light, and even from the
Holy Scriptures prepares snares for Christians, so now he uses the testimonies of Scripture itself not to instruct,
but to deceive.
THE CATHOLIC BIBLE CONTAINS MORE BOOKS THAN THE PROTESTANT BIBLE
Why? For the same reason that it contains any of the writings within its covers. As already explained, and no man
in this world can refute it, the writings which the Protestants accept as inspired, they know to be so only on The
authority of the Catholic Church. The Protestant Bible omits the following seven books from the Old Testament:
Judith, Ecclesiasticus, Baruch, Tobias, Wisdom, and the two books of the Machabees. (Luther originally threw out
11 entire books!) These books are inspired Sacred Scripture, and for twenty centuries, from the compilation of the
Old Testament canon by Esdras and Nehemias in 430 B.C., until the rebellion of the Protestants in the Sixteenth
Century, they were accepted by the faithful as God's revelation to His people. They are still in the Catholic Bible.
Most of the Protestant and Catholic versions of the Bible have the same books in the New Testament. But the New
Testament contains writings which were not written by the Apostles. Luke and Mark were not Apostles at all, and
even Paul was not one of the original twelve. How could it possibly be proved, outside the Catholic Church's
authority, that Mark's and Luke's writings were inspired? And how could one, rejecting this Church's authority,
account for the omission of gospels written by St. Bartholomew and St. Thomas, and the acts of St. Andrew, who
wereapostles? Of these, several were regarded by certain of the Fathers as part of Scripture, and were publicly
read in local Churches, while others in the second and third centuries classed them as doubtfully inspired.
Likewise, the Epistle to the Hebrews, Revelations, James, Jude, 2nd Peter, and 2nd and 3rd John were at first
called into question in some parts of the Church.
HOW THE CONTENTS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT WERE DETERMINED
So the collections of reputed inspired writings in different parts of Christendom in the second, third, and fourth
centuries varied considerably, and it was at Church Councils at Hippo and Carthage (held between 393 AD) that a
list of authentic books was agreed upon. Pope Innocent I, and afterwards Pope Gelasius (A.D. 494), confirmed this
list, and for the first time the New Testament was capable of being bound up into one book as we have it now. How
was this question settled after so long a dispute? Purely and simply by an appeal to the traditions existing in local
churches where each document had been preserved, and by the authoritative verdict of the Church, judging
according to those traditions. Hence, the reliability of the Bible depends wholly on the authority of the Roman
Catholic Church! Protestants, in accepting the New Testament as it stands, are acknowledging the authority of the

Catholic Church in the fourth and fifth centuries, and some of them have candidly admitted this in writing. (See
preface to Revised Version of Protestant Bible.)
HOW OLD ARE THE PROTESTANT CHURCHES?
The Lutheran Church was founded in the year 1517 by Martin Luther, a former priest of the Roman Catholic
Church.
The Church of England (Anglicanism) was founded by King Henry VIII in 1534 when he threw off the authority of
the Pope and proclaimed himself the head of the Church in England, because the Pope refused to declare invalid his
marriage with Queen Catherine.
The Presbyterian denomination was begun in 1560 by John Knox who was dissatisfied with Anglicanism.
The Episcopalian denomination was begun in 1784 by Samuel Seabury who was dissatisfied with Presbyterianism.
The Baptist church was launched by John Smyth in Amsterdam, Holland in the year 1606.
The Methodist church was launched by John and Charles Wesley in England in 1744.
The Unitarians were founded by Theophilus Lindley in London, in 1774.
The Jehovah's Witness Church was developed in 1872 by Charles Russell.
The founder of The Salvation Army is William Booth, who quit the Anglicans, and then the Methodists, and set up
his own version of Christianity in 1787. His own son, Ballinger, quit The Salvation Army and did the same for
himself in 1896.
Mrs. Mary Baker Eddy began the Christian Scientist religion in 1879, basing it upon an outright denial of Original
Sin and its effects.
The Mormon church, the Seventh-Day Adventists, the Church of Christ, The Church of the Nazarene, or any of
the various Pentecostal Churches, etc. are also among the hundreds of new churches founded by men within the
past 150 years or so.
The Roman Catholic Church was founded by God-made-man, Jesus Christ, in the year 33 A.D. He said: "Thou art
Peter, and upon this rock I will build My Church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it... Feed my lambs;
feed My sheep" (Matt. 16:18,19; John 21:15,17). He also said: "He who is not with Me is against Me, and he who
gathers not with me scatters" (Matt.12:30).
MARTIN LUTHER
The Protestant Revolution was begun by Martin Luther, a Catholic priest, who, led astray by private judgment, set
himself against the Faith held for 1500 years. He decided that all Christians before him had been in error. Is it

possible to believe that Jesus founded a Church to mislead the world, and then after 1500 years approved
of over 500 contradictory churches founded by men? But, you may say, the Protestant Church is the Church of

Christ, purified of error, and only this purified form dates from Luther. I answer that you must choose between
Luther and Christ. Jesus said His Church would never teach error (John 14:26); Luther says it did teach error. If
Luther is right, Christ is wrong; if Christ is right, Luther and all his followers are wrong.

Luther's chief errors are contained in the following propositions: (1) There is no supreme teaching power in the
Church. (2) The temporal sovereign has supreme power in matters ecclesiastical. (3) There are no priests. (4) All
that is to be believed is in the Bible. (5) Each one may interpret Holy Scripture as he likes. (6) Faith alone saves,
good works are superfluous. (7) Man lost his free will by original sin. (8) There are no saints, no Christian sacrifice,
no sacrament of confession, and no purgatory.
Following are some significant excerpts from Luther's writings and lectures, as compared with the teachings of
our Lord Jesus Christ. (Taken from the hook CHRIST VS. LUTHER, edited by R. A. Short, copyright 1953 by the
Bellarmine Publishing Company, Mound, Minn.)

- On Sin Christ: "Now the works of the flesh are manifest, which are fornication . . . murder . . . and suchlike. And
concerning these I warn you, they who do such things will not attain the Kingdom of God" (Galatians 5:19-21).
Luther: "Sin boldly but believe more boldly. Let your faith be greater than your sin. . . Sin will not destroy us in the
reign of the Lamb, although we were to commit fornication a thousand times in one day" (Letter to Melanchton,
August 1, 1521, Audin p.178).
Christ: "And do not be drunk with wine, for in that is debauchery" (Eph. 5:18). "Keep thyself chaste" (I Tim. 5:22).
Luther: "Why do I sit soaked in wine? ... To be continent and chaste is not in me" (Luther's diary).
- On Good Works Christ: "What will it profit, my brethren, if a man says he has faith, but does not have works? As the body without
the spirit is dead, so faith without works is dead also" (James 2:14,26).
Luther: "He that says the Gospel requires works for salvation, I say, flat and plain, is a liar" ("able Talk, Weimer
Edition, II, p.137).
- On Truth Christ: "Do not be liars against the truth. This is not the wisdom that descends from above. It is earthly, sensual,
devilish" (James 3:1~15). "Do not lie to one another" (Col. 3:9). "The Lord hateth... a lying tongue... a deceitful
witness that uttereth lies. . . "(Proverbs 6:1&17). "A thief is worse than a liar, but both of them shall inherit
destruction" (Ecclus. 20:27).
Luther: "To lie in case of necessity, or for convenience, or in excuse, would not offend God, who is ready to take
such lies on Himself" (Enserch Conference, July 17, 1540).
- On Marriage Christ: "Whosoever shall put away his wife and marry another, committeth adultery against her. And if the wife
shall put away her husband, and be married to another, she committeth adultery" ~ark 10:11-12).
Luther: "As to divorce, it is still a moot question whether it is allowable. For my part, I prefer bigamy" (DeWette,
Vol.2, p.459).
- On Free Will Christ: "Woe to that man by whom the Son of Man is betrayed! It were better for that man if he had not been
born" (Matt. 26:24). "Let no man say when he is tempted, that he is tempted by God; for God is no tempter to evil"
(James 1:13).
Luther: "Judas' will was the work of God; God by His almighty power moved his will as He does all that is in this
world" (De Servo Arbitro - Against man's free will). Accosted on all sides by charges of heresy, even by many of
his former associates in the Protestant movement, Luther found refuge in this, the strangest of all his beliefs. No
man is accountable for his actions, Luther taught, no matter how evil. Not even Judas!
Such are the teachings of the first so-called "reformer" of Christ's Church! If Luther was a man divinely inspired
or called in an extraordinary manner, why did God permit him to fall into so many absurdities in points of doctrine?
"Luther finally brought himself to indulge the pleasing delusion that the Catholic Church was the detestable
kingdom of Antichrist . . . that he himself was John the Evangelist... "(From the book LUTHER, P.65).

So you see the heresies, divisions, confusion, etc. resulting from the private interpretation of the Scriptures.
Unless there is a church in the world, from the days of our Lord, which declares unmistakably (infallibly) who

Jesus is, and what He taught, He might just as well have revealed nothing!

CHRIST DID ESTABLISH SUCH A CHURCH AND IT IS THE ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH

When Christ left us and ascended into Heaven, He gave His powers to the Church He had founded: "All power has
been given Me by My Father; go then" (in virtue of this power that I delegate to you) "teach all nations to keep My
commandments. He who hears you, hears Me; he who despises you, despises Me" (Matt. 28:1&20; Luke 10:16). 50
the Church is invested with the authority of Jesus Christ; she speaks and commands in Our Lord's name. The
difference between Protestants and Catholics lies in the attitude of dependence on and of obedience to the living
authority of the Church, which teaches and governs in the name of Christ. The Catholic accepts the Church's
doctrines, and regulates his conduct according to those doctrines, because he hears in the Church, and her head
the Sovereign Pontiff, the voice of Christ. The Protestant admits a certain truth because he "discovers" it, or
imagines himself to do so, by his personal lights. Claiming the right of private interpretation (despite 2 Peter 1:20;
3:16) and reading the Bible according to his reason alone, he takes or leaves what he will. Each one then, keeping
his faculty of choosing, becomes his own sovereign pontiff. The Protestant admits; the Catholic believes. As soon

as the Church speaks, the Catholic submits in all obedience as to Christ Himself. St. Isidore (Archbishop, Doctor,
and Saint) stated: "We, as Catholics are not permitted to believe anything of our own will, nor to choose what
someone has believed of his. We have God's apostles as authorities, who did not themselves of their own wills
choose anything of what they wanted to believe, but faithfully transmitted to the nations, the teachings of
Christ." In the Old Testament God spoke to the Israelites from the midst of the two Cherubim atop the Ark of
the Covenant: "There will I give orders, and will speak to thee over the propitiatory, and from the midst of the two
Cherubim, which shall be upon the Ark of the Testimony, all things which J will command the children of Israel...
"(Exodus 25:22). Today He speaks to us through the Catholic Church. She, alone, speaks with His Voice.
THE CATHOLIC CHURCH CLAIMS TO BE INFALLIBLE IN HER TEACHINGS
In order to keep His Church in the truth, Christ sent His Spirit - the Spirit of Truth (John 14:17). "When the
Spirit of truth is come, He will teach you all truth" (John 16:13); "He will teach you all things, and bring all things
to your mind, whatsoever I shall have said to you" (John 14:26). (So nothing of what the divine Word spoke to men
is to be lost)! "He will abide with you forever; and He shall be in you" (John 14:16,17). It is by the Holy Spirit, then,
that the Church is ever to possess the truth, and nothing can rob her of it; for this Spirit, who is sent by the
Father and the Son, will abide unceasingly with and in her.
The Holy Spirit is the principle of the Church's life. He makes Himself responsible for her words, just as our spirit
is responsible for what our tongue utters. Hence it is that the Church, by her union with the Holy Spirit, is so
identified with truth, that the apostle did not hesitate to call her "the pillar and ground of the truth" (1 Tim. 3:1415). Consequently, the Church has to be infallible in her teaching; for how can she be deceived herself, or deceive
others, seeing it is the Spirit of Truth who guides her in all things and speaks by her mouth? He is her soul; and
when the tongue speaks, the soul is responsible. The man who does not acknowledge the Church to be infallible,
should, if he be consistent, admit that the Son of God has not been able to fulfill His promise, and that the Spirit
of truth is a Spirit of error. He thought he was but denying a prerogative to the Church, whereas, in reality, he
has refused to believe God Himself It is this that constitutes the sin of heresy. Want of due reflection may hide
the awful conclusion; but the conclusion is strictly implied in his principle.
In the year 52, all the Apostles came together at Jerusalem, under St. Peter, to talk over the affairs of the
Church. This was the first Council of the Church, and the story of it is told in the Acts of the Apostles, Chapter
15. The Councils are an Apostolic institution, and the Apostles, when they instituted them, acted under the
commission they received from Christ; otherwise they could not have published the decisions of their Council with
the words, "It seemed good to the Holy Ghost and to us" (Acts 15:28).

The Apostles spoke with unerring authority, and their words were received not as human opinions, but as Divine
Truths. "When you have received from us the word of God, you received it not as the word of men, but as the word
of God" (1 Thess. 2:13).
THE POPE IS NOT INFALLIBLE IN ALL HIS ACTS
The President of the United States does not always act as President. No one would attribute presidential
authority to his views on hunting, or yachting, or on drama. Even when he presides over a white House function he
is not always using his presidential prerogatives. No one would attach the full authority of the United States
Government to the remarks he makes to a deputation of Presbyterians, Jews, or Catholics. Even when speaking in a
cabinet meeting, or making his official speech at the opening of Congress, he does not intend to throw the full
weight of his authority into his utterances. It is only when signing an Act of Congress or a treaty with some
foreign nation that the full and highest exercise of his presidency comes into play. Then, and then alone, does he
act as ruler of the Country, committing the Government to the deed, and binding the whole nation. As it is with the
President of the United States, so it is with the Pope. In his private acts as a Christian or Bishop, or in his
jurisdiction of the government of the Church, he might make a mistake or fail in prudence. Therefore, the Bishop
of Rome, the Pope, can make a mistake - unless he is speaking under certain conditions. These conditions are: (1)
when he is speaking "ex cathedra" (from the Chair of Peter); and (2) manifests his intention of defining a doctrine
(3) of faith or morals (4) officially binding the whole Church. At such a time the Pope's teaching is infallible; that
is, at such a time he is assisted, watched over, by the Holy Spirit so that he does not use his authority and his
knowledge to mislead the Church. The Pope is not inspired; he receives no private revelations; he does not carry in
his mind the whole of Christ's teaching as a miraculous treasure on which to draw at will. He has learned the faith
as we learned it, from his catechism and from his study of theology. If he wishes to know the two sides of a
dispute he must examine it as we must. When preparing to make a definition in his office of supreme teacher, he
first gives the matter to his theologians. They examine the sources of the doctrine in Holy Scripture and
Tradition. These sources are called "The Deposit of Faith." The "Deposit of Faith" preserved by the Catholic
Church includes: (1) Doctrines clearly taught in the Bible; (2) Doctrines obscurely taught in the Bible, and requiring
the authority of the Church to decide their true interpretation; (3) Doctrines not mentioned in the Bible at all, for
example: the abrogation of the Jewish Sabbath, with the obligation of observing Sunday instead; the practice of
eating meat with blood, which was forbidden for a time by the Apostles (Acts 15:20). The "Deposit of Faith" is the
body of truth divinely proclaimed by Our Lord through His Apostles for our belief. These truths of Revelation
were complete at the death of the last Apostle - St. John - who died in the year 99 A.D. These truths, which we
must believe in order to be Catholics, were all given to us by that time. The dogmas (doctrines) of the Church
never can suffer change. They are today precisely what they were at the beginning of the Church. There are no
new doctrines, and there can be no modification of old ones. "The doctrine of faith which God revealed," says
Vatican Council I (1869-1870), "is proposed, not as a mere philosophical discovery to be elaborated by human
minds, but as the Divine Deposit delivered by Christ to His spouse (the Church) to be by her faithfully guarded and
infallibly declared." whenever a heretic challenged some revealed truth of the Faith, it became necessary for the
Pope, either alone or together with his Bishops in Council, to re-express in more exact language the doctrine under
attack, so that never again could there be any doubt about its meaning. This was done by definition. This does not
mean that a new dogma is ever added to the Faith, or that something is added to an old dogma. It means merely
that doubt or confusion has been cast on a doctrine, and it has become necessary for the Pope to remove the
doubt and confusion. The theologians will find the doctrine stated either explicitly or implicitly in the "Deposit of
Faith," and it is the truth either way. A doctrine is explicitly expressed when it is brought out definitely in words,
openly, plainly. A dogma is implicitly expressed when it is hinted at but not specifically stated.
So a definition of a doctrine is the more precise expression of the doctrine. Its purpose is to clarify. In other
words, a definition is the last word on the subject. Papal definition precludes any further interpretation of a
dogma. The Church has taught from its beginning that no matter how much a doctrine may be developed or
meditated upon, never, never can its meaning in any way be changed. Pope Leo XIII in his Encyclical "Testem

Benevolentiae" of January 22, 1899 stated: " . . . That sense of the sacred dogmas is to be faithfully kept which
Holy Mother Church has once declared, and is not to be departed from under the specious pretext of a more
profound understanding" (Const. de Fid. cath. c. iv.).
A formula is generally used when a doctrine on faith or morals is defined ex cathedra, such as: "The most Holy
Roman Church firmly believes, professes and preaches...," or "We declare, say, define, and pronounce. . ." This lays
great emphasis upon the statement, as did our Lord's "Amen, amen I say to you. . ." Note the formula in the
proclamation of the dogma of the Immaculate Conception: " ... We declare, pronounce and define: the doctrine that
maintains that the most Blessed Virgin Mary in the first instant of her conception... was preserved free from all
stain of original sin . . . is a doctrine revealed by God and therefore must be firmly and constantly held by all the
faithful . . .
So, when the Pope comes finally to the act of definition -when, acting in his highest official capacity of teacher of
the Universal Church, he defines a point of faith or morals, with the intent of binding the whole Church - then we
believe, by virtue of Christ's promise, that the decision will be infallibly right.
The Pope is also infallible when he teaches the Church as head of all his Bishops in assembly (in Council). An
Ecumenical or General Council is a Council summoned by the Pope. It is made up of Bishops of the whole world, and
other high-ranking prelates with a right to vote. Its decrees are not binding until approved by the Pope. Only its
doctrinal decrees, when they are confirmed by the Pope, are infallible. (Vatican Council II was a PastoralCouncil,
not a Doctrinal Council, and thus, none of its decrees are in themselves infallible.) The Pope is also infallible when
he acts singly, by himself, as the head of the Church -provided he makes it clear that he is speaking ex cathedra
(from the Chair of Peter) in defining a dogma, of faith or morals, for the whole Church.
A Papal Encyclical or Allocution is not an instrument of definition. These documents may speak on the subject of a
doctrine of the Church though; and, if so, what is expounded by the Pope in them does demand consent if they
reiterate Catholic doctrine. (The value of Tradition is such that even the Encyclicals and other documents of the
ordinary teaching of the Sovereign Pontiff are infallible only when the teachings are confirmed by Tradition.)
There actually have been times in the history of the Church when the Pope, speaking unthinkingly and from his
first hasty judgment (and not ex cathedra), has erred in a matter of doctrine. Pope John XXII made just such a
mistake, and it was the people who discovered it, and called it to his attention. He investigated the matter,
acknowledged his misconception, and corrected his statement. The Holy Ghost will not allow error in Faith or
morals to be officially taught by the Church!
The Apostles were the original teachers of the pure doctrine of Jesus Christ. Their teachings were regarded as
holy and unchangeable. They insisted on unity of Faith among the Christians, and on a full acceptance of every
single dogma of the Faith. St. James in his Epistle, Chapter 2, Verse 10, states: "And whosoever shall keep the
whole law, but offend in one point, is become guilty of all" And the footnote to this verse, Catholic Douay Bible,
states: "That is, he becomes a transgressor of the law in such a manner, that the observing of all other points will
not avail him to salvation; for he despises the lawgiver, and breaks through the great and general commandment of
charity, even by one mortal sin. For all the precepts of the law are to be considered as one total and entire law, and
as it were a chain of precepts, where, by breaking one link of this chain, the whole chain is broken, or the integrity
of the law consisting of a collection of precepts. A sinner, therefore, by a grievous offence against any one
precept, incurs eternal punishment." Thus, anyone who refused to accept all the doctrines of the Church, was
immediately excommunicated, called a heretic, and shunned by the faithful. "A man that is a heretic, after the
first and second admonition, avoid: knowing that he that is such a one is subverted and sinneth, being condemned
by his own judgment" (Titus 3:1~11). A doctrine or a dogma of the Church, then, is a truth which has been revealed
by God, and must be believed by all. One cannot choose one and disregard another. To say that we approve some,
and disapprove others, is to presume to stand in judgment of the truths of God.

HERESIES IN THE CHURCH
"Heresies have often arisen and still arise because of this, that disgruntled minds will quarrel, or disloyal
troublemakers will not keep the unity. But these things the Lord allows and endures, leaving man's freedom
unimpaired, so that when our minds and hearts are tested by the touchstone of truth, the unswerving faith of
those who are approved may appear in the clearest light. This is foretold by the Holy Spirit through the Apostle
Paul when he says: 'There must be also heresies, that those approved may be manifest among you' (1 Cor. 11:19).
Thus are the faithful proved, thus the faithless discovered; thus too even before the day of judgment, already
here below, the souls of the just and unjust are distinguished, and the wheat is separated from the chaff" (St.
Cyprian, Bishop of Carthage, 249-258, on "The Unity of the Catholic Church" from the book ANCIENT
CHRISTIAN WRITERS, page 52).
"They went out from us but they were not of us. For if they had been of us, they would no doubt have remained
with us. "(1 John 2:19).
"When" says St. Cyprian "the devil saw that the worship of idols was abolished, and the heathen temples emptied
(after Christianity was flourishing), he thought of a new poison, and led men into error under cover of the
Christian religion and the poison of false doctrine . . . "The subtle and wicked doctrine which opened the way for
the succession of heresies which were soon to harass the Church in the East, was an attack on the Divinity of Our
Lord, Jesus Christ. Anus, a priest of Alexandria, Egypt in the Fourth Century, declared that the second person of
the how Trinity was not equal with the Father; which was to say, that the nature which Jesus possessed in the
Godhead from all eternity was not divine: Christ was not God! Arianism spread like wildfire in spite of its
condemnation by the Council of Nicea in 325. Cardinal Newman conservatively estimated that eighty per cent of
the Bishops of the Catholic Church followed Arius into heresy. "The whole world groaned to find itself Arian," St.
Jerome complained. Lucifer did not stop there. The plan unfolds with startling clarity in the heresies which
immediately follow. Around the year 360, Macedonius, then Bishop of Constantinople, denied the Divinity of the
Holy Ghost. In 428, Nestorius, also Bishop of Constantinople, threw all subterfuge to the winds and declared
openly that Mary was not the Mother of God. He did this by making Jesus out to be not one person but two
persons! In 451 the Abbot Eutyches, of Constantinople, said that Christ had only one nature - the divine - instead
of two - the divine and the human; thus making Jesus out to be not true man, and therefore, not the fruit of
Mary's womb. Christendom rocked upon its foundations. It was torn and bleeding and wounded. But Lucifer, in the
end, had raged in vain. For, as is always God's way in times of great stress in His Church, God raised up strong men
and how women who, fortified by grace, came to her defense. These were the spiritual children of Heaven's
Queen, the Blessed Virgin Mary, who, when the interests of her Divine Son and His Mystical Body are imperiled, is
ever terrible as an army set in battle array. And so a veritable host of champions of the Faith arose - men who
were so carried away with the love of God and ardor for the Faith that they became saints: The renowned St.
Athanasius, who did battle against Anus (With so many of the faithful having followed Anus into heresy, it seemed
for a time that it was "Athanasius against the world"); St. Gregory Nazianzen, who valiantly waged war against
Macedonius; St. Cyril of Alexandria, who, with inimitable courage, held out against Nestorius; and Pope St. Leo the
Great, who, in the name of Peter, vanquished Eutyches. Pope Leo XIII in his Encyclical Letter on the "Unity of the
Church" (June, 1896), stated: "The Church . . . regards as rebels and expelled from the ranks of her children all
who hold beliefs on any point of doctrine different from her own. The Arians and the Eutychians certainly did not
reject all Catholic doctrine: they abandoned only a certain portion of it. Still, who does not know that they were
declared heretics and banished from the bosom of the Church? In like manner were condemned all authors of
heretical tenets who followed them in subsequent ages. There can be nothing more dangerous, than those heretics
who admit nearly the whole cycle of doctrine, and yet by one word, as with a drop of poison, infect the real and
simple faith taught by our Lord and handed down by Apostolic tradition." St. Augustine notes that other heresies
may spring up, to a single one of which, should anyone give his assent, he is by that very fact cut off from Catholic
unity; and St. Thomas Aquinas asserts that anyone who denies a single article of faith is by that very fact
excommunicated. "Now I recall to your minds, brethren, the gospel that I preached to you, which also you

received, wherein also you stand, through which also you are saved, if you hold it fast, as I preached it to you . . .
"(1 Cor. 15:1-2).
MOST GREAT HERESIES WERE STARTED BY MEN WHO HELD HIGH ECCLESIASTICAL POSITIONS
Anus was a priest, Nestorius a patriarch, Eutyches an abbot, Luther a monk (a priest in a monastic order), and
Jansenius a bishop. They are like comers of false money who put into circulation worthless metal in the place of
the pure gold of truth. They are murderers of souls, for they take men away from the road that leads to eternal
life, and tempt them into that which leads to eternal death. It is of them that our Lord says: "Woe to them by
whom scandals come" (Matt. 18:7), and again, "Beware of false prophets, who come to you in the clothing of sheep,
but inwardly they are ravening wolves" (Matt. 7:15).
Those Catholics who place obedienceabove doctrine and follow their Bishops and Priests into heresy disobey God,
cut themselves off from the Church, and forfeit their right to the kingdom of Heaven. The Church holds that this
is misguided and sinful obedience. The people should withstand false doctrines; what is more, they should admonish
the heretical shepherds. Blind obedience leads to hell: "If the blind lead the blind, both fall into the pit" (Matt.
15:14)
What is now called the Greek Orthodox Church was once a part of the Holy Roman Catholic Church, but the people
of the East continued to be obedient to their bishops even when those bishops had shown themselves to be
heretical and had broken with the successor of St. Peter.
How, it will be asked, could the people possibly know the truth under the circumstances, if their bishops and
priests did not know it? The answer is that their bishops and priests didknow it - just as they know it today - but
they deliberately chose heresy over truth for the material advantages it would bring them. Their object was not to
spread the faith in its purity, but to satisfy their own evil inclinations, their pride, their sensual desires, or their
love of money or popularity. Their religious teaching was only a cloak for their vices. In any and all events they did
not truly love Jesus Christ for Jesus says, ~'He who loves Me keeps My words" (John 14:15).
But how could the people know that they should not trust their shepherds? Was it not touching that they should
obey? The answer is "No"! The lukewarm, indifferent, and those who were lazy in their faith did not recognize
heresy, even when it affected them and their eternal destiny. They did not deserve to know, because they did not
desire to know. In days like ours, when error is so pretentious and aggressive, every one needs to be completely
armed with sound knowledge, since an important part of the fray must be borne by the laity, and woe to them if
they are not well prepared. "Therefore My people are led away captive because they had not knowledge" (Is. 5:13).
THE ORDER OF OBEDIENCE
St. Ignatius Loyola, in the first of six volumes of the Spanish editions of his letters to the Society of Jesus in
Portugal, says: "Obedience is not blind, inasmuch as it clearly sees the nature of the superior's command or desire
and also sees that sin is excluded. Hence blind obedience always sees that the command is morally good." And
again, "We should entirely conform our will and judgment to that of the superior, wherever no sin is discerned."
St. Thomas Aquinas in his SUMMA THEOLOGICA, Secunda Secundae, Question 104, Article 5, denotes three
kinds of obedience: "Accordingly we may distinguish a threefold obedience; one, sufficient for salvation, and
consisting in obeying when one is bound to obey; secondly, perfect obedience, which obeys in all things lawful;
thirdly, indiscreet obedience, which obeys even in matters unlawful (Moreover), it is written (Acts 5:29): "We
ought to obey God rather than men.' Therefore superiors are not to be obeyed in all things."
In THE BOOK OF DESTINY - AN INTERPRETATION OF THE APOCALYPSE, by Father H. B. Kramer (Imprimatur
January, 1956), Father Kramer states that "Satan will probably, through the evil world powers of the time,
enforce the acceptance of unchristian morals, false doctrines, compromise with error. Through false doctrines and

principles, Satan will mislead the clergy. Satan can vent more malice against the Church indirectly through bishops
and priests than by his own power." And St. Pius X said: "A holy priest makes a holy people, and a priest who is not
holy is not on useless, he is harmful to the world."
HAVE THERE NOT BEEN A FEW POPES WHO HAVE BEEN WICKED?
Yes, there have been. An elective monarchy, the Papacy attracted the ambition of worldly ecclesiastics and, for a
time during the Middle Ages, became a prize for which rival monarchs intrigued, each trying to secure it for his
own minion. Hence we find that there have been some few Popes incompetent and even wicked. Disastrous schisms
have also occurred from time to time. (Schism is the action whereby one separates oneself from the Catholic
Church by refusing to recognize the authority of the Pope.) The year 1054 is the date when the Eastern Christians
(Near East) when into schism. This schism still exists - Greek Orthodox Church, Russian Orthodox Church, etc. In
1378 the Great Western Schism occurred in the Church, rival claimants to the Papacy sundering its unity. This
schism endured until 1415. Any one of these schisms, any one of these Popes - if he had held a secular throne and
were equally unfit for his office - would have brought the most powerful dynasty crashing to the ground.
Moreover, the Papacy was threatened with another and, perhaps, greater, danger -the danger arising from
ordinary human infirmity - for the Pope as a teacher, when not exercising his gift of infallibility, is liable to the
errors of common men as we have already shown. We may, indeed, admit that, in the long history of the Papacy,
there have been errors of policy, weaknesses, and wickedness, which would have cost a temporalmonarch his
throne.
Because of these weak or bad Popes, the opponents of the Papacy conclude that the Papacy itself cannot be a
Divine institution. But there were some very bad men among the high priests of the Old Law too, and yet no one
contests their office of high priest as a Divine institution. The successors of St. Peter are frail human beings, just
as St Peter himself was, since the Primacy does not confer the prerogative of sinlessness or bravery. If among the
266 Popes who have ruled the Church up to our time, there were some whose lives were scandalous, God no doubt
permitted this in order to show that He Himself rules the Church through the Popes; for not one of these so
called "bad Popes" taught a single false doctrine or promulgated an ecclesiastical law that is morally reprehensible.
HAS THE CATHOLIC CHURCH HAD MANY SAINTLY PONTIFFS?
The first 56 Popes were proclaimed saints. The first 31 of these were martyred for the Faith, yet the Papacy
went on. This was a miracle of miracles! The Catholic Faith was completely spread in the early ages of Christianity
by the shedding of the blood of martyrs. From the year 33 to the year 306, there were eleven million Catholics
martyred for the Faith. There have been 266 Popes in unbroken succession from St. Peter to Pope John Paul II. A
total of 90 of these have been declared saints. For the last century and a half the throne of Peter has been
occupied the majority of the time by great men, and by good men, by several geniuses, and by one canonized saint.
The names and glories of Venerable Pius IX, Leo XIII, St. Pius X and Pius XI especially stand out. The humble Pope
St. Pius X was elected to the Papal throne in 1903, died in 1914, and was canonized a saint in 1954. After his
election he fearlessly entered every department of life in order to "renew all things in Christ." At his first
consistory on November 9, 1903, he said: "We are convinced that many will resent our intention of taking an active
part in world politics, but any impartial observer will realize that the Pope, to whom the supreme office of teacher
has been entrusted by God, cannot remain indifferent to political affairs or separate them from the concerns of
Faith and Morals. One of the primary duties of the Apostolic Office is to disprove and condemn erroneous
doctrines and to oppose civil laws which are in conflict with the law of God, and so to preserve humanity from
bringing about its own destruction."
Pope Pius XI (reigned 1922-1939) will be remembered for his official documents on the evils of Communism. He
wrote 9 official documents on the subject. In 1937 his renowned Encyclical on "Atheistic Communism" was widely
acclaimed in all free nations. It is an excellent summary of Marxism-Leninism. In it he stated that: "The all too
imminent danger" of our own days is "Boishevistic and Atheistic Communism, which aims at upsetting the social

order and at undermining the very foundations of Christian civilization." He characterized it as a satanic scourge,"
carrying on throughout the world "diabolical propaganda." To this day, Russia continues to spread her errors
throughout the world.
THE HAND OF GOD IS SEEN IN THE MIRACLE OF THE CHURCH'S STABILITY
The durability of the Catholic Church is the marvel of her enemies. It is only the hand of God that could have
brought her safely through such perils, which have proved fatal to merely human institutions. Often death seemed
to have come upon her, but, sustained by her Divine vitality, she cast off disease as a garment, and rose from her
bed of sickness. She is like the house or which Christ speaks in the gospel: "And the rain fell and the floods came,
and they beat upon that house, and it fell not, for it was founded on a rock" (Matt. 7:25). Often have her children
heard the demons' exultant cry that, at last, she was overwhelmed in the wave of death. But the tempest passed,
and day broke anew, and the eyes of men beheld her still firmly fixed as of old on the rock of Peter, triumphant
amid the wreckage of her enemies.
"There is not," says the Protestant writer Macaulay (Essay on Ranke's 'History of the Popes'), "and there never
was on this earth, a work of human policy so well deserving of examination as the Roman Catholic Church. The
proudest royal houses are but of yesterday, when compared with the line of the Supreme Pontiffs. That line we
trace back in unbroken series from the Pope who crowned Napoleon in the nineteenth century to the Pope who
crowned Pepin in the eighth; and far beyond the time of Pepin, the dynasty extends. . The republic of Venice came
next in antiquity. But the republic of Venice was modern when compared with the Papacy; and the republic of
Venice is gone, and the Papacy remains . . . Nor do we see any sign which indicates that the term of her long
domination is approaching. She saw the commencement of all the ecclesiastical establishments that now exist in
the world; and we feel no assurance that she is not destined to see the end of them all. It is not strange that, in
the year 1799, even sagacious observers should have thought that, at length, the hour of the Church of Rome was
come. An infidel power ascendant, the Pope dying in captivity, the most illustrious prelates of France living in a
foreign country on Protestant .... . But the end was not yet. Anarchy had had its day. A new order of things rose
out of the confusion . . . and amidst them emerged the ancient religion. The Arabs have a fable that the Great
Pyramid was built by antediluvian kings, and alone, of all the works of men, bore the weight of the flood. Such as
this was the fate of the Papacy. It had been buried under the great inundation; but its deep foundations had
remained unshaken; and, when the waters abated, it appeared alone amidst the ruins of a world that had passed
away. The Republic of Holland was gone, and the Empire of Germany, and . . . the House of Bourbon, and the
parliaments and aristocracy of France. Europe was full of young creations, a French empire, a kingdom of Italy, a
Confederation of the Rhine. Nor had the late events affected only territorial limits and political institutions. The
distribution of property, the composition and spirit of society had, through a great part of Catholic Europe,
undergone a complete change. But the unchangeable Church was still there."
We may summarize the argument as follows: (1) The Papacy, the foundation on which the Church is built, is the only
institution which has survived all the vast social and political changes and revolutions in the life and government of
Europe since the days of the Roman Emperors. (2) It has survived in spite of persecution, and political intrigue; in
spite of heresy and schism among its subjects, in spite of the worldliness and the weakness or incompetency of
some of the Popes. Such a survival is miraculous. The Papacy and the Church over which it presides must,
therefore, be the work of God. "The Ark of the Church may be swept by the waves, but it can never sink because
Christ is there" (St. Anseim).
ON OBEDIENCE DUE THE ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH
In the book "AN EXPOSITION AND DEFENSE OF ALL THE POINTS OF FAITH DISCUSSED AND DEFINED
BATHE SACRED COUNCIL OF TRENT," by St. Aiphonsus Maria Liguori, he states:

"A church which is not one in its doctrine and faith can never be the true church. Hence because truth must be
one, of all the different churches only one can be the true one, and out of that church there is no salvation. Now,
in order to determine which is this one true church, it is necessary to examine which is the church first founded
by Jesus Christ. For, when the first is ascertained, it must be confessed that this alone is the True Church, which,
having been once the True Church, must always have been and must forever be. For to this first Church has been
made the promise of the Savior that the gates of hell should never be able to overturn it (Matt. 16: 18).
"In the entire history of religion, we find that the Roman Catholic Church alone was the first church, and that the
other false and heretical churches afterwards departed and separated from her . . . The innovators themselves do
not deny that the Roman Church was the first which Jesus Christ founded. However, they say that the Roman
Church was the true Church until the fifth century, or until it fell away because it had been corrupted by the
Catholics. But how could that Church fail which St. Paul calls the pillar and ground of truth (1 Tim. 3:15)? No, the
Church has not failed, and according to the promise of Christ it could not fail. But, pressed by this argument, the
innovators have invented an answer: they say that the visible church has failed, but not the invisible church. But
these doctrines are diametrically opposed to the Gospel. The innovators have been several times challenged to
produce a single text of Sacred Scripture which would prove the existence of the invisible church, which they
invented, and we are unable to obtain any such text from them. How could they adduce such a text when,
addressing His Apostles whom He left to the world as the propagators of His Church, Jesus Christ said: 'You are
the light of the world. A city seated on a mountain cannot be hid' (Matt. 5:14). Thus He has declared that the
Church cannot help but be visible to everyone... Were the Church at any time hidden and invisible, to whom would
men have recourse in order to learn what they are to believe and to do? It was necessary that the Church and her
Pastors be obvious and visible, principally in order that there might be an infallible judge to resolve all doubts and
to whose decision everyone would necessarily submit. Otherwise there would be no sure rule of faith by which
Christians could know the true dogmas of faith and the true precepts of morality, and among the faithful there
would be endless disputes and controversies. 'And Christ gave some apostles, and others pastors and doctors, that
henceforth we be no more children tossed to-and-fro and carried about with every wind of doctrine' (Eph. 4:1114).
"What faith can we learn from false teachers when, in consequence of separating from the Church, they have no
rule of faith? How often did Calvin change his opinions on the Eucharist! And, during his life, Luther was constantly
contradicting himself: on the single article of the Eucharist, he fell into 33 contradictions. A single contradiction is
sufficient to show that they did not have the Spirit of God: 'He cannot deny Himself (II Tim. 2:13). In a word,
take away the authority of the Church, and neither divine revelation nor natural reason itself is of any use, for
each may be interpreted by every individual according to his own caprice. Do they not see that from this accursed
liberty of conscience has arisen the immense variety of heretical and atheistic sects? I repeat: if you take away
obedience to the Church, there is no error which will not be embraced."
WHO THEN CAN BE SAVED?
"Strive to enter by the narrow gate: for many, I say to you, shall seek to enter, and shall not be able" (Luke 13:24).
Isaias, the great prophet, who foretold the coming of Our Lord, and the glorious establishing and perpetual
flourishing of the Church of Christ, said the elect shall be as few as the forgotten ears of corn remaining on the
stalks after the harvesting. Or as few as the bunches of grapes left on the vines after the pickers have finished
their work. Or as few as the olives that remain after the shaking of the olive tree. Or as two or three berries on
the top of a bough (Isaias 17:5). And "They that remain of the trees of his forest shall be so few that they shall
easily be numbered, and a child shall write them down" (Isalas, 10:19). The Cure' d'Ars (St. John Marie Vianney), a
poor parish priest in France, who was canonized by Pope Pius XI, in 1925, used these texts from Isaias in his
sermons over and over, in order to help his people to realize how few are saved. He used them not only as applying
in the Old Testament, but in the New Testament as well, for all time. As a result, the Cure' d'Ars won hundreds of
souls to God.

Before going into other statements from Scripture on the fewness of the saved, it might be well here to say a few
words about Holy Scripture and its interpretation. Holy Scripture, having God for its author ("inspired of God" 2
Tim 3:16), is free from all error. Pope Leo XIII in his encyclical "Providentissimus Deus" dated November 18, 1893
stated that "All of the books that the Church accepts as sacred and canonical, in their entirety, and together with
all their parts, were written under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit... By its very nature inspiration not only
excludes all error, but makes its presence as utterly impossible as it is for God, the supreme truth, to be the
author of any error whatever. Vatican Council I made the unqualified statement that the books of the Old and the
New Testament... have God for their author. This is the ancient and continuous belief of the Church; a belief, too,
that was solemnly defined in the Councils of Florence and Trent and finally reaffirmed and more fully explained in
Vatican Council I... With His supernatural power, God so stimulated and moved men to write, and so assisted them
in their writing, that they properly understood and willed to write faithfully and express suitably with infallible
truthfulness all that He ordered, but nothing more. Otherwise, God would not be the author of Sacred Scripture
in its entirety... For this reason the Fathers and Doctors were convinced that the divine writings, precisely as
written by the sacred writers, were free from all error."
And Our Lord Himself declared: "Scripture cannot be broken" (John 10:35).
Holy Scripture is to be interpreted literally. Pope Leo XIII calls attention in his encyclical "On the Study of Holy
Scripture" to "the rule so wisely laid down by St. Augustine - not to depart from the literal and obvious sense
except only where reason makes it untenable or necessity requires." And on June 30, 1909, the Biblical Commission
under Pope St. Pius X gave this response concerning the historical character of the first chapters of Genesis.
Emphasis is placed on the literal sense of the passage, which may not be called into question.
Question: "In particular, may one question the literal historical sense when these . . . chapters . . . treat of facts
that touch on fundamental points of the Christian religion?"
Response: "The literal, historical sense may not be questioned."
With the above as a preface, following are additional proofs on the fewness of the saved:
STATEMENTS FROM HOLY SCRIPTURE ON THE FEWNESS OF THE SAVED
"Many are called, but few are chosen" (Matt. 20:16).
"How narrow is the gate and strait the way that leadeth to life; and few there are who find it" (Matt. 7:14).
"Not everyone who saith to me 'Lord, Lord' shall enter the kingdom of Heaven, but he who doth the will of my
Father who is in Heaven, he shall enter into the kingdom of Heaven" (Matt. 7:21).
"And if the just man shall scarcely be saved, where shall the ungodly and the sinner appear?" (1 Peter 4:18).
STATEMENTS OF SAINTS OF THE CHURCH ON THE FEWNESS OF THE SAVED
St. Jerome (420 A.D.), Saint and Doctor of the Church: "Of a hundred thousand sinners who continue in sin till
death, scarcely one will be saved" (Sermon 255, E.B. app.).
St. John Chrysostom (407), the "golden-mouthed" Doctor of the Church, writing about the salvation of bishops and
priests, said: "I do not speak rashly, but as I feel and think. I do not think that many priests are saved, but that
those who perish are far more numerous. The reason is that the office requires a great soul. For there are many
things to make a priest swerve from rectitude, and he requires great vigilance on every side. Do you not perceive
how many qualities a bishop must have that he may be apt to teach, be patient towards the wicked, firm and
faithful in teaching the word? How many difficulties herein! Moreover the loss of others is imputed to him. I need

say no more... St. Thomas Aquinas (1274): "A select few are to be saved" (Summa Theo. la, qu. 23, Art. 7, ad 3).St.
Francis Xavier (1552), the great apostle to India and Japan, said in his Prayer for the Conversion of the Infidels:
"Behold, 0 Lord, how to Thy dishonor Hell is being filled with these souls . . . " (See Father Francis Lasance's
prayer book "With God" published by Benziger Brothers, Imprimatur 1954).
St. Louis-Marie de Montfort (1716): "The number of the elect is so small - so small - that were we to know how
small it is, we should faint away with grief. The number of the elect is so small that were God to assemble them
together, He would cry to them, as He did of old by the mouth of His prophet, 'Gather yourselves together, one by
one' - one from this province, one from that kingdom."
STATEMENTS FROM SCRIPTURE ON NON-CHRISTIANS
(Mohammedans, Hindus, Buddhists, Jews, etc.)
"He that believeth in the Son hath life everlasting: but he that believeth not the Son shall not see life: but the
wrath of God abideth on him" (John 3:36).
"I am the way and the truth and the life. No man cometh to the Father but by me" (John 14:6).
"He that believeth in the Son of God hath the testimony of God in himself. He that believeth not the Son maketh
him a liar: because he believeth not in the testimony which God hath testified of His Son. And this is the
testimony that God hath given to us eternal life. And this life is in His Son. He that hath the Son hath life, He
that hath not the Son hath not life" (1 John 5:1~12).
"Neither is there salvation in any other (than in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ). For there is no other name
under heaven given to men, whereby we must he saved" (Acts 4:12).
"Jesus answered: 'Amen, amen, I say to thee, unless a man be born again of water and the Holy Ghost, he cannot
enter into the kingdom of God" (John 3:5).
STATEMENTS FROM SCRIPTURE ON NON-CATHOLICS
Christ commissioned His Apostles to "go into the whole world and preach the Gospel to every creature" (Mark
16:15), "teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you" (Matt. 28:20). "He that believeth
and is baptized shall be saved; but he that believeth not shall be condemned" (Mark 16:16). It is manifest from this
that it is not enough to believe in just the person of Jesus Christ; we must also believe His doctrines and obey His
words - those divine truths He entrusted to His Church, among which are the seven sacraments. All creatures are
therefore obliged to become members of Christ's Church for "He that believeth not shall be condemned" (Mark
16:16). And "If he will not hear the Church, let him be to thee as the heathen and the publican" (Matt. 18:17). That
is, he is not to be considered a Christian at all, and is therefore, according to Christ's own judgment, outside the
pale of salvation. Remember, Christ established only one Church, and this one true Church is of apostolic origin; and
He said: "He that heareth you, heareth me: and he that despiseth you, despiseth me~' (Luke 10:16).
Christ, speaking of those who were not yet joined in the communion of His Church, but whom He foreknew would
make a good use of the graces He would give them for that purpose, says, "Other sheep I have who are not of this
fold, them also I must bring, and they shall hear my voice, and there shall be one fold and one shepherd" (John
10:16). Here he plainly declares that all those of His sheep, who are not yet of His fold, must be brought to it, as a
necessary condition of their salvation. In consequence of this settled disposition of the divine providence, no
sooner did the apostles begin to preach the gospel, than immediately "The Lord added daily to the Church those
being saved" (Acts 2:47, Greek translation). This evidently shows that all who are not added to the Church, are out
of all hope of salvation. The same was true of all souls from the time of the foundation of the Israelite religion to

the time of the establishment of Christ's Church, who were not adherents of the Jewish Faith, for "Salvation is of
the Jews," Christ said to the Samaritan woman (John 4:22). You mean to say that in the Old Dispensation you had
to believe in the Jewish Faith in order to be saved? Yes! That's what Jesus said, didn't He? And "He cannot deny
Himself" II Tim. 2:13.)
WILL ALL CATHOLICS BE SAVED?
No! It is not enough to be a Catholic to get to Heaven. One has to be a good Catholic. "Many Catholics will be lost,
because they are only nominal, not practical, Catholics, and because they reject some doctrines of the Catholic
Church, especially such as oppose their inclinations and passions. Remember, he who rejects even one doctrine
proposed to our Faith by the Church will certainly be lost (James 2:10), even though he should lead a good life."
(From THE PULPIT ORATOR, Volume VI.)
Our Lord said, "He who believes shall be saved" (Mark 16:16)~ But God said many other things as well:
"If you love me, keep my commandments" (John 14:15); and "If thou wilt enter into life, keep the commandments"
(Matt. 19:17).
"He that blasphemeth the name of the Lord, dying let him die" (Lev. 24:16).
"Keep you my Sabbath: for it is holy unto you. He that shall profane it, shall be put to death. Everyone that shall do
any work on this day shall die" (Exodus 3l:1-15).
"Know you not that the unjust shall not possess the kingdom of God? Do not err: neither idolaters, nor thieves, nor
covetous, nor drunkards, nor railers, nor extortioners, shall possess the kingdom of God" (1 Cor. 6:9-10).
"A thief is better than a man that is always lying: but both of them shall inherit destruction" (Ecclus. 20:27).
"Neither fornicators nor adulterers . . . shall possess the kingdom of God" (1 Cor. 6:9). "You have heard that it was
said to the Ancients, 'Thou shalt not commit adultery.' But I say to you that anyone who so much as looks with lust
at a woman has already committed adultery with her in his heart." (Matt. 5:27-28). "Keep thyself chaste" (1 Tim.
5:22). "Blessed are the clean of heart for they shall see God" (Matt. 5:8).
"There is not a more wicked thing than to love money, for such a one setteth even his own soul at stake."(Ecclus.
10:10).
"If anyone lie with a man as with a woman, both have committed an abomination. Let them be put to death" (Lev.
20:13).
"Hear me, and I will show thee who they are, over whom the devil can prevail. For they who in such manner receive
matrimony, as to shut out God from themselves, and from their mind, and to give themselves to their lust, as the
horse and mule, which have not understanding, over them the devil has power" (Book of Tobias, 6:1&22).
And Christ's Mystical Body on earth, His Church ("He who hears you, hears Me" - Luke 10:16), says:
"Each act of marriage must be left open to conception" (Pope Pius Xl's Encyclical "Casti Connubi", December 31,
1930).
"If anyone says that the commandments of God are, even for one that is justified and constituted in grace,
impossible to observe, let him be anathema" (Council of Trent, Canon 18 on Justification).
"If anyone says that a man who is justified and however perfect is not bound to observe the commandments of God
and the Church, but only to believe, as though the Gospel were a bare and absolute promise of eternal life without
the condition of obeying the commandments, let him be anathema" (Council of Trent, Canon 20 on Justification).

Therefore, although it is true that Catholics alone profess the true faith "without which," as St. Paul assures us,
"it is impossible to please God" (Heb. 11:6); nevertheless, as St. James concludes: "Faith, without good works, is
dead" (James 1:22:27).
"Sometimes people say 'It is better to be a good Protestant than a bad Catholic.' That is not true. That would
mean at bottom that one could be saved without the true Faith. No, a bad Catholic remains a child of the family although a prodigal; and however great a sinner he may be, he still has the right to mercy. Through his faith, a bad
Catholic is nearer to God than a Protestant is, for he is a member of the household, whereas the Protestant is not.
And how hard it is to make him become one!" (St. Peter Julian Eymard, 1811-1868).
GOD'S MERCY AND JUSTICE
AIl the wicked do penance for all his sins which he hath committed and keep all my commandments and do
judgment and justice, living he shall live, and shall not die. I will not remember all his iniquities that he hath done:
in his justice, which he hath wrought, he shall live. Is it my will that a sinner should die, saith the Lord God, and not
that he should be converted from his ways and live?
"And you have said: The way of the Lord is not right. Hear ye, therefore...Is it my way that is not right, and are
not rather your ways perverse?
"Therefore will I judge every man according to his ways... saith the Lord God. Be converted, and do penance for all
your iniquities: and iniquity shall not be your ruin. Cast away from you all your transgressions, by which you have
transgressed, and make to yourselves a new heart and a new spirit" (Ezechiel, Chapter 18), for "Wisdom will not
dwell in a body subject to sins" (Wisdom 1:4).
TO OBTAIN SALVATION IS THE PURPOSE OF LIFE!
This whole world was made by God from the very beginning to be a world in which salvation is the greatest
challenge. Our Lord told His Apostles: "Go forth and teach all nations." Tell them what they should be looking for!
The one effort which a man ought to be making every moment of his life is toward the saving of his immortal soul.
Everything else would take care of itself - sanity, certitude, vocation, employment, marriage, children - all would be
beautifully taken care of, if the saving of his immortal soul were the first aim of every man. "Seek ye first the
kingdom of God and His justice, and all these things shall be added unto you" (Luke 12:31).
WE HAVE HERE "NO ABIDING CITY" (From Lenten conferences given by Father Bede Jarrett, 0.P., at Our lady
of Victories, Kensington, England, 1932).
"We are pilgrims - travelers; we have no lasting city here; we have no home. We are urged to live, remembering
that we are travelers. This will help you to explain your life to yourself. As you look at your life, perhaps it seems
unsatisfactory. It has no apparent continual growth in an orderly progressive fashion. True, for life is not really a
growing up, but a journey. You are a traveler rather than a growing child. You are taking a journey to life eternal.
People are disappointed because they do not understand this.
"We are always planning and designing for ourselves what one day we shall do. As children we planned what we were
to do when we had grown up. In youth we planned for our middle years. As we grow older it is always in the future
that the great event, whatever it is, is to happen. We plan, at last, to settle down in old age. We cannot settle
down. We never shall. We are pilgrims! . If you are to go on a long pilgrimage you must accommodate yourself to
others. So life is an endless accommodating of ourselves to others. You say when you begin: 'This is only for a
short time; later on I shall be able to organize my life as I want it.' That will happen truly, but not here.No one
here ever really has a chance of having exactly what he wants. Only on the other side will you really have a home.
We belong to a great city, but the city lies over the far side of the river. So live that you remember whence you

came, and whither you journey. Keep your eyes steadily fixed on the height towards which you climb. Forget the
things that are behind you. Strive earnestly forward. Nothing here on earth can ever content us. We get past one
difficulty only to encounter another. That is right and proper. Indeed, that is life! So do not expect to find here
your city - the thing perfectly worked out, complete, that you desire, dream of, work for. Do not expect to be able
to settle down for long to enjoy your life. The danger that assaults us is the danger that we might settle down. We
are pilgrims on the march. Always beware of comfort! Beware of being content with what you have! There - ahead is your comfort. Pilgrims, travelers, strangers, that is all we be! We seek a city, whose maker and builder is God, a
city that is God Himself. We shall enter within it by His mercy. God Himself shall be our home. Cannot you be
grateful for the road, though it be rough? It does all a road was ever made to do. It takes you home!"

Your friend In Christ,
Jerald Franklin Archer
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Introduction to the Essays
Quite often those who object to Catholicism will do so on scriptural grounds. They claim the teachings of the Church are
opposed to the teachings of the Bible. However, Scripture read in context fully supports Catholic teaching. The primary goal
of my essays is to present the biblical case for Catholicism. I also refer to the writings of the Early Church Fathers. I do so in
order to show that those who were taught by the Apostles believed and interpreted the Scriptures in the same way that the
Catholic Church does today. I kept the essays short in the hope that skeptics would be more likely to read them. Feel free to
copy and distribute anything in this book.
Perhaps you are a skeptic. Perhaps you agree with those who say that the teachings of the Catholic Church are unbiblical. But
have you ever examined the evidence that supports those teachings? You are certainly entitled to believe any thing that you
wish. But shouldn't your opinions be based on evidence and not the prejudices of others?
In the movie, "To Kill a Mocking Bird," Tom Robinson, a black man, is accused of a crime that he obviously could not have
committed. The story takes place in the American south during the early 1930's. The jury was composed of local townspeople
all of whom were white. Despite clear evidence that indicated his innocence the jury found Tom guilty. The verdict was not
based on the facts but on the bigotry of the jury. If you were on that jury would you have stood up for the truth or would you
have succumbed to peer pressure like the others? You are in such a position now. There is a great deal of prejudice against
the Catholic Church. Can you examine the evidence without that prejudice affecting your opinion?
Perhaps you are a Catholic who thinks that apologetics (defending and or explaining the faith) is unnecessary. You may see it
as a rude rejection of those who believe differently than we do. But that is simply not the case. Catholic Apologetics rejects
false ideas but not the individuals who hold those ideas. Disagreeing with someone doesn't have to be an act of malice. In fact
it can be an act of love.
Let me illustrate my point with a little story. Suppose your neighbor plans on visiting friends in a distant city. He informs you
that he will be leaving the following morning on the 10:00 AM bus. Being familiar with the bus schedule you realize that
there is no 10:00 AM bus to your neighbor’s destination. However, there is a 9:00 AM bus. Would it be rude to correct your
neighbor? After all he may reject what you have to say. And of course he has the right to do so. Still, if you truly care about
him you are duty bound to tell him what you know. The same principal applies to our faith. With eternity at stake it would be
foolish to ignore our differences.
It is also important to point out that there are Catholics who don't have a good understanding of their faith. A good number of
them leave the Church every year due to the efforts of anti Catholic groups and churches. If these individuals had known why
the Church teaches as she does, many of them would never have left. As a Catholic apologist I wish to reach such individuals
so that they can at least make an informed decision.
Apologetics is an important part of the Church's work. In Jude 3 we are told to "Contend for the faith, which was once for all
delivered to the saints." Paul tells Titus to "Rebuke them sharply, that they may be sound in the Faith, instead of giving heed
to Jewish myths or to commands of men whom reject the truth" (Titus 1:13-14). Finally, Peter tells us to "Always be prepared
to make a defense to any one who calls you to account for the hope that is in you, yet do it with gentleness and reverence" (1
Peter 3:15).
Jesus said that the truth would set us free. Common sense tells us that two opposing views cannot both be true. However, if
the truth is to set us free, we must know what the truth is. Consequently a vehicle is needed to verify just what the truth is.
Apologetics is that vehicle.
For those who wish to become apologists a word of advice: Don't expect that every one will convert once you have
demonstrated the Catholic position. People remain outside of the Church for a variety of reasons. Some simply do not wish to
abandon that which has been familiar to them. The deeper someone is immersed in a way of thinking the harder it is to see
any flaws in it. In the final analysis sentiment and friendships can win over the truth.
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Some leave or stay out of the Church because they are unwilling to accept one or more of its teachings. Weather or not those
teachings are true is beside the point. As Scripture puts it: "For the time is coming when people will not endure sound
teaching, but having itching ears they will accumulate for themselves teachers to suit their own likings" (2 Timothy 4:3).
Remember also that it is possible for your intentions to be misinterpreted. Oftentimes people are insulted by any kind of
correction. Be careful in the way you communicate and pray that God would open the hearts of the people that you want to
reach. Bear in mind that it is the Holy Spirit who converts hearts.
No matter what the outcome, never be judgmental or demeaning. While you may not have won the person over you may have
planted a seed, a seed that may sprout and grow strong at some future date. Don't jeopardize that with the wrong attitude.
Your objective should be to win souls not arguments. I once heard Mother Angelica say, "An argument is an exchange of
feelings. A discussion is an exchange of ideas. Discussions lead to truth, arguments lead to bitterness." I couldn't agree more.
That is why the Scriptures tell us to "speak the truth in love" (Ephesians 4:15).
All of the essays are all faithful to the teachings of the Magisterium. When using them with family or friends, make sure that
you read them first and understand them. You may want to highlight points that you think are important or that may have
come up in past conversations. Before your discussion you may want to consult books like Karl Keating's "Catholicism and
Fundamentalism" or Rev. John O'Brien's "The Faith of Millions" as they cover the most common objections in more detail
than I have.
In writing the essays I have used either the New American Bible or the Revised Standard Version (Catholic Edition). In a few
cases I have quoted the versions that are used by the groups addressed in the essay. The reasoning is simple, I believe it is
more effective to correct someone with a version they trust. That is not to say that all of the other versions can be trusted. The
Bible used by Jehovah’s Witnesses is not considered to be credible by any Scripture scholar. One reason is that some of the
words have been changed to match distinctive witness beliefs.
Copyright © 2001 StayCatholic.com
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Creationism or Evolution?
Is it possible to know that God exists even though we cannot see or touch Him? Well, we believe that radio waves exist and
we can’t see or touch them. And we believe it because the evidence allows for no other conclusion. We turn on a television
and we see and hear someone who is many miles away. Adjusting the antenna changes the quality of the picture. Disconnect
the antenna, and there is no picture. Obviously the television is receiving the pictures and sound from the air. Consequently,
we can know that radio waves exist even if we cannot see or touch them.
Similarly, we can know that God exists because the evidence allows for no other conclusion. For instance, the fact that we
exist is an indication that God exists. But, you might ask, what about the theory of evolution? Couldn’t that explain our
existence? No, not at all. A look at the evidence will show us why.
Honest evolutionists will admit that evolution is not a science. It is nothing more than a theory, an assumption that the
universe and living things created themselves by a totally naturalistic, materialistic process. Creationists claim that a look at
the facts rules out the theory of evolution. Evolutionists reject the idea of a Creator because they claim that facts must be
observable by the senses. Thus, this would exclude God. However, it would also exclude radio waves. As we saw earlier,
radio waves are not observable by the senses - their effects are. Likewise, God is not observable by the senses, but His
effects are. Thus we can know that God exists even if we can't see or touch Him.
The theory of evolution contends that billions of years ago the elements which the universe is made up of were packed into a
dense mass at an extremely high temperature. The mass exploded (the Big Bang) and over millions of years this mother of
all chaotic events formed an orderly solar system with planets and stars. After our own planet cooled down, a variety of
complex and delicately balanced ecosystems consisting of tens of thousands of species of animals, fish, plants, and bacteria
were formed by chance. All of this supposedly evolved from a burnt rock, which is all the earth would have been after
cooling down. Now, if life could come into existence by chance chemical reactions, why can’t the process be repeated in the
laboratory with deliberate actions, millions of dollars and the brightest minds?
But what about the fossil record, isn’t that evidence of evolution? Hardly! Just how old the fossils are, is itself a matter of
controversy. But more important is the fact that the fossil record contains no transitional forms. Transitional forms are not
important to evolution - transitional forms are evolution. No transitional forms means no evolution!
What is a transitional form? Imagine that you are watching a cartoon illustrate how a fish evolved into an amphibian. At the
beginning you would see a fish. As the cartoon progresses, the fish’s fins begin to shrink and change shape until they have
formed legs. Each frame of the cartoon would be a transitional form. If evolution takes millions of years, then there should
be billions of transitional forms for each evolved group. But we find no such thing in the fossil record. Even in the earliest
fossil layers we find completed, complex life forms, such as clams, snails, jellyfish, sponges, worms, etc. No one has been
able to find fossilized ancestors for a single one of them.
Another problem arises when we realize that even the so-called “simple” life forms are not really simple. Today we know
that a cell is one of the most complex structures known to man. In a book titled “The Evidence for Creation” by Dr. G.S.
McLean, Roger Oakland and Larry McLean, we find the following on page 113:
“The cell has turned out to be a micro universe containing trillions of molecules. These molecules are the
structural building blocks for countless complex structures performing chains of complex biochemical
reactions with precision… a single cell surrounded by a cellular membrane exhibits the same degree of
complexity as a city with all of its systems of operation, communication and government. There are power
plants that generate the cell’s energy, factories that produce enzymes and hormones essential for life,
complex transportation systems that guide specific chemicals from one location to another and membrane
proteins that act as barricades controlling the import and export of materials across the cellular membrane.”
In the nucleus of every cell is the DNA. DNA contains millions of bits of coded information – information necessary for the
building and development of our bodies. The function of DNA is more complex than a computer’s. Is it not reasonable to
conclude that something this complex had an intelligent designer?
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Within the human body there are a number of irreducibly complex systems. That is, systems that would not function if they
were any simpler. One example is our digestive system. Microvilli, which line the intestines, are microscopic bristles that
somewhat resemble the bristles of a hairbrush. The spaces between the bristles are wide enough to allow nutrients to pass
through to be absorbed and digested. However, the spaces are narrow enough to block the passage of bacteria, bacteria that
would kill you if they were allowed to pass. This in itself refutes the theory of evolution, which contends that when a need
presents itself, the body adapts by gradually changing (evolving) over millions of years. In this case millions of years would
be too long. As soon as the deadly bacteria appeared, the body would have minutes to hours to design and evolve a system to
block them. Failure to do so would result in immediate extinction. Our continued existence rules out the evolutionary
premise.
But, some may wonder what about the alleged ape-men? The answer is simple: no one has ever found a fossil that indicates a
link between man and ape-like ancestors. Fossils are either pure ape or pure man. Except for Neanderthal Man, the skulls of
the alleged ape men were not found intact. They were pieced together from fragments and given the desired look.
Neanderthal Man had been traditionally portrayed as being chimp-like. However, in recent years he has been upgraded to
human status. He had, on average, a larger brain size than modern man. He cared for his sick and elderly, buried his dead,
employed art and religious rites, appreciated agriculture, clothing, and music. He is not that different from a number of
cultures existing in recent centuries.
Nebraska Man was supposed to be half man and half ape. This was all based on the finding of a single tooth. Years later it
was found that the tooth belonged to a wild pig. Piltdown man was also supposed to be a great evolutionary find. The upper
part of a skull was found in a quarry. Within the same quarry there was found, among many other types of bones, a broken
lower jawbone. The two were put together and we had Piltdown Man. Decades later it was found that the skull was human
and the jawbone was that of an ape. The teeth had been filed down to simulate human teeth. Piltdown man was a hoax, an
outright fraud.
Some propose the idea of theistic evolution. The idea that God created everything in a primitive state and then evolution took
over. But there are no laws of nature to support this. However, we do have observable laws of nature, which refute such an
idea. For instance, we can infer the following from the Second Law of Thermodynamics: (1) Natural processes always tend
toward disorder, (2) the simple will never produce the complex and, (3) the universe is running down. Nothing has been
observed to break this law. Evolution would have us believe that all the observable laws of nature are false. By the way, if
the universe is running down (stars burning out), that would make the universe finite. Consequently, the elements that make
up the universe could not have always been there. With time being eternal (there was always a yesterday and there will
always be a tomorrow), all finite processes should have been completed in the past. This would be true no matter how far
back in time that you went. So now we are left with two choices: Either an intelligent being created everything out of
nothing, or nothing created everything out of nothing. Which do you suppose is more likely?
Copyright © 2001 StayCatholic.com
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The Bible
The Bible has been translated into more languages and has sold more copies than any other book in the history of mankind.
It was written by numerous authors over a period of 1500 years. It was written in several languages on three different
continents, and yet it is internally consistent in all that it teaches. It presents a message so profound that countless numbers of
believers have gone to their deaths rather than deny it. Those who believe that the Scriptures were divinely inspired do not
do so blindly. The divine inspiration of the Bible is something that can be demonstrated.
There are a total of 5364 New Testament manuscripts in existence. That is far more than for any other work of antiquity.
The fact that some differ from the others does not detract from the Bible's credibility. Because the vast majority of them are
the same, we can safely assume that they accurately reflect the originals. If the Bible were merely a collection of human
writings, hand copied and passed down through the ages by men, we would expect a great number of omissions, additions
and variances. Most of the differences that we do find are nothing more than the types of errors that printers make today,
what we would call typos. Only the originals would be free from such errors. Upon examination we find that these small
mistakes don't affect any doctrine, precept or promise of the Bible. In other words, the teachings of the Bible remain
uncorrupted.
The Dead Sea Scrolls provide further evidence that God protected the Bible from corruption. They were found in a cave near
Khirbat Qumran, Jordan, in 1947. They contained fragments of every book of the Old Testament except for Esther. The
book of Isaiah was found in its entirety. They turned out to be 1000 years older than the Masoretic manuscripts, which up
until then were the oldest known. There were some differences in style, but none in substance.
There are claims that the Bible contains contradictions. Such claims are based on reading Scripture out of context. To
properly understand Scripture we must always take into account the society for which a particular book was written and the
literary style employed. The Bible contains history, poetry and apocalyptic writing (a highly symbolic language). We also
find parables (stories composed to illustrate a point) and a good deal of hyperbole. Even today we routinely use hyperbole.
We will often speak of someone laughing his or her head off or of it raining cats and dogs. Only someone unfamiliar with
our culture would misunderstand such statements. Likewise if we are unfamiliar with the culture in which the Bible was
written, we won't understand it. When read in its proper context, the Bible has a message that is consistent and without
contradiction.
Archeology confirms the accuracy of Scripture. The destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah by fire in Genesis 19 was thought
by many to be a fairy tale, but in recent years the remains of two large cities were found at the southern tip of the Dead Sea.
There is a great deal of bitumen, salt and sulfur in the area. An investigation revealed that the layers of sedimentary rock
were molded together by intense heat. The biblical account seems to indicate that there was a natural gas explosion. Such an
explosion would have ignited the bitumen and sulfur, which would account for the "fire and brimstone" which the Bible says,
rained down on the cities. It would also explain how Lot's wife could have been encrusted in salt.
But what about the "silly passages"? You know, like the story of Noah's Ark? Incredibly enough, the story of Noah's Ark
doesn't discredit Scripture - rather it does the opposite. There is a lot of evidence indicating that the earth was once entirely
covered by water. The Grand Canyon is one example. We are told that it was formed over millions of years by the Colorado
River wearing down through solid rock. But that is simply not possible. It is a hydrodynamic principle that water cannot
meander while cutting through a solid material. It can only meander if it is cutting through soft, unconsolidated material such
as mud or sand. It meanders because the soft material gives way to the pressure of the water. The Grand Canyon meanders
and is quite deep. Logically one must conclude that the canyon was formed while its layers were still relatively soft.
But how would so much mud and sand come to be in one place? After all, the Grand Canyon is 277 miles long, 18 miles
wide and 5000 feet deep. And what would produce enough water to perform such a feat? The only possible answer seems to
be that the mud and sand were deposited by global floodwaters. A large channel, such as the Grand Canyon, could only have
been cut when those same floodwaters receded.
The existence of large fossil beds is another indication that the earth was once totally flooded. Generally speaking fossils are
not a natural occurrence. When an animal dies or is killed, its flesh is either eaten or it rots. Over time its bones turn to dust.
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The only way that it could be preserved as a fossil is if it was buried at, or soon after, death. The existence of fossil beds
containing the remains of as many as five million animals each would certainly rule out small natural floods.
The main objection to the flood of Noah is that such a flood would not have been natural. This is correct; it would not have
been natural. However, we know that it happened. If it happened and it wasn't natural, then it was supernatural, which
is exactly what the Scriptures teach.
There are occasions when historians will scoff at the Bible with claims that certain individuals mentioned in Scripture never
existed. One such case is that of Gallio, Proconsul of Achaea. Acts 18:12-17 records that the apostle Paul was brought
before him. The whole account was dismissed by many as being fictitious. Even Gallio's title was thought to be fantasy.
That is, until an inscription was found at Delphi recording both his name and his title. It also dates him to 51 AD, the time
that Paul was in Corinth (F.F. Bruce, New Testament History pages 298, 316).
For the most part, objection to the Bible has little to do with obscure passages or points of history. The real objection is to
the many clear passages dealing with morality. In all too many cases the rejection of Scripture is just an attempt to take God
out of the picture. If the Bible can be discredited, then its moral teachings carry little weight. If that is the case, then we are
left to ourselves to determine what is right and what is wrong. Inevitably, we do as we please. Unfortunately this has a
negative affect on society. In the early 60's many Americans saw fit to rebel against the biblical morality that had guided us
for so long. The results were disastrous. Since 1960 our population has risen 41% – yet violent crime has risen 560%. Total
crime is up 300%. People have become more self-centered and much less caring. There are an estimated 12 million new
cases of sexually transmitted diseases in the U.S. each year. Of these, three million occur among teenagers (Centers for
Disease Control, The Challenge of STD Prevention in the United States). Despite massive education efforts, lives are still
being destroyed by widespread drug abuse.
What do you think would happen if all Americans took Biblical morality seriously? The problems mentioned above would
cease to exist. School children would go back to throwing snowballs at each other rather than using automatic weapons.
People would begin to take marriage seriously and divorce rates would go down. Children would actually grow up knowing
both of their parents. Tens of billions of dollars worth of merchandise would no longer be stolen each year. Consequently,
the cost of living would go down and the number of poor people would be dramatically reduced. Many of our other
problems would disappear almost overnight.
Human experience demonstrates the power of Scripture. Prison inmates who attended 10 or more Prison Fellowship
Bible studies in a year were nearly three times less likely to be re-arrested during the 12 months after release than a matched
comparison group. Specifically, only 14% of those attending Bible study were re-arrested compared with 41% of those
who didn't (Ministry Development Division, 1998. Religious programs, institutional adjustment, and recidivism among
former inmates in Prison Fellowship Programs. Summaries of Prison Fellowship Program Evaluations & Surveys,
Washington, DC: Prison Fellowship Ministries, page 6). Professor David G. Myers notes that we now have massive evidence
that people active in faith communities are happier and healthier than their unchurched peers. (Recent epidemiological
studies—tracking thousands of lives through years of time—reveal they even outlive their unchurched peers by several
years.) Why do you suppose that is?
People may not always want to act like Christians themselves, but they always want everyone else to. For example, imagine
that you are traveling through a crime-ridden city late at night and your car breaks down. You get out of your car and start to
look for a pay phone. Suddenly, in the shadows you see a group of young men coming your way. Wouldn't you feel better
knowing that they were on their way home from a Bible study?
Copyright © 2001 StayCatholic.com
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The Church
There are those who contend that the Church is not a visible institution but merely the body of believers. However, Jesus
compares His Church only to visible things, such as a flock, a body, a house, a city set on a hill, and a kingdom. 1 Timothy
3:15 tells us that the Church is "the pillar and foundation of truth." The words pillar and foundation indicate assurance and
stability, not division and confusion, as one finds among the thousands of denominations that have sprung up since the
Reformation.
It is important to note that it is not the Church that determines truth; rather God communicates His truth through the Church.
All believers are a part of the Church, which, though one body, has many parts, and the many parts have different functions
(1 Corinthians 12:12-31). The function of the Church's hierarchy is clearly shown in Scripture. Consider the following:
Peter and the council of Jerusalem, over which he presided, taught by the power of the Holy Spirit: "It is the decision of the
Holy Spirit and of us not to place on you any burden beyond these necessities…" (Acts 15:28).
All of the Churches were to abide by the decision: "As they (Paul and Timothy) traveled from city to city, they handed on to
the people for observance the decision reached by the apostles and presbyters in Jerusalem" (Acts 16:4).
Bishops were in authority over congregations: "For this reason I left you in Crete so that you might set right what remains
to be done and appoint presbyters in every town, as I directed you" (Titus 1:5). The office of bishop is spoken of eight
times in the New Testament. The Greek words used are episcopos (επισκοποσ), which means a superintendent or overseer,
someone who visits, and episskope (επισκοπη), which just refers to the office.
Presbyters were reminded of their responsibilities: "From Miletus he had the presbyters of the Church at Ephesus summoned.
'Keep watch over yourselves and over the whole flock, of which the Holy Spirit has appointed you overseers, in which you
tend the Church of God that He acquired with His own blood. I know that after my departure savage wolves will come
among you, and they will not spare the flock. And from your own group, men will come forward perverting the truth to
draw the disciples away after them'" (Acts 20:17, 28-30). How do you suppose those deceivers will appear? "Even Satan
masquerades as an angel of light. So it is not strange that his ministers also masquerade as ministers of righteousness"
(2 Corinthians 11:14-15). That is why John says, "We belong to God, and anyone who knows God listens to us, while
anyone who does not belong to God refuses to hear us. This is how we know the spirit of truth and the spirit of deceit" (1
John 4:6). This is a reflection of Jesus' own words, “Whoever listens to you listens to me. Whoever rejects you rejects
me" (Luke 10:16), and "If he refuses even to listen to the Church, then treat him as you would a gentile or a tax
collector" (Matthew 18:17).
Consequently, believers were to submit to Church authority, "Remember your leaders who spoke the word of God to you.
Consider the outcome of their way of life and imitate their faith. Jesus Christ is the same yesterday, today, and forever. Do
not be carried away by all kinds of strange teachings…Obey your leaders and defer to them, for they keep watch over
you and will have to give an account, that they may fulfill their task with joy and not with sorrow, for that would be of no
advantage to you" (Hebrews 13:7-9, 17). The word "leader" is translated from the Greek word hegeomai (ηγεομαι) and
means to lead with official authority. Similarly, in 1 Peter 5:5 we read, "Likewise, you younger members, be subject to the
presbyters."
The teaching of the early Church parallels the scriptures. In the year 110, Ignatius of Antioch wrote in his letter to Polycarp,
"You must be made holy in all things by being united in perfect obedience, in submission to the bishop and the priests." That
Rome was the source of authority is confirmed by Irenaeus (140-202 AD): "We point to the tradition of that very great and
very ancient and universally known Church, which was established at Rome…for with this Church, because of its superior
authority, every church must agree" (Against Heresies 3, 3:2).
Copyright © 2001 StayCatholic.com
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The Pope
"But who do you say that I am?" Simon Peter replied, "You are the Christ, the Son of the living God." And Jesus answered
him, "Blessed are you, Simon Bar-Jona! For flesh and blood has not revealed this to you, but my Father who is in heaven.
And I tell you, you are Peter, and on this rock I will build my Church, and the powers of death shall not prevail against it.
I will give you the keys of the kingdom of heaven, and whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, and
whatever you loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven" (Matthew 16:15-19).
When God gives someone a new name it signifies a new role. For example, He changed Abram to Abraham. Abraham
means father of many nations, which is what Abraham became. Peter means rock, which is what Peter became. The standard
argument against this is that Peter in Greek is petros (Πετροs), meaning pebble, and that rock is petra (Πετρα), meaning
mass of rock. Since Peter is a pebble he can't be the rock. Those who support this argument fail to take into account John
1:42: "Jesus looked at him, and said, 'So you are Simon the son of John? You shall be called Cephas.'" The Apostle Paul
refers to Peter as Cephas eight out of the ten times that he mentions him. Cephas is the transliteration of the Aramaic word
Kepha. Aramaic is the language that Jesus and His apostles spoke. KEPHA means ROCK the same as PETRA.
So why then is Peter called petros? Greek nouns are genderized. Petra is the feminine form of rock and it would have been
improper to use it for a man's name. Consequently the masculine form (petros) had to be used. Hence, the preservation of
the original Aramaic by the apostles John and Paul.
Some say that the rock spoken of is Peter's profession of faith or Christ Himself. Karl Keating, in his book "Catholicism and
Fundamentalism," points out that this is impossible because,
According to the rules of grammar, the phrase 'this rock' must relate to the closest noun. Peter's profession of faith (Thou art
the Christ, the son of the living God) is two verses earlier, while his name, a proper noun, is in the immediately preceding
clause. As an analogy, consider this artificial sentence: "I have a car and a truck, and it is blue." Which is blue? The truck,
because that is the noun closest to the pronoun "it". This identification would be even clearer if the reference to the car were
two sentences earlier, as the reference to Peter's profession is two sentences earlier than the term rock. The same kind of
objection applies to the argument that the rock is Christ Himself, since He is mentioned within the profession of faith (page
208).
Jesus validates Peter's role as the rock when He says, "I will give you the keys of the kingdom of heaven, and whatever you
bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, and whatever you loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven." The symbol of the keys
always implied power and authority. Jesus may have had Isaiah 22:20-22 in mind when He made His statement: "In that day
I will call my servant Eliakim the son of Hilkiah, and I will clothe him with your robe, and will bind your girdle on him, and
will commit your authority to his hand…and I will place on his shoulder the key of the house of David; he shall open and
none shall shut; he shall shut and none shall open." Jesus gives Peter the keys; therefore, Peter's authority is the authority
of Jesus.
It is critical to realize that Jesus' statement in Matthew 16 consists of all three verses, 17 through 19. To separate them, and
attach unrelated meanings to them, is to misrepresent Scripture.
The night before He died Jesus said to Peter, "Simon, Simon, behold, Satan demanded to have you, that he might sift you like
wheat, but I have prayed for you that your faith may not fail, and when you have turned again, strengthen your brethren"
(Luke 22:31-32). Jesus prayed that Peter would strengthen the others. This statement presupposes that Peter is first among
the Apostles. Luke 22:26 also implies an apostolic leader. "Let the greatest among you become as the youngest, and the
leader as one who serves."
After the Resurrection Jesus bestowed upon Peter the role he was twice promised. He said to him:
"Simon, son of John, do you love me more than these?" He said to him, "Yes Lord, you know that I love
you." He said to him, "Feed my lambs." A second time He said to him, "Simon, son of John, do you love
me?" He said to him, "Yes Lord, you know that I love you." He said to him, "Tend my sheep." He said to
him the third time,
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"Simon, son of John, do you love me?" Peter was grieved because He said to him the third time, "Do you
love me?" And he said to him, "Lord, you know everything, you know that I love you." Jesus said to him,
"Feed my sheep" (John 21:15-17).
In this passage, Jesus the Great Shepherd is entrusting the care of His lambs and sheep to Peter. Note that Jesus
acknowledges the presence of the other disciples but speaks directly to Peter. This can hardly be construed as a directive for
all Christians. The Greek word for tend in verse 16 is poimaino (Ποιμαινω), meaning to tend as a shepherd or to rule.
It is important to note that Papal Infallibility is not a personality trait but a charism or gift. A pope speaks infallibly only
when he speaks on faith or morals with the stated intention of requiring the compliance of the faithful. Even in the Old
Testament, God used less than perfect men as the authorized interpreters of the law. Jesus shows us this in Matthew 23:1-3
when He says: "The Scribes and the Pharisees have taken the seat of Moses. Therefore do and observe all things whatsoever
they tell you, but do not follow their example. For they preach but they do not practice."
Even when he rules infallibly, a pope is doing no more than proclaiming what has always been taught. There is no special
revelation involved. The pope's infallibility comes from the fact that the Holy Spirit prevents him from officially teaching
error.
Truth by its very nature does not allow for opposing opinions. Because the Church is the recipient and dispenser of truth,
infallibility is necessary if it is to function as Christ intended: "Make disciples of all nations…teaching them to observe all
that I have commanded you" (Matthew 28:19-20).
In the year 95, Clement, the fourth bishop of Rome, wrote a response to the Corinthians instructing them to receive back the
bishops who were expelled by a turbulent faction. After explaining that the hierarchy was of divine origin, he said in part,
"But if there are any who refuse to heed the declaration He [the Holy Spirit] has made through our lips, let them not doubt the
gravity of the guilt and the peril in which they involve themselves" (1Clement 59:1). So now we find that even before the
last apostle had died, the bishop of Rome was directing the affairs of another church. A few years later in the year 110,
Ignatius of Antioch acknowledged Rome's authority when he addressed the Roman church as "presiding over the brotherhood
of love."
Around 189, there was a controversy between the churches of Asia and the rest of the Christian world. Eusebius tells us that
Victor, the bishop of Rome, directed that they conform. Polycrates of Ephesus resisted him. Victor replied with an
excommunication. When Irenaeus intervened and pleaded Polycrate's case, Victor withdrew the excommunication.
Although there was disagreement, the resistance of the Asian bishops did not deny Rome's authority (The History of the
Church 5:23-25).
Some contend that the Papacy is the result of the Church becoming corrupt in 312 during the reign of Constantine.
Consequently, true Christianity was lost until the Protestant Reformation. If that is true, then Christianity did not exist for a
period of 1205 years. Remember that Jesus said that the gates of Hell would not overcome His Church, and that He would be
with us always, even until the end of the age (Matthew 16:18, 28:20). The anti-Papal theory makes Jesus a liar. Another
problem arises from this view. The Old and New Testaments were settled at the councils of Hippo (393 AD) and Carthage
(397 AD) by Catholic bishops who then submitted the list to Pope Boniface for official approval. "Thus that the church
beyond the sea [Rome] may be consulted regarding the confirmation of that canon" (Council of Carthage, Canon 36). Note
that the councils took place well after the supposed corruption of the Church in 312. If this were the case, why would Bibleonly Christians accept the product of a corrupt church as their sole rule of faith? If you reject the primacy of Peter and his
successors, logic demands that you reject the Bible as well.
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Papal Infallibility
The issue of Papal Infallibility evokes strong reactions from those who oppose it. This is usually due to a misunderstanding
of what the Church means by "Papal Infallibility." The most common misconception is that the Church claims that the pope
himself is infallible, that in all things he is incapable of error. This, of course, is not true!
It is a necessity of Christian theology that every person be allowed the exercise of free will. Everyone, the pope included,
must be free to accept or reject Christ for himself. If God were to make the pope infallible in the ultimate sense, he would be
depriving him of his free will.
Infallibility does not mean that a pope is incapable of sin. All popes are human and therefore sinners.
Infallibility does not mean that the pope is inspired. Papal infallibility does not involve any special revelation from God.
A pope learns about his faith in the same way that anyone else does--he studies.
Infallibility cannot be used to change existing doctrines or proclaim new ones. It can only be used to confirm or clarify
what has always been taught. The teachings of Christ cannot change. As the Scripture says, "Jesus Christ is the same
yesterday and today and forever" (Hebrews 13:8).
Infallibility does not mean that a pope cannot err when he speaks as a private teacher. As a man he is fallible and
capable of error.
Infallibility does not guarantee that a pope will officially teach anything. However, when he does teach he is protected. If
he decides to teach the truth, the Holy Spirit allows it. If he decides to teach error, either knowingly or unknowingly, the Holy
Spirit will stop him.
Infallibility is not something that endows a pope with divine powers, but rather it is a gift of the Holy Spirit that
protects the Church from the human frailties of a pope.
All Christians believe that God used men infallibly in writing Scripture. Why then is it so hard to believe that He would work
through men to protect it from corruption? Surely such a protection was implied when Jesus said to His disciples, "He who
hears you hears me" (Luke 10:16).
The First Vatican Council taught that three conditions must be met in order for a pronouncement to be considered infallible:
•
•
•

The pope must speak ex cathedra (from the chair of Peter) in his official capacity.
The decision must be binding on the whole Church.
It must be on a matter of faith or morals.

The first two conditions can be reasonably deduced from Matthew 16:19: "I will give you the keys of the kingdom of heaven,
and whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, and whatever you loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven." The
acts of binding and loosing in the context of the verse would by necessity be something more than casual remarks. The
passage begins with Jesus saying, "You are Peter and upon this rock I will build my Church" (16:18). The acts of binding or
loosing would have to be official and meant for the whole Church.
The third condition stems from the obvious fact that Christian teaching is primarily a matter of faith and morals. Christianity's
main objectives have always been getting people to heaven (faith) and teaching them how to live here on earth (morals).
Infallibility is also extended to the college of bishops when they, as a body, teach something in union with the pope. Collegial
authority is usually exercised in an ecumenical council just as it was at the Council of Jerusalem (Acts 15:1-29).
Upon leaving the earth Jesus' final command to His apostles was to make disciples of all nations, "teaching them to observe
all that I have commanded you; and lo, I am with you always, to the close of the age" (Matthew 28:20). Are we to
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believe that Jesus left us no means of knowing exactly what He commanded? That would make His parting statement
nonsense. The Catholic Church believes the Bible when it teaches that:
•
•
•

Jesus requires that we obey all that He commanded (Matthew 28:20).
Jesus gives us the grace to obey all that He commanded (Philippians 4:13).
Jesus provides us a means of knowing what He commanded (Matthew 16:15-19).

Early Christian writers bear witness to the Church's infallibility. Cyprian declares: "If someone does not hold fast to this unity
of Peter, can he imagine that he still holds the faith? If he [should] desert the chair of Peter upon whom the Church was built,
can he still be confident that he is in the Church?" (The Unity of the Catholic Church 4, 251 AD). Irenaeus writes: "Where
the charismata of the Lord are given, there must we seek the truth, with those to whom belongs the ecclesiastical succession
from the Apostles, and the unadulterated and incorruptible word. It is they who …are the guardians of our faith…and
securely expound the Scriptures to us" (Against Heresies 4:26:5, 180-199 AD).
Despite the evidence, critics try to prove their case by appealing to three supposed examples of popes teaching error. The first
two are Pope Liberius (352-366) and Pope Vigilius (537-555). Both were made to sign questionable statements of faith while
under duress. This of course does not count, as Infallibility only applies to free acts of the pope and not to acts under torture.
The third example is that of Pope Honorius (625-638). Critics of Papal Infallibility feel that this example demolishes the
doctrine once and for all. Here, they contend, is an example of a pope teaching error. After his death, an ecumenical council
(The Third Council of Constantinople) condemned him. What could be more contradictory than an infallible pope being
condemned by an infallible council? However, in their excitement the critics have overlooked something -- the facts.
The controversy stems from a letter that Pope Honorius wrote to Sergius, a Monothelite heretic. The Monothelite heresy
maintained that Jesus had only one will, a divine will. The Church had always taught that Jesus was fully God and fully man.
As such, He had both a divine and a human will. Before the heresy was widely known, Sergius sought to get the pope's
approval by deception. In a letter to the pope he stated that Jesus never opposed the Father. Consequently, if two persons
agree they may be spoken of as being of "one will." The pope, unaware of Sergius' deception, answered to the subject of
Christ's "opposition" to the Father. He wrote in part: "We confess one will of our Lord Jesus Christ…Since Christ's human
will is faultless there can be no talk of opposing wills." Subsequently, Monothelites fraudulently used this statement as proof
that the pope believed with them that Christ had no human will.
Pope Honorius was deceived and then misrepresented. Furthermore, the Third Council of Constantinople condemned him for
inaction, but not for teaching heresy. In any event, his letter was private. Thus the issue of infallibility never even entered the
picture. By the way, if papal infallibility really was just a human invention, don't you think that the list of errors after 20
centuries would fill at least one book? And yet we are presented with only three examples, three examples that are not even
plausible. Does this not speak in favor of the Church's position?
Ironically, many of the individuals who oppose the doctrine of papal infallibility claim to receive special revelations from
God. Most believe that they can privately interpret Scripture in direct violation of 2 Peter 1:20. They characterize the doctrine
of papal infallibility as arrogant, while claiming for themselves authority that goes far beyond it. And what is the fruit of their
claims? Thousands of denominations all claiming the Bible as their authority and yet all disagreeing on what it teaches. To
make matters worse, many of their teachings change from time to time. Those who object to the doctrine of papal infallibility
are the greatest proof of its need.
An honest examination of the evidence can only lead to one conclusion: That Jesus Christ established an infallible Church.
Scripture teaches it, logic demands it, and history confirms it.
Copyright © 2001 StayCatholic.com
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The Canon of Scripture
There is a significant difference between Catholic and Protestant Bibles. Catholic Bibles contain seven more books than
Protestant Bibles do. The seven books, all in the Old Testament, are Tobit, Judith, Wisdom, Sirach, Baruch and 1 and 2
Maccabees. Catholics call the disputed books Deuterocanonical and consider them to be inspired. Bible Christians call them
Apocryphal and consider them to be spurious.
The list of books that comprise the Bible is referred to as the canon. During Jesus' time there were two Old Testament canons
in use. There was the Palestinian canon, which is identical to the Protestant Old Testament, and there was the Alexandrian
canon – also known as the Septuagint – which is identical to the Catholic Old Testament. The Catholic Church uses the
longer canon because the Apostles and the early Church used it.
Bible Christians use the shorter canon because it matches the present day Jewish canon. They will often quote Romans 3:2,
which says, "The Jews are entrusted with the oracles of God." They reason that since God entrusted the Old Testament to the
Jews, they should be the ones who determine which books belong in it.
This reasoning presents a couple of problems. Firstly, both Old Testament canons were received from the Jews. Thus neither
canon is eliminated by this verse. Secondly, the Jews didn't settle on the Palestinian canon until at least 90 AD at the Council
of Jamnia. This was well after authority had passed from the Jews to the Church (Acts 4:19). Ironically it was at the Council
of Jamnia that the Jews also rejected the New Testament. Logically speaking, anyone who would consider Jamnia as being
authoritative would also have to reject the New Testament.
Most Church Fathers regarded the Septuagint as the standard form of the Old Testament. When the Councils of Hippo (393
AD) and Carthage (397 AD) set the canon of the New Testament they also confirmed the Septuagint as the Old Testament.
Further evidence of the Septuagint's acceptance by the early Church can be found in the New Testament itself. It quotes the
Old Testament approximately 350 times. Three hundred of those quotes are from the Septuagint. Surely this amounts to an
overwhelming endorsement by the early Church.
Some raise objections over supposed errors. One example is in Judith 1:1-7. Here Nebuchadnezzar is called the king of
Assyria when in fact it is well known that he was the king of Babylon. But Judith is not a historical book; it's a religious
novel. The combining of the Babylonians and the Assyrians is a representation of the enemies of Israel. Both had conquered
Israel at one time or another. Judith means Jewess and she represents the whole of Judaism. The lesson of the book is to rely
on God's way of deliverance no matter what the method. Similar objections are raised over verses in Tobit, which are
likewise symbolic and not historical.
Critics will often dismiss the role of the Church in determining the New Testament. They contend that the Holy Spirit caused
the books of the New Testament to fall into place on their own. They would have us believe that the Church councils that
dealt with the canon were nothing more than bishops getting together to say "Wow, look at that." Once again, history tells us
another story.
The book of 1 Clement was considered inspired by most in the early Church (Eusebius, The History of the Church 3:16, 325
AD). We also know that the book of Revelation was disputed by many at the time. And yet Revelation made it into the canon
and 1 Clement didn't. That's because the Church set the canon of Scripture, and she did so under the guidance of the Holy
Spirit. Just as God worked infallibly through men in writing the Bible, He worked infallibly through men in communicating
exactly which books comprised it.
And so the canon stood, unchanged until the Protestant Reformation when Martin Luther threw out the seven
Deuterocanonicals because they contradicted his new doctrines. He also wanted to throw out Hebrews, James, 2 Peter, 2 and
3 John, Jude, and Revelation. Fortunately, cooler heads prevailed. In Revelation 22:19 the apostle John proclaims, "If any one
takes away from the words of the book of this prophecy, God will take away his share in the tree of life and in the holy city,
which are described in this book." It's true that this verse refers to the book of Revelation. However, common sense tells us
that the same principal should apply to all of Scripture. Certainly God would never be pleased with us tampering with any
part of His word.
Copyright © 2001 StayCatholic.com

12

Scripture Alone
One of the pillars of the Protestant Reformation is the doctrine of "Sola Scriptura," or "Scripture alone." The reformers
taught that the Bible was the sole rule of faith, and that there was no need for an authoritative church. Now if this were a
true teaching, as some still contend, we would expect to find it in the Bible, but we don't. The verse usually used to justify
Sola Scriptura is 2 Timothy 3:16: "All Scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction,
and for training in righteousness, that the man of God may be complete, equipped for every good work."
Note that this passage nowhere says that Scripture is the sole rule of faith. It says that it is profitable, and that is true. But
that doesn’t make it the sole rule of faith. It says that it can make you complete, and that is also true. However, in order for
Scripture to make us complete, we must accept all that it teaches. And Scripture teaches that Christ established an
authoritative church. That is why Paul tells Titus, who headed the church at Crete, to "Exhort and reprove with all
authority. Let no one disregard you" (Titus 2:15). Indeed an authoritative church is necessary in light of 2 Peter 1:20:
"You must understand this, that no prophecy of Scripture is a matter of one's own interpretation." So Scripture makes us
complete by showing us that we need it and that we need the Church to teach us what it means. Only a church whose
teachings are authoritative and unchanging can qualify as "The Church of the living God, the pillar and foundation of
truth" (1 Timothy 3:15).
Cardinal Newman noted some years ago that 2 Timothy could not support the doctrine of Sola Scriptura because Paul's
statement to Timothy would have to apply to him at that time. At that time there was only an Old Testament. If 2 Timothy
were true in the sense that Bible Christians claim it is, it would rule out the New Testament, something that no Bible
believing Christian would ever do.
Bible Christians claim that the Holy Spirit teaches them directly. They would point to 1 John 2:26-27, which says, "I write
this to you about those who would deceive you, but the anointing which you received from Him abides in you, and you have
no need that anyone should teach you, as His anointing teaches you about everything." At first glance, this might appear to
support their argument. However, putting it in context reveals something quite different. Note that John begins by saying, "I
write this to you about those who would deceive you." These are the teachers that John tells us we have no need of. Read
verses 21-25, and the context becomes even clearer. "I write to you, not because you do not know the truth, but because you
know it…Let what you heard from the beginning abide in you. If what you heard from the beginning abides in you,
then you will abide in the Son and in the Father. And this is what He has promised us, eternal life."
The anointing that John speaks of is an anointing that we posses by virtue of our Christianity. It is an anointing by which we
receive grace – grace that enables us to do just what John asks us to do, to hold on to what we were taught from the
beginning despite the enticements of the deceivers. He speaks of the truth as something that was received from the Church
and not something that was personally received from the Holy Spirit.
While it is true that the Holy Spirit can and oftentimes does guide us personally, it is equally true that we are not always
listening. Sometimes our own thoughts or the deceptions of others can be mistaken for the Holy Spirit. That is why God
wouldn't choose this as the way to present the faith. After all, if we are to make a choice for Christ, we must KNOW and not
IMAGINE what that choice entails.
The book of Ephesians addresses 2 Timothy and 1 John beautifully, "And his gifts were that some should be apostles, some
prophets, some evangelists, some pastors and teachers, for the equipment of the saints…so that we may no longer be
children, tossed to and fro and carried about with every wind of doctrine" (4:11-12, 14). Remember earlier in 2 Timothy, we
found the phrase, (concerning Scripture) "that the man of God may be complete, equipped for every good work." First Paul
tells us that we need Scripture to be equipped, and then he tells us that we need teachers to be equipped. Is there a
contradiction here? Not at all as Scripture without the proper interpretation is of no value. That is why the Ethiopian
Eunuch, despite his genuine desire for God, needed the Apostle Philip to explain the Scriptures to him (Acts 8:26-40). Note
that it was God who sent Philip to the eunuch. Why do you suppose He did that?
The claim that we don't need teachers fails not only on the theological level, but in its practical application as well. If John
believes that we don't need any teachers, why is he sending a letter that teaches? In fact why were any of the epistles
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written and preserved? Are they not the teachings of Church leaders? It is also interesting to note that most Bible only
pastors attended seminary where they were taught the Bible. On Sundays they give sermons in which they teach the Bible.
They have Bible studies where again they teach the Bible. If we really don't need teachers why is all of this going on?
The early Christians couldn't have believed in Sola Scriptura even if they had wanted to, as they didn't have any Bibles. The
printing press wasn't invented until 1450. Before that time Bibles were hand written and a copy would have cost the modern
day equivalent of about $8000.00. Even if they had access to Bibles it wouldn't have been much better as 99% of the people
were illiterate. So the type of Christianity that Bible Christians say Jesus established wasn't even possible for fourteen
centuries after he supposedly established it. Even today many countries have a low literacy rate. Didn't Jesus die for
everyone? How are those who cannot read to know the Gospel? An authoritative church is the only logical and Biblical
answer. Also worthy of note is the fact that the doctrine of Sola Scriptura is not found in any of the creeds from the early
Church. If it were such an important doctrine that would have been unconscionable.
There are over 28,000 Bible only denominations all with different interpretations of the Bible. All of them claim authority
from the Bible but they can't all be right, as the Holy Spirit does not contradict Himself. Therefore we can conclude that a
good part of what they teach is the product of their own reasoning. The book of Proverbs advises us well when it says, "Lean
not on your own understanding" (3:5). As long as humans are flawed creatures their reasoning will be flawed. Maybe not on
every issue, but certainly on some. Who among us has not seen his or her errors in retrospect? Unfortunately it is not
uncommon for the illusions of men to be presented as the Will of God.
Oftentimes those who reject Church authority do so in the name of freedom. But their concept of freedom is seriously
flawed. Freedom is accompanied by responsibilities. As Bishop Donald Wuerl points out, "Freedom is not just about
making choices but about making right choices. To place one's hand in an open fire is to exercise human freedom
irresponsibly." In other words, freedom is not achieved by doing what you want; it is the result of doing what is right. An
honest alcoholic knows this well.
Sola Scriptura and the accompanying idea of private interpretation bear a striking resemblance to New Age thought. The
New Ager says, "I am God." The Bible Christian in effect says, "I speak for God." A major tenet of the New Age Movement
is that there is no ultimate reality. Each individual must decide for himself what reality is. Thus "every man does what is
right in his own eyes" (Judges 17:6). With the private interpretation of Scripture each individual decides for himself what
Christian reality is. This is a far cry from the Biblical view of, "One Lord, one faith, one Baptism" (Ephesians 4:5). We
would do well to heed the warning of Proverbs 14:12, "There is a way which seems right to a man, but its end is the way to
death."
Some may see that as extreme. After all, we are told that the differences between Bible Christians are minor. But is that
really the case? One of the areas of contention is the subject of salvation. Some say that you can lose it some say that you
can't. This is something that needs to be clearly understood as it will be key in determining the eternal destination of
millions. This is hardly a minor issue. Also, theological disunity is a scandal to the world and a stumbling block for many.
Jesus prayed that we would be one as He and the Father are one so that the world would know that the Father sent him (John
17:20-22). If the world does not know that the Father sent Jesus it is because we are not one. How many more souls would
have come to Christ but for our disunity? It has been said that Jesus would have died for even one of us. If this were true
then it would follow that every soul is precious. If every soul is precious how then can we so glibly write off millions of
them in the name of freedom?
Copyright © 2001 StayCatholic.com

14

Tradition
It is often alleged that the Catholic Church focuses on tradition rather than Scripture. That is simply not so. The Church
focuses on Scripture and Sacred Tradition as they both flow out of the same divine wellspring, making up a single sacred
deposit of the Word of God (Dogmatic Constitution on Divine Revelation 2:9, 10). This is verified by the teaching of
Scripture. Scripture speaks of two kinds of tradition. One is condemned, and the other requires belief. Paul tells us In 2
Thessalonians 2:15, to "Stand firm, and hold to the traditions which you were taught by us, either by word of mouth or
by letter." Notice how Paul ranks oral tradition with written tradition equally. Why does he do that? He gives us the answer
in 1 Thessalonians 2:13: "And we also thank God constantly for this, that when you received the Word of God which you
heard from us, you accepted it not as the word of men but as what it really is, the Word of God…" So the oral traditions
and the written were both the word of God. No wonder Paul was pleased when the Corinthians accepted the traditions that he
passed on to them. "I commend you because you remember me in everything and maintain the traditions even as I
delivered them to you" (1 Corinthians 11:2). It is sometimes claimed that the oral tradition that Paul is speaking of is what he
later put into Scripture. But the Bible nowhere says this.
Bible Christians rely on Catholic Tradition. For instance, how do they know that the 27 books of the New Testament belong
in the Bible? How do they know that Mark wrote the Gospel of Mark? His name doesn't appear in the manuscripts. How do
they know that public revelation ended with the death of the last apostle? They know these things the same way that
Catholics know them, because the Catholic Church tells us so.
So then, what type of tradition does Jesus condemn? Mark records the following statement made by Jesus to the Scribes and
Pharisees:
"You leave the commandment of God, and hold fast the tradition of men." And he said to them, "You
have a fine way of rejecting the commandment of God, in order to keep your tradition! For Moses said,
'Honor your father and your mother'… but you say, 'If a man tells his father or his mother, ‘what you would
have gained from me is corban’ (that is, given to God), then you no longer permit him to do anything for
his father or mother, thus making void the Word of God through your tradition" (Mark 7:8-13).
The Scribes and Pharisees were violating one of the commandments with their own tradition (tradition of men), and Jesus
corrects them with the traditional interpretation (Sacred Tradition). The Apostles taught in the same manner and, according
to the Bible, apostolic teaching was the standard in the early Church: "And they devoted themselves to the Apostles
teaching and fellowship, to the breaking of bread and prayers" (Acts 2:42).
How can we recognize the traditions of men? Well, if they cannot be traced back to the early Church, they would have to be
man-made. To believe otherwise would imply that God didn't get it right the first time. What Catholics call Sacred Tradition
can be traced back to the early Church. The same cannot be said of those beliefs that are uniquely Protestant. Protestantism
was the creation of men. It first appeared in the sixteenth century. We even know the names of the men who started it.
Names like Luther, Calvin and Zwingli. If men started it, it is a tradition of men and not of God. One could hardly argue that
it was an apostolic institution.
Early Christians knew the importance of Sacred Tradition. In the year 200 AD Tertullian wrote, "Wherever it shall be clear
that the truth of the Christian discipline and faith are present, there also will be found the truth of the Scriptures and their
explanation, and of all the Christian traditions" (The Demurrer against the heretics 19:3). A few decades later, Origen
writes, "That alone is to be believed as the truth which is in no way at variance with ecclesiastical and apostolic tradition"
(Fundamental doctrines 1, preface: 2, circa 225 AD).
It is only when we embrace Scripture and Sacred Tradition that we have the complete Word of God. And as Jesus once said,
"Man shall not live by bread alone, but by EVERY WORD that proceeds from the mouth of God" (Matthew 4:4).
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Justification
In Romans 1:17, Paul tells us that, "The just shall live by faith." The Catholic Church is in full agreement with this
statement. However, she does not agree with the way some would define faith. The Church speaks of faith in the biblical
sense. While Paul says, "the just shall live by faith," he also says, "For in Christ Jesus neither circumcision nor
uncircumcision is of any avail, but faith working through love" (Galatians 5:6). He further states, "If I have a faith that
can move mountains, but have not love, I am nothing… And now these three remain: faith, hope and love. But the
greatest of these is love" (1 Corinthians 13:2, 13). Why is the greatest of these love? Because without love there is no
faith. So then, how is love manifested? Well, in Romans 12:9-13 Paul says, “Let love be genuine, hate what is evil, hold
fast to what is good, love one another with brotherly affection, outdo one another in showing honor. Never flag in zeal, be
aglow with the Spirit, serve the Lord. Rejoice in your hope, be patient in tribulation, be constant in prayer. Contribute to
the needs of the saints, practice hospitality." Elsewhere Paul speaks of "the obedience of faith" (Romans 1:5). So for Paul,
to have faith meant to take action. That is why James tells us that "faith without works is dead" (James 2:17).
When the Philippian jailer asked Paul, "Men, what must I do to be saved?" Paul said, "Believe in the Lord Jesus and you
will be saved" (Acts 16:30-31). Some take this to mean intellectual assent, but the Biblical concept of believing means to
act in accordance with. Jesus tells us in John 3:36, "He who believes in the Son has eternal life; He who does not obey the
Son shall not see life." So not obeying is not believing. Notice how Jesus answers the rich young man who asked, "Good
Teacher, what must I do to inherit eternal life?" He said, "You know the commandments…sell what you have and
give to the poor" (Mark 10:17-22). In Matthew 25:32-46, Jesus characterizes the saved as those who feed and clothe the
poor and visit those in prison. He also characterizes the damned as those who refrain from such activities. In Revelation
20:12 and 2 Corinthians 5:10 we are told that we will be judged by our deeds. Was the Apostle John in error when he
wrote, "And by this we may be sure that we know Him, if we keep His Commandments? He who says 'I know him' but
disobeys His Commandments is a liar, and the truth is not in him, but whoever keeps His word, in him truly love for God is
perfected. By this we may be sure that we are in Him" (1 John 2:3-5). Finally, we are told in 1 John 3:23, "And this is His
commandment, that we should believe in the name of His Son Jesus Christ and love one another, just as He has
commanded us."
In Matthew 25:40, Jesus said, "Truly I say to you, as you did it to one of the least of these my brethren, you did it to me."
Reject your neighbor, and you reject Jesus! Does this mean that your good works will earn you salvation? No, not at all.
All that we do, we do by the grace of God. Indeed we can not even say that Jesus is Lord except by the Holy Spirit (1
Corinthians 12:3).
For the Christian there is no excuse for serious deliberate sin. "Therefore let anyone who thinks that he stands take heed
lest he fall. No temptation has overtaken you that is not common to man. God is faithful and He will not let you be
tempted beyond your strength, but with the temptation will also provide the way of escape that you may be able to endure
it" (1 Corinthians 12:13). Also, "For this is the love of God, that we keep His Commandments. And His commandments
are not burdensome" (1 John 5:3). They are not burdensome because He enables us to obey them with His grace. As we
are told in Hebrews 4:15-16, "For we have not a high priest who is unable to sympathize with our weaknesses…Let us then
with confidence draw near to the throne of grace, that we may receive mercy and find grace to help in time of need."
Jesus Himself says as much in John 14:15-16: "If you love me you will keep my Commandments. And I will pray the
Father, and He will give you another Councilor, to be with you forever." In other words, you can keep the
Commandments, because He is sending another Councilor (the Holy Spirit) who will give you the grace to do it. This
grace was the reason why Paul could say, "I can do all things in Him who strengthens me" (Phillipians 4:13).
So a failure to do good works is not a failure to earn one's salvation, but a rejection of grace which is ultimately a denial of
the power of the Holy Spirit, and that is the "unforgivable sin" (Mark 3:28). It is unforgivable because it is a rejection of
Christ. Good works are not something in addition to faith, but the proof that faith exists. The good works in question do
not constitute "works salvation" because they were not produced by something within the individual but were in fact
accomplished by the grace of God, which is a gift. There is nothing to boast about but much to be thankful for.
Clement, the fourth Bishop of Rome, writing around the year 95, taught about the connection between grace and works and
the need for our cooperation with grace. He wrote, "Let us therefore join with those to whom grace is given by God.
Let us clothe ourselves in concord, being humble and self-controlled, keeping ourselves far from all backbiting and slander,
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being justified by works and not by words…Why was our father Abraham blessed? Was it not because of his deeds of
justice and truth, wrought in faith?… So we, having been called through His will in Christ Jesus, were not justified
through ourselves or through our own wisdom or understanding or piety or works which we wrought in holiness of heart,
but through faith, whereby the almighty God justified all men" (1 Clement 30:3, 31:2, 32:3-4).
As for the sacraments, they are occasions of grace and not rituals that must be performed to earn salvation. The grace
received enables us to accept our salvation and to live the Christian life. This is reflected in Jesus' statement concerning the
Eucharist in John 6:56. He said, "Whoever eats my flesh and drinks my blood remains in me and I in him." It is only by
the grace of God that we accept Christ in the first place and it is only by the grace of God that we remain in Him. This is what
the Church calls Sanctifying Grace. Besides Sanctifying Grace, every sacrament produces Sacramental Grace. Sacramental
grace is a special grace that helps in the fulfillment of the duties related to a particular sacrament. For example, in the
sacrament of Matrimony, the Sacramental Grace received can enable the couple to be the husband and wife that God would
have them be.
1 Corinthians 6:9-10 and Titus 3:3-7 speak of salvation as an inheritance. An inheritance cannot be earned, but it can be lost.
Despite what some may claim, Christians can lose their salvation. Paul affirms this when writing the church at Corinth, "but
you yourselves wrong and defraud, and that even your own brethren. Do you not know that the unrighteous will not
inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be deceived; neither the immoral, nor the idolaters, nor the adulterers, nor
homosexuals, nor thieves, nor the greedy, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor robbers will inherit the kingdom of God" (1
Corinthians 6:8-10).
Paul does not even claim that he is saved. He tells us in 1 Corinthians 4:2-5, "It is required of stewards that they be found
trustworthy. But with me it is a very small thing that I should be judged by you or by any human court. I do not even judge
myself. 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. Then every man will receive his commendation from God." And
again in 1 Corinthians 9:25-27, "Every athlete exercises self control in all things. They do it to receive a perishable wreath,
but we an imperishable. Well, I do not run aimlessly, I do not box as one beating the air, but I pommel my body and subdue
it lest after preaching to others I myself should be disqualified."
The reason why you can lose your salvation is because even after accepting Christ a person is still capable of sinning and
remaining unrepentant. And repentance is necessary for forgiveness. Scripture is very clear on this point. Listen to Paul’s
warning to the Church at Rome: “Do you suppose, then, you who judge those who engage in such things and yet do them
yourself, that you will escape the judgment of God? Or do you hold his priceless kindness, forbearance, and patience in
low esteem, unaware that the kindness of God would lead you to repentance?” (Romans 2:4). Jesus Himself warns the
Church at Ephesus. He says: “Realize how far you have fallen. Repent, and do the works you did at first. Otherwise, I
will come to you and remove your lamp stand from its place, unless you repent (Revelation 2:5).
The early Christians agreed with this teaching as we can see from such writings as the epistle of Barnabas, written around the
year 130. In chapter four we read, "So no assumption that we are among the called must ever tempt us to relax our efforts, or
fall asleep in our sins, otherwise the prince of evil will obtain control over us, and oust us from the kingdom of the Lord."
When we give our lives to Jesus our free will is not taken away. We do not become robots compelled to feed the poor or
avoid sin. We must submit to Christ on a daily basis. As the Scripture says, "God opposes the proud but gives grace to the
humble. Submit yourselves therefore to God" (James 4:6-7).
If the Catholic Church's teaching on justification is wrong, then so is the Bible and so were the early Christians.
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Baptism
It is through the sacrament of Baptism that we become Christians, "For by one Spirit we were all baptized into one body"
(1 Corinthians 12:13). Baptism also takes away sin: "Rise and be baptized, and wash away your sins" (Acts 22:16).
Baptism and Confirmation are the sacramental elements of being born again, and the normal means by which we receive
the Holy Spirit. Jesus tells us in John 3:5, "Unless one is born of water and spirit, he cannot enter the Kingdom of God."
And in Acts 2:38-39, Peter says, "Repent and be baptized, every one of you, in the name of Jesus Christ for the
forgiveness of your sins, and you shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit. For the promise is to you and to your children
and to all that are far off, everyone whom the Lord our God calls to Him."
The issue of infant Baptism is not discussed explicitly in the Bible, but it is likely that there were babies in the households
of Lydia, Stephanus and the jailer at Philippi, where Paul baptized entire families (Acts 16:14-15, Acts 16:29-34 and 1
Corinthians 1:16). In Colossians 2:11-12 Paul alludes to infant baptism when he tells us that Baptism has replaced
circumcision. Circumcision took place on the eighth day after birth (Genesis 17:12). We know that early Christians
baptized their infants on the eighth day after birth because the third Council of Carthage decreed in the year 252, "that
baptism of children need not be deferred until the eighth day after birth as some maintained, but might be administered as
soon as possible" (Cyprian, Epistle 64 (59), 2).
The Waldenses and the Cathari (around the 12th century) first raised objections to infant Baptism. Modern day objections
can be traced to Thomas Munzer. In 1521, he deduced from his private interpretation of the Bible that Baptism should not
be administered to infants but only to adults after conversion and a personal commitment to Christ. Even Martin Luther
denounced him and he was expelled from Wittenberg.
The Holy Spirit is the dispenser of grace. At Baptism there is an infusion of grace. If the grace a baby receives at Baptism
is nourished (in a Christian atmosphere) it grows; if not, it dies. The saving grace of God enables us to hear and accept the
Gospel, not only as adults but also as children hearing it for the first time. That babies can benefit spiritually is clearly
indicated in Luke 18:15-16: "Now they were bringing even infants to Him that He might touch them. And when the
disciples saw it they rebuked them. But Jesus called them to Him saying, 'Let the children come to me, and do not hinder
them, for to such belongs the kingdom of God.'" Mark finishes the story in his account, "And He took them in His arms
and blessed them, laying His hands upon them" (Mark 10:16).
Our personal commitment to Christ, once we have reached the age of reason, is our conscious decision to keep and
maintain what God has already given us. Baptism doesn't guarantee one's salvation; rather one is saved as a result of
responding positively to the grace received.
We have no record of early Christian writers condemning infant Baptism. However, much is written in support of it.
Irenaeus, who lived from 140-202, and was a disciple of Polycarp who was a disciple of the Apostle John wrote, "Christ
came to save all who through Him are born again unto God, infants and children, boys and youths, and aged persons"
(Against Heresies 2, 22:4). Origen, who lived from 182 to 255 wrote, "Baptism is given even to infants" (Homilies on
Leviticus 8:3).
As for the practice of pouring water on the forehead instead of total immersion, this too was a practice of the early Church.
We read in the Didache, which was written somewhere between the years 70 and 150, that those being baptized could be
immersed in water, but if it wasn't practical, "sprinkle water three times on the head" (2:7). Tertullian, writing in the
second century, describes Baptism as, "a sprinkling of any kind of water" (Baptism 6:1). Many who were converted in
prison were baptized this way.
In cases where there is no knowledge of the need for Baptism, an honest desire for Christ is sufficient. This is called
Baptism of Desire. Likewise water baptism is not a requirement for those who are martyred upon conversion. The Church
calls this Baptism of Blood. While water Baptism is normative, God is not legalistic. He takes everything into account.
What is most important is the condition of ones heart (1 Samuel 16:7). All those who truly desire God shall have Him.
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The Mass
The Sacrifice of the Mass is not a re-sacrificing of Jesus as some allege. It is the "once for all" sacrifice of Jesus on the cross.
There are two parts to a sacrifice: the death of the victim, and the offering up of the fruits by the High Priest. Jesus' death
took place once and is in the past. Yet, the fruits of His sacrifice must be applied to every believer past, present and future. In
the book of Revelation, Jesus, who is in heaven, is referred to 29 times as the "Lamb." The Word of God portrays Jesus as a
sacrificial lamb because, as the High Priest of the New Covenant, He is continually offering up the fruits of His Sacrifice. We
partake of those fruits when we receive the Eucharist at Mass. Ironically, some of the most vocal critics of the Mass claim to
be "washed by the blood of the Lamb" – blood that was shed two thousand years ago. Are they re-sacrificing Jesus?
Many Bible Christians don't believe in performing rituals. They claim that Christianity, unlike Judaism, is not a religion.
They say that it's a relationship (with God); therefore rituals are unnecessary. However, Christianity is a religion, a religion
where believers can have a personal relationship with God. In James 1:26-27 we read the following: "If any one thinks he
is religious, and does not bridle his tongue but deceives his heart, this man's RELIGION is vain. RELIGION that is pure
and undefiled before God and the Father is this: to visit orphans and widows in their affliction and to keep oneself unstained
from the world." When James calls Christianity a religion, he is commenting on its nature. The Greek word that is translated
into "religion" is threskeia (θρησκεια). Threskeia means ceremonial observance, which is what a ritual is. This is the same
word used by Paul to describe Judaism in Acts 26:5. If rituals have no place in Christianity, why does the Word of God refer
to it in ritualistic terms?
Malachi 1:11 speaks prophetically of the Mass: "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." The sacrifice spoken of is not the Judaic sacrifice. The passage refers to a pure sacrifice that will take place
everywhere among the nations (Gentiles). This makes perfect sense as we are living in "the times of the Gentiles" (Luke
21:24). Psalm 110 [109] provides even more detail. Verse 4 reads, "The Lord has sworn and will not change His mind, 'You
[Jesus] are a priest forever after the order of Melchizedek.'" In Genesis 14:18 Melchizedek offered a sacrifice of bread and
wine. So Psalm 110 is a prediction that Jesus would offer a perpetual sacrifice involving bread and wine. The Sacrifice of
the Mass involves the offering of bread and wine.
The early Church understood the Mass to be a true sacrifice. Clement, the fourth bishop of Rome, wrote in the year 95 AD,
"Our sin will not be small if we eject from the episcopate those who blamelessly and holily have offered its SACRIFICES"
(1 Clement 44:4). A few years later in the year 110 AD, Ignatius of Antioch said the following: "Make certain, therefore,
that you all observe one common Eucharist, for there is but one body of our Lord Jesus Christ, and but one cup of union with
His blood, and one single altar of SACRIFICE, even as there is also but one bishop, with his clergy and my own fellow
servitors, the deacons" (Letter to the Philadelphians No. 4)
But, some will say, "I don't get anything out of the Mass." To the uninformed person, a candy bar seems more exciting than a
million-dollar check. The colorful wrapper is certainly more pleasing to the eye, and you have a piece of candy inside. How
can a plain piece of paper with handwriting on it compete with that? To the uninformed, the Mass may be viewed similarly.
If you don't know what it is all about you, aren't going to understand its importance. And if you aren't open to what it has to
offer, you won't get anything out of it.
The Catechism of the Catholic Church wisely points out that our Yes to Jesus Christ is twofold: a trustful abandonment to
God and a loving assent to all that he has revealed to us. This is possible only by means of the action of the Holy Spirit (Nos.
150,176). If you are one of those who "doesn't get anything out of the Mass," Pray to the Holy Spirit for the grace to be open
to all the Mass has to offer. It will change your life.
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The Eucharist
The Church has always taught that the Eucharist is the actual body and blood of Jesus Christ. This is difficult for some to
accept. However, belief in the Real Presence rests upon the words of Christ Himself. In John 6:48-57 we read:
I am the bread of life. Your ancestors ate the manna in the desert, but they died. This is the bread that
comes down from heaven so that one may eat it and not die. I am the living bread that came down from
heaven. Whoever eats this bread, will live forever, and the bread that I will give is my flesh for the life of
the world. The Jews quarreled among themselves saying, "How can this man give us his flesh to eat?"
Jesus said to them, "Amen, amen, I say to you, unless you eat the flesh of the Son of man and drink his
blood, you do not have life within you. Whoever eats my flesh and drinks my blood has eternal life, and I
will raise him on the last day. For my flesh is true food, and my blood is true drink. Whoever eats my
flesh and drinks my blood remains in me and I in him. Just as the living Father sent me and I have life
because of the Father, so also the one who feeds on me will have life because of me.
Opponents of the Real Presence contend that this is all symbolic. But read what happens in verses 60 and 66, – "Then many
of His disciples who were listening said, 'This saying is hard, who can accept it?'…As a result of this, many [of] His
disciples returned to their former way of life and no longer accompanied Him."
Jesus taught and did some things that went against the norms of His day. For instance, it was considered improper for a rabbi
to speak familiarly with a woman in public. Likewise it was seen as improper for a Jew to request water from a Samaritan.
And yet Jesus asked a Samaritan woman for water at Jacob's well (John 4:1-42). Another example is when Jesus, in sharp
contrast to Jewish teaching, commanded His followers to love their enemies (Matthew 5:44). Both of these incidents took
place before the events of John 6. Are we to believe that the same disciples who had no problem accepting these radically
new ideas rejected Jesus over symbolism?
At the Last Supper, Jesus fulfilled His promise: "While they were eating, Jesus took bread, said the blessing, broke it, and
giving it to his disciples said, 'Take and eat, this is my body.' Then He took a cup, gave thanks, and gave it to them, saying,
'Drink from it all of you, for this is my blood of the covenant, which will be shed on behalf of many for the forgiveness of
sins'" (Matthew 26:26-28). This could hardly be seen as symbolic, as Jesus held bread and the cup of wine in His hands and
said "This is my body" and "This is my blood." He was obviously referring to what He was holding. Luke records that Jesus
also said to do this in memory of Him (22:19). For the Jews, to do something "in memory" meant to make it actually present.
Paul affirms the Real Presence in 1 Corinthians 10:16 and 11:27-29. "The cup of blessing that we bless, is it not a
participation in the blood of Christ? The bread that we break, is it not a participation in the body of
Christ?…Therefore, whoever eats the bread or drinks the cup of the Lord unworthily will have to answer for the body and
blood of the Lord… For anyone who eats and drinks without discerning the body, eats and drinks judgment on himself."
If the Lords body and blood are not present, how can a wrong be committed against them? Jesus is the sacrificial lamb of the
New Covenant. The Old Covenant sacrifice prefigured the New Covenant sacrifice. Both include a partaking of the sacrifice
to signify a participation in its effects.
Ignatius, Bishop of Antioch from the year 69 to 110, writes in his letter to the Smyrnaeans, "But look at the men who have
those perverted notions about the grace of Jesus Christ…they will not admit that the Eucharist is the self same body of
our savior Jesus Christ which suffered for our sins, and which the Father in His goodness afterwards raised up again"
(7:1).
A few decades later, around the year 150, Justin martyr wrote: "Not as common bread or common drink do we receive these,
but since Jesus Christ our savior was made incarnate by the word of God and had both flesh and blood for our salvation, so
too as we have been taught, the food which has been made into the Eucharist by the Eucharistic prayer set down by Him, and
by the change of which our blood and flesh is nourished, is both the flesh and the blood of that incarnated Jesus" (First
Apology 66).
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Confession
In John 20:21-23, we find Jesus saying the following to his apostles: "'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.'"
These verses refer to what Catholics call Confession or the Sacrament of Reconciliation. Those who object to the Catholic
view of this passage usually contend that Jesus was simply speaking about believers forgiving those who have wronged them.
Such a view is impossible for two reasons. The first reason is that Jesus qualifies His statement. He starts off by saying, "As
the Father has sent me, even so I send you." This raises the question, in what manner was Jesus sent to forgive? Mark 2:5-12
gives us the answer:
And when Jesus saw their faith, He said to the paralytic, "My son, your sins are forgiven." Now some of
the Scribes were sitting there, questioning in their hearts, "Why does this man speak thus? It is blasphemy!
Who can forgive sins but God alone?" Jesus, knowing what they were thinking, said in part, "But that
you may know that the Son of man has authority on earth to forgive sins," -- He said to the paralytic, "I
say to you, rise, take up your pallet and go home." And he rose, and immediately took up the pallet and
went out before them all.
Jesus didn't need to perform a miracle to show that He could forgive someone of a personal offense. The forgiveness spoken
of is the forgiveness that makes salvation possible.
The second reason that John 20:21-23 does not refer to believers forgiving others who have wronged them, is that we are not
given the option of retaining anyone's sins. In fact, our own forgiveness is dependent on our forgiving others. Jesus tells us
this very thing in Matthew 6:14-15: "For if you forgive men their trespasses, your heavenly Father also will forgive you. But
if you do not forgive men their trespasses, neither will your Father forgive your trespasses."
The only time sins would be retained, is when there is an obvious lack of repentance. This is only natural as Acts 3:19 tells
us that repentance is necessary for forgiveness. The fact that the apostles could forgive or retain sins means that they would
have to know what the sins were, and the disposition of the person in question. That could only happen if the person were to
tell or confess his sins. Furthermore, if this function were necessary in the first century it would be necessary today.
The Didache, written between 70 and 150 AD, records the following: "Confess your sins in Church, and do not go up to
your prayer with an evil conscience. This is the way of life" (4:14). Cyprian, writing in the year 251, wrote, "Whoever eats
the bread or drinks the cup of the Lord unworthily will be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord. But [the impenitent]
spurn and despise all these warnings before their sins are expiated, before they have made a confession of their crime, before
their conscience has been purged in the ceremony and at the hand of the priest" (The Lapsed 15:1-3).
Can only those confessing to a priest be forgiven? Certainly not. Confession is the normal means but not the only means. If
someone were to die suddenly without confessing to a priest, all would not necessarily be lost. If the person died truly sorry
for his or her sins and desired God's forgiveness, forgiveness would be granted. So why bother with Confession? Well for
one because Jesus says so. But also because of the graces that we receive when we are absolved, - graces that help us avoid
sin in the future.
It is easy to understand why someone might not want to go to Confession. While we don't mind admitting that we are not
perfect, we often have a problem admitting to specific faults. Admitting them to our pastor is even less desirable. But we
need not fear, for he is also a sinner. Let us remember also, that God is there to help us. As the scripture says, He gives
grace to the humble (1 Peter 5:5).
We seem to have a natural need to confess. Quite often we will discuss our misdeeds with a friend. Why not discuss them
with a priest, as Jesus commanded, and receive forgiveness as well as consolation?
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Purgatory
In 1 John 5:17, we see that there are different degrees of sin: "All wrongdoing is sin, but there is sin that is not deadly." The
Greek word used for deadly, Thanatos (θανατοσ), signifies spiritual death as a consequence of sin – what we would call
eternal damnation. The book of Revelation tells us that nothing unclean shall enter heaven (21:27). What would happen if we
did not repent of a sin that was "not deadly" and we died? We are neither damned nor forgiven – yet we must be forgiven to
enter heaven.
Temporal punishment, which is one aspect of divine justice, is found in at least two places in the Old Testament. Once, when
Moses and Aaron are not allowed to enter the Promised Land because of their sin, (Numbers 20:12) and again when David is
found guilty of murder and adultery. Although they all repented and were forgiven, God still punished them (2 Samuel 12:1314). Purgatory is a place where satisfaction is made for unrepented venial (not deadly) sins and for temporal punishment due
for all past sins.
In Matthew 12:32 Jesus says, "And whoever speaks a word against the Son of man will be forgiven, but whoever speaks
against the Holy Spirit will not be forgiven, either in this age or in the age to come." Why does Jesus talk about forgiveness
after death?
Jesus speaks of purgatory in Matthew 18:23-35. While speaking on forgiveness He says: "The kingdom of heaven may be
likened to..." and then He tells a story about a king who forgave a servant's large debt. That same servant refused to forgive a
much smaller amount of a fellow servant. The king then threw the first servant into prison "until he should pay back the
whole debt." Jesus then says, "So will my Heavenly Father do to you, unless each of you forgives his brother from his
heart." What prison is there in the kingdom of heaven where you might remain until your debt is satisfied – purgatory maybe?
Paul also spoke of purgatory in 1 Corinthians 3:11-15. He says in part, "The work of each will come to light, for the day will
disclose it. It will be revealed with fire, and the fire [itself] will test the quality of each one's work. If the work stands that
someone built upon the foundation, that person will receive a wage. But if someone’s work is burned up, that one will suffer
loss, the person will be saved, but only as through fire."
Those detained in Purgatory can be aided by the prayers of the faithful. Inscriptions in the catacombs bear witness to this
ancient Church teaching. One reads, "Intercession has been made for the soul of the dear one departed and God has heard the
prayer, and the soul has passed into a place of light and refreshment." Another one reads, "In your prayers remember us who
have gone before you."
Support is also found in the writings of Tertullian (200AD), who declares that prayers for the dead are an apostolic ordinance.
Clement of Alexandria (150-216 AD) writes about a place after death where "expiation and purification" occur before heaven
is attained. Other Church Fathers agree, such as Origen (185-254 AD), Cyprian (200-258 AD), Jerome (342-420 AD),
Ambrose (340-397 AD), Augustine (354-430 AD), and many others.
The tradition of the Jews is found in 2 Maccabees 12:42-46: "Turning to supplication, they prayed that the sinful deed
might be fully blotted out... He then took up a collection among all his soldiers, amounting to two thousand silver drachmas,
which he sent to Jerusalem to provide for an expiatory sacrifice…if he were not expecting the fallen to rise again, it would
have been useless and foolish to pray for them in death…Thus he made atonement for the dead that they might be freed
from this sin."
The Jewish historian Josephus, while commenting on the endurance of the Jews under siege in the year 63, writes, "Just as if
deep peace enfolded the city, the daily sacrifices, offerings for the dead, and every other act of worship were meticulously
carried out to the glory of God" (The Jewish War). If this is wrong, as some contend, and it was practiced in Jesus' day, why
didn't He or the Apostles condemn it?
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Indulgences
It is claimed that the Catholic Church invented the doctrine on indulgences in order to extract money from the faithful. Critics
are quick to remind us that it was the selling of indulgences in the Middle Ages that sparked the Protestant Reformation. No
one disputes that there were abuses by individuals in the past. But past abuses should not be used as a reason to reject
indulgences. The Bible itself has always been subject to abuse. Should it too be rejected? Of course not! Both the Bible and
the doctrine on Indulgences should stand or fall on their own merits.
To begin with, indulgences cannot be bought. Some will claim that the fees attached to Masses for the dead prove otherwise.
However, the fees are small and usually go to the priest who says the Mass. Certainly priests, just like all full time ministers,
deserve to get paid for the work they do. The Apostle Paul says as much in 1 Corinthians 9:11-12: "If we have sown spiritual
good among you, is it too much if we reap your material benefits? If others share this rightful claim upon you, do not we still
more?"
The use of indulgences goes back to the early days of the Church and is firmly based on scriptural principals. The Bible
clearly teaches that some punishments are eternal (lasting forever), and others are temporal (lasting for only a time).
Indulgences are granted for the remission of the temporal punishment due to sin.
One example in the Bible of temporal punishment is that of King David. When he was found guilty of murder and adultery,
he repented and was forgiven by God (2 Samuel 12:1-18). Although God forgave him, He still punished him with, among
other things, the death of his son.
That temporal punishment is satisfied in Purgatory is a necessity of Scripture. We know from 1 John 5:17, that all sins are not
mortal (depriving us of eternal life). We also know that we must account for every sin. Ecclesiastes 12:14 says: "God will
bring every deed into judgment." And In Matthew 12:36-37 Jesus says: "On the Day of Judgment men will render
account for every careless word they utter." How would someone who died with non mortal sins account "for every
careless word?" Purgatory is the only possible answer.
The Church has always taught that temporal punishment is required in this life or in Purgatory to heal the wounds of sin and
prepare us for eternal happiness with God. Pope Paul VI speaks of that dual role in his "Apostolic Constitution on
Indulgences:" "The aim pursued by ecclesiastical authority [The Church] in granting indulgences is not only that of helping
the faithful to expiate the punishment due sin but also that of urging them to perform works of piety, penance and
charity – particularly those which lead to growth in faith and which favor the common good" (4:8). The Bible itself
encourages such behavior.
•

On piety: "Present your bodies as a living sacrifice; holy and acceptable to God, which is your spiritual
worship" (Romans 12:1).

•

On penance: "Yet even now," says the Lord, "return to me with all your heart, with fasting, with
weeping, and with mourning; and rend your hearts and not your garments. Return to the Lord, your God,
for He is gracious and merciful, slow to anger, and abounding in steadfast love, and repents of evil" (Joel
2:12-13).

•

On charity: "But if anyone has the world's goods and sees his brother in need, yet closes his heart
against him, how does God's love abide in him? Little children, let us not love in word or speech, but in
deed and in truth" (1 John 3:17-18).

Those receiving indulgences must be sorry for their sins. The wrong attitude toward sin renders our prayers ineffectual. In
Psalm 66:18-19 we read: "If I had cherished iniquity in my heart, the Lord would not have listened." Performing acts of
piety, penance and charity helps us to focus on the effects of sin, thus promoting in us a genuine contempt for it. A truly
repentant individual is more likely to grow in holiness.
Indulgences may be partial, remitting only a part of the temporal punishment due, or plenary, remitting all of the temporal
punishment due. Some Bible Christians are fond of claiming that the Catholic Church tries to keep its members away from
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the Bible. Ironically, "A partial indulgence is granted to the faithful who, with the veneration due the divine word, make a
spiritual reading from Sacred Scripture. A plenary indulgence is granted, if this reading is continued for at least one half an
hour" (Enchiridion of Indulgences No. 50).
Strictly speaking, the granting of indulgences is not the forgiving of sins. "An indulgence is a remission before God of the
temporal punishment due to sins whose guilt has already been forgiven" (Catechism of the Catholic Church No. 1471).
Thus indulgences may be applied to the souls in purgatory by way of prayer. This was taught by the early Church as
evidenced by Tertullian, who wrote: "We offer sacrifices for the dead on their birthday anniversaries" (The Crown 3:3, 211
AD).
"An indulgence is obtained through the Church who, by virtue of the power of binding and loosing granted her by
Christ Jesus (Matthew 16:19), intervenes in favor of individual Christians and opens for them the treasury of the merits of
Christ and the saints to obtain from the Father of mercies the remission of the temporal punishment due for their sins"
(Catechism of the Catholic Church No. 1478). The granting of indulgences is the logical extension of the Church's ministry
of forgiveness (John 20:21-23).
There is some misunderstanding concerning the term "the treasury of the merits of Christ and the saints." It is feared that the
Church is somehow equating the saints with Christ. However, this is not so. The treasury consists of the prayers of Christ and
the saints. The term is simply an acknowledgment that they both pray for us (Hebrews 7:25, Revelation 5:8).
Furthermore, the use of the word "merits" does not mean that we can earn anything from God. James Akin addressed this
point in an article that appeared in the November 1994 issue of "This Rock" magazine entitled, "A Primer on Indulgences."
He wrote:
Humans can't earn anything from God, though by His grace they can please him in a way He chooses to
reward. Picturing the saints' acts under a single, collective metaphor (such as a treasury) is biblical: "It was
granted her [the Bride] to be clothed with fine linen, bright and pure" (Revelation 19:8). John tells us, "For
the fine linen is the righteous deeds of the saints." Here the righteous deeds of the saints are pictured under
the collective metaphor of clothing on the bride of Christ, the Church. Jewish theology also recognizes a
treasury of merits. Jewish theologians speak of "the merits of the fathers" – the idea being that the
patriarchs pleased God and inherited certain promises as a reward. God fulfills these promises and ends up
treating later Jews more gently than they would have been treated. The idea of "the merits of the fathers" is
essentially the same as the Catholic concept of the "treasury of merits." Both postulate a class of
individuals, the Old Testament patriarchs on the one hand and Christ and the saints on the other, who have
pleased God and whom God chooses to reward in a way involving lesser temporal punishments on others.
An example of this principle can be found in 2 Kings 8:16-19:
In the fifth year of Joram the son of Ahab, king of Israel, Jehoram the son of Jehosophat, king of Judah,
began to reign. He was thirty-two years old when he became king, and he reigned eight years in Jerusalem.
And he walked in the way of the kings of Israel, as the house of Ahab had done, for the daughter of Ahab
was his wife. And he did what was evil in the sight of the Lord. Yet the Lord would not destroy
Judah, for the sake of David his servant, since he promised to give a lamp to him and to his sons forever.
That indulgences exist is reasonable and to be expected. The same loving Father, who through the death of His only Son
provided a way to eliminate our eternal punishment, also provided a way to eliminate our temporal punishment.
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Praying to Saints
There seems to be a great deal of confusion among non-Catholics concerning the Church's teaching on praying to the saints in
heaven. It is alleged that by praying to them we equate them with God. This is false. But why pray to them, when we can
pray to God? Don't the Scriptures tell us that we have but one mediator, and that is "Christ Jesus" (1 Timothy 2:5). It is true
that intercessory prayer is a type of mediation but not the type exclusively performed by Jesus. Hebrews 9:15 tells us that
Jesus "is the Mediator of a new covenant." When the saints in heaven pray for us they are no more mediating a new covenant
than we are when we pray for each other.
To pray means to ask, not to worship. Also, we do not pray to the saints instead of God. We pray to God and ask that the
saints pray for and with us. Are we not to "bear one another's burdens" (Galatians 6:2), and to "pray for one another" (James
5:16)? Were we not "all baptized into one body" (1 Corinthians 12:13)? Are not the saints in heaven still members of that
body?
We know that "the prayer of a righteous person has great power" (James 5:16). Who could be more righteous or pray more
fervently than those already perfected and in the Lord's presence? We know that they care for us, "There will be more joy
in heaven over one sinner who repents" (Luke 15:7). And finally we see that they present our prayers along with their own
to Jesus: "The four living creatures and the twenty four elders fell down before the Lamb, each holding a harp, and with
golden bowls full of incense, which are the prayers of the saints" (Revelation 5:8). Also, "And another angel came and
stood at the altar with a golden censer, and he was given much incense to mingle with the prayers of all the saints upon
the golden altar before the throne. And the smoke of the incense rose with the prayers of the saints from the hand of the
angel before God" (Revelation 8:3-4). Note that incense represents our prayers, and that the angels and elders in heaven
present our prayers to God.
In Matthew 18:10 we find, "See that you do not despise one of these little ones, for I tell you that in heaven their angels
always behold the face of my Father who is in heaven." What do you suppose the little ones' angels would be doing on their
behalf before God? Praying for them is the only logical answer.
Demonstrating early Christian belief, Origen wrote in the year 233, "But not the High Priest [Christ] alone prays for
those who pray sincerely, but also the angels…as also the souls of the saints who have already fallen asleep" (On
Prayer 11).
Mary receives special honor because she, who once cared for the physical body of Christ, now cares, through her
intercession, for the mystical body of Christ (the Church). Devotion to Mary differs, just as devotion to family differs, from
devotion to God. In no way does it imply equality with God. Even the Protestant reformers saw this as being consistent with
Scripture. Martin Luther wrote in a prologue to the Magnificat, "May the tender mother of God herself procure for me
the Spirit of wisdom profitably and thoroughly to expound this song of hers." John Calvin, working on his "Institutes of
the Christian Religion," wrote, "We cannot celebrate the blessings given us in Christ without commemorating at the same
time how high an honor God has granted to Mary when he chose to make her the mother of his only Son." Ulrich Zwingli
stated, "The more honor and love for Christ, the more also the esteem and honor for Mary."
As for the title of Co-Redemptrix, it must be noted that the Church did not give her this title but agrees with the theology
behind it. The title comes from tenth century theologians who explain that redemption was accomplished in three steps: (1)
The Incarnation, when the Word was made flesh, (2) The performance, Christ's death and resurrection (the essential sacrifice
which redeemed man), and (3) The application, whereby redemption is communicated to believers. Jesus alone
accomplished the second step. Mary cooperated in the first and third steps. Indeed we are all commanded to participate in
the third step: "Make disciples of all nations" (Mark 28:19). In 1 Corinthians 3:9 we are referred to as "God's coworkers." Does that make us equal to God? Does our work have the same value as His? Of course not! We merely work
with God for the furtherance of His kingdom. It is only in this sense that we can be co-workers or co-redeemers with Christ.
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Mary Ever-Virgin
There are some that contend that Mary had children other than Jesus. They cite several passages of Scripture that supposedly
say as much. One example is Matthew 1:24-25, which reads, "When Joseph awoke, he did as the angel of the Lord had
commanded him and took his wife into his home. He had no relations with her until she bore a son, and he named him
Jesus."
The word "until" seems to indicate that after the birth of Jesus there were normal marital relations. However, the Greek word
heos (εωσ) which is translated as until, does not imply that anything happened after Jesus' birth, nor does it exclude it. The
point of the verse is that Joseph was not responsible for the conception of Jesus.
Another example of the word "until" being used this way is found in Luke 1:80. In reference to John the Baptist it states,
"The child grew and became strong in spirit, and he was in the desert until the day of his manifestation to Israel." Does this
mean that once he appeared publicly he left the desert? It might appear so, but we know that he was in the desert after that.
Jesus tells us as much in Luke 7:24: "When the messengers of John had left, Jesus began to speak to the crowds about John.
'What did you go out to the desert to see, a reed swayed by the wind?'"
But what about the verses that speak about the brothers and sisters of Jesus? For instance, Matthew 13:55-56: "Is He not the
carpenter's son? Is not His mother named Mary, and His brothers James, Joseph, Simon and Judas? Are not His sisters all
with us?" Could Matthew be referring to Jesus' cousins? Although both Greek and English have a word for cousin, Aramaic,
the language spoken by Jesus, does not. Hence the words brothers and sisters are used. These terms can also be used to refer
to friends. Observe how Jesus himself uses the word "brothers" in Matthew 28:10 and see what happens in verse 16: "Then
Jesus said to them, 'Do not be afraid. Go tell my brothers to go to Galilee, and there they will see me'…The eleven
disciples went to Galilee, to the mountain which Jesus had ordered them." Were the disciples His siblings? Of course
not!
A comparison of the three gospel accounts of the women at the foot of the cross demonstrates that James and Joseph, two of
the named brothers, are the sons of Mary and Cleophas (Matthew 27:56, Mark 15:40, and John 19:25). This Mary is
obviously not the mother of Jesus, as she is mentioned in addition to her. Another obvious reason is the fact that Jesus'
mother was married to a man named Joseph, not Cleophas.
In Mark 6:3 Jesus is called "THE" son of Mary" not "A" son of Mary. Elsewhere, Mary is called the mother of Jesus, but
never the mother of anybody else. Even Protestant reformers such as Martin Luther, John Calvin and Ulrich Zwingli taught
that Mary remained a virgin. They believed that it was the clear teaching of Scripture.
In Luke 1:30-35, we find the following: "Then the angel said to her, 'Behold you will conceive in your womb and bear a Son,
and you shall name Him Jesus.'… But Mary said to the angel, 'How can this be, since I have no relations with a man?'
And the angel said to her in reply, 'The Holy Spirit will come upon you, and the power of the Most High will overshadow
you.'" Mary's statement would make no sense at all unless she intended to remain a virgin. The angel said; "you will
conceive" not you have conceived. If she were to conceive in the future, her normal thought would have been that she would
have relations with a man in the future. Her protest could only have meant that she was a virgin and that she would like to
keep it that way. The angel's reply is an assurance that such would be the case.
Additional evidence can be found at the foot of the cross. In John 19:26-27 we find: "When Jesus saw His mother and the
disciple there whom He loved, He said to His mother, 'Woman, behold your son.' Then He said to the disciple, 'Behold your
mother.' And from that hour the disciple took her into his home." If Jesus had brothers and sisters, why did He entrust the
care of His mother to the Apostle John?
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The Immaculate Conception
In 1854 Pope Pius IX affirmed the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception. He wrote, in part, "We declare, pronounce and
define, that the doctrine which holds that the most blessed Virgin Mary, at the first instant of her conception, was preserved
immune from all stain of sin, by a singular grace and privilege of the omnipotent God, in view of the merits of Jesus
Christ…" (Ineffabilis Deus).
The doctrine of the Immaculate Conception is consistent with the teachings of Scripture. In fact it is foretold in Genesis 3:15
where God says to Satan, "I will put enmity between you and the woman, and between your seed and her seed. He shall
bruise your head, and you shall bruise His heal." The seed of the woman is Jesus; so the woman is Mary. The seed of Satan is
sin. If the enmity between Mary and Satan were not the same as the enmity between Jesus and sin they would not have been
included in the same sentence. The word enmity appears only once and it is applied to both situations. If there is a complete
enmity between Christ and sin there must be a complete enmity between Mary and Satan. If Mary were to sin she would be
cooperating to some degree with Satan and there would be no complete enmity.
Some claim that the woman is Eve or the nation of Israel. Eve does not qualify because she was a sinner. Likewise it
couldn't be the nation of Israel, as the Israelites were at times famous for their rebellion against God. There are others who
identify the woman as the Church. This would seem to be the most unlikely choice as Jesus is the seed of the woman. This
means that the woman came first. Clearly Jesus came before the Church as He was the one who established it.
The New Testament is consistent with the Old. Luke 1:28 records the angel Gabriel addressing Mary: "Hail full of grace."
Note that Gabriel does not address Mary by name but by the title "Full of Grace." The Greek word kekaritomene
(κεχαριτωμενη), which is translated as "Full of Grace," means, among other things, much graced or imbued with special
honor. Could this refer to the special honor of bearing the Savior? It cannot, because the word kekaritomene is a perfect
participle, which simply means that it refers to something that was completed in the past. At this point Mary had not even
been asked, nor had she as yet accepted, the role of bearing the Savior.
It is by the grace of God that we avoid sin. To be full of grace would be a prerequisite to being sinless. However, being
sinless does not make Mary equal to God. Remember that Adam and Eve were created sinless and they weren’t equal to
God. The early Church viewed Mary as the second Eve. Both were born without sin, the first would fail; the second would
triumph. The early Church fathers called Mary "all holy," "all pure," "most innocent," "a miracle of grace," "purer than the
angels," and "altogether without sin." These quotes all come from the first three centuries of Church history. So the doctrine
of the Immaculate Conception could not be a later invention as some allege.
Does this mean that Mary didn't need a savior? Not at all, we can be preserved from sin or we can be saved from sin. Mary
was preserved from sin. On a smaller scale we are sometimes preserved from sin. By the grace of God I have never killed
anyone. I was preserved from a particular sin. There are murderers who have turned to Christ and no longer have the desire
to kill. They were saved from a particular sin.
But what about Romans 3:23: "For all have sinned, and come short of the glory of God?" Do you suppose that the word "all"
includes severely retarded adults or babies who die at birth? Of course not. Paul is not speaking in the absolute terms that
some assume he is. The meaning of this verse lies in its context. Who is Paul talking to? What is the issue being discussed?
In the first three chapters of Romans, Paul is telling the Jewish Christians that they have no advantage over the Gentile
Christians. In effect he is saying it doesn't make a difference, you are all in the same boat. Jews and Gentiles have all sinned
and fallen short. Mary's sin offering in Luke 2:22 does not present a problem either, as it refers to ritual uncleanness and was
purely external.
Martin Luther, the father of the Protestant Reformation and the chief proponent of Sola Scriptura (Scripture alone), said the
following in a sermon: "But as the Virgin Mary was herself born of a father and mother in the natural way, many have been
disposed to assert that she was also born in original sin, though all with one mouth affirm that she was sanctified in the
maternal womb, and conceived without concupiscence." (On the Day of the Conception of the Mother of God).
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The Assumption
The doctrine of the Assumption of Mary, just like the doctrine of the Trinity, is not formally defined in Scripture. However,
in both cases we find scriptural evidence to support them.
There are two examples in Scripture that clearly demonstrate the bodily assumption of saints. Enoch (Hebrews 11:5) and
Elijah (2 Kings 2:1-13) were both taken up to heaven with their bodies. All Christians agree on this, so logically all should
agree at least on the possibility that the same could have happened to Mary. (1) Scripture teaches us that it was possible.
The Assumption of Mary is further consistent with Scripture as it is the logical result of her Immaculate Conception (the fact
that she was conceived without sin – see essay on The Immaculate Conception). Death and corruption in the grave are the
consequences of sin: "You are dust and to dust you shall return" (Genesis 3:19). Mary was sinless. Thus, her being assumed
body and soul into heaven was natural and to be expected. (2) Scripture indicates that it was likely.
Even though Scripture tells us that it was possible and even likely, that wouldn't necessarily mean that it happened. On the
other hand, the fact that it is not explicitly taught in Scripture would not mean that it didn't. That idea comes from the
Reformation doctrine of "Sola Scriptura," or Scripture alone. The leaders of the Protestant Reformation taught that all that
was to be believed in matters of faith could be found on the surface of Scripture. However, this foundational teaching of the
Reformation cannot itself be found in Scripture (see essay on Scripture Alone). What we do find in Scripture, is the
establishment of an authoritative Church. For instance, the Church is "The pillar and foundation of truth" (1 Timothy 3:15).
And rejection of the Church is rejection of Christ: "Whoever rejects you rejects me" (Luke 10:16; see essay on The Church).
(3) Scripture shows us that the Church has the authority to teach.
In 1950 Pope Pius XII formally defined the doctrine of the Assumption. He was not adding something new but was
affirming what the Church had already believed for centuries. (4) The Church in its authority proclaims that the
Assumption of Mary is a reality.
Reference to the Assumption of Mary is made early on. James of Sarugh speaks of Mary's sacred body going forth to
paradise (De Transitu Dei Genitricis Mariae, 490 AD). Gregory of Tours writes, "The Lord commanded the holy body [of
Mary] to be borne on a cloud to Paradise where, reunited to its soul and exulting with the elect, it enjoys the everlasting bliss
of eternity" (Libri Miraculorum, 593 AD).
The Church does not say whether or not Mary died. When Pius XII defined the Assumption in 1950, he simply said that
Mary "having completed the course of her earthly life, was assumed body and soul into heavenly glory"
(Munificentissimus Deus). Whether or not she died has been a matter of speculation for centuries. Epiphanius, Bishop of
Constantia, wrote the following in 377 AD: "Whether she died or was buried we know not" (Panarion 78:2). If she did die,
it would present no conflict with Scripture, as she did not remain in the grave. We saw earlier in Genesis 3:19 that the
penalty for sin was not merely death but death and bodily corruption (to dust you shall return). If Mary died it would
probably have been because she identified so closely with everything that her Son did.
The doctrine of the Assumption in no way equates Mary with God. It is not an ascension, something Mary did by her own
power. Rather she was assumed into heaven by the power of God. Someday all of the saved will be assumed into heaven by
the power of God, "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" (John 5:28-29).
Christians have always honored those who have gone on to be with the Lord. Cities that possessed the bones of saintly
people proudly proclaimed the fact. However there are no records of any city claiming possession of Mary's remains. And
that is because there were none to claim.
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The Rosary
The Rosary consists of the Apostle's Creed, which is a statement of Christian belief, the Lord's Prayer, which was uttered by
Jesus in Luke 11:2-4, the Glory Be, which is a prayer that glorifies the Trinity, the Hail Mary, and the Mysteries.
The Hail Mary and the Mysteries are probably the two parts of the Rosary that are most misunderstood by non-Catholics.
However, they are both very scriptural. In Psalm 143:5 we read, "I remember the days of old, I meditate on all that thou
hast done; I muse on what thy hands have wrought." Eighteen of the twenty Mysteries are meditations on the life, passion
and death of Jesus Christ.
As for the Hail Mary, we begin by recognizing the uniqueness of Mary: "Hail Mary, full of grace, the Lord is with thee."
In doing this we are not exaggerating, as we use the words of God as spoken by the angel Gabriel in Luke 1:28. Next we
utter the first recorded words of praise for Jesus in the New Testament. They come from Luke 1:42. Mary has gone to visit
her cousin Elizabeth. Upon her arrival, Elizabeth proclaims, "Blessed art thou among women and blessed is the fruit of thy
womb" (Jesus). Finally we ask Mary's intercession. In short, we address Mary as God does, we praise Jesus, and we ask
Mary to pray for and with us.
That those in heaven are connected to us is illustrated in 1 Corinthians 12:26: "If one member suffers, all suffer together;
if one member is honored, all rejoice together." And in Romans 12:5: "So we, though many, are one body in Christ,
and individually members one of another." Does Jesus have one body in heaven and one body on earth? Of course not,
and that is why 1 Timothy 2:1 applies to all members of the body, "that supplications, prayers, intercessions and
thanksgivings be made for all men."
Consider Revelation 5:8 where heavenly intercession is spoken of: "The four living creatures and the twenty four elders fell
down before the Lamb, each holding a harp, and with golden bowls full of incense, which are the prayers of the saints."
The word "saints" refers to believers. In Revelation 8:3-4 we see the same thing, "Another angel came and stood at the altar
with a golden censer, and he was given much incense to mingle with the prayers of all the saints upon the golden altar
before the throne. And the smoke of the incense rose with the prayers of the saints from the hand of the angel before God."
So the prayers of the saints are identified as incense, and an angel is adding incense (his prayers) to that which the saints have
offered and then he offers it all up to God.
In 2 Maccabees 4:34 Onias the High Priest is murdered. Later, in 15:11-16, we are told that he appeared in a vision to Judas
Maccabeus along with the prophet Jeremiah, who had died centuries earlier. In verse 14 we learn that the saints in heaven
can and do pray for those of us still on earth. "And Onias spoke, saying, 'This is a man who loves the brethren and prays
much for the people and the holy city, Jeremiah the prophet of God.'"
Because the Rosary is repetitious, Matthew 6:7 is often used in an attempt to refute it. The KJV words it this way: "But when
ye pray, use not vain repetitions, as the heathen do, for they think that they shall be heard for their much speaking." Jesus
did not condemn repetition – He condemned vain repetition. "Praise God" or "Amen" can be vain repetition if not said from
the heart. Was Paul wrong in telling the Ephesians to "Address one another [in] psalms and hymns and spiritual songs"
(5:19)? Are we to believe that psalms can only be recited once and that songs can only be sung once? Did God violate his
own principals in Psalm 150, when in a short span of six verses we read "praise the Lord," "praise God" or "praise him"
thirteen times (150:1-6)? Of course not! Look at verses 5-6 of Matthew 6. Here Jesus seems to be condemning praying
aloud in public. However, a close examination reveals that He is not condemning public prayer but hypocritical public
prayer. Likewise, in verse 7, He does not condemn repetitious prayer but hypocritical repetitious prayer.
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Statues and Holy Pictures
Objections to the making and veneration of holy pictures and statues are based on faulty interpretations of Scripture. Those
who are opposed to such practices traditionally appeal to Exodus 20:3-5: "You shall not have other gods besides me. You
shall not carve idols for yourselves in the shape of anything in the sky above or on the earth below or in the waters beneath
the earth. You shall not bow down before them or worship them."
God is not prohibiting the making of pictures and statues, but the deifying and worshipping of them. Note the first and last
lines of the passage. Also consider what we find in Exodus 36:8 concerning the tabernacle curtains: "The various experts
who were executing the work made the dwelling with its ten sheets woven of fine linen twined, having cherubim
embroidered on them." And Exodus 37:7, concerning the Ark of the Covenant: "two cherubim of beaten gold were made
for the two ends of the mercy seat…"
In 1 Kings we read some of what was in Solomon's Temple: "In the sanctuary were two cherubim, each ten cubits high,
made of olive wood" (6:23). "This rested on twelve oxen" (7:25). Finally, "On the panels between the frames there were
lions, oxen and cherubim" (7:29).
Why did God ask that images be made for His Temple and the Ark of the Covenant? Do you suppose that He didn't
understand His own commandment? Except for one late period, we see that not even the Old Testament Jews understood
Exodus 20 to be an absolute prohibition on images. When we consider all that the Scriptures tell us, we can see that the
views of that one period were an extreme and unnecessary attempt to obey a commandment. We see this same sort of thing
happening in Matthew 12:10, when Jesus is accused of violating the Law because he healed on the Sabbath. The spirit of the
Law was abandoned for the letter of the Law.
Pictures and statues of saints are valued in the same way that pictures of friends and family are. They are not idols, but
visible reminders of what they represent. For idolatry to exist, a person must worship something or think of it as if it were
God. A man who kisses a picture of his wife and children is not practicing idolatry. He is merely expressing love for his
family. The same applies to pictures and statues of saints. Idolatry is an interior disposition. It is wrong to judge interior
motives by what we think we see.
The lives of the saints are inspirational. Their images remind us of their testimony, which can encourage us in our own walk
with God. In the early Church, when 99% of the people couldn't read and there were no readily available texts, statues,
pictures and stained glass windows were the common man's Bible.
If Exodus 20 were to be taken in the strictest sense, just think what it would mean. Not only could you not have images of
saints, but also no pictures of friends or family, no statues of George Washington, no paintings of Martin Luther, and no
picture Bibles or dolls for children. After all, if the Bible strictly prohibits the making of images, then you can't do it for any
reason.
The idea that the early Christians refrained from making images is a myth that has been refuted by archaeology. There are a
number of examples that remain from the first centuries. The Catacombs were covered with paintings of the saints. One
notable example of a sacred object being venerated in the early Church can be found in the city of Herculaneum.
Herculaneum and Pompeii were destroyed by an eruption of Mt. Vesuvius in the year 79. Herculaneum was totally buried
and was only uncovered in modern times. In one of the houses archeologists found a kneeler that was placed in front of what
was once a cross or crucifix. Eusebius talks of color portraits of Peter, Paul and Jesus that remained to his own time (324
AD). He also mentions a statue of Jesus and the woman cured of a hemorrhage (Mark 5:25-34). He relates that the statue
was in front of the woman's home (The History of the Church 7:18). Now if such practices are wrong but were common in
the first century, why is there no condemnation of them in the New Testament? Certainly such a blasphemy would not have
been overlooked.
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Scapulars Medals and Relics
Many non-Catholics view the use of scapulars, medals and relics as idolatrous. They liken them to talismans or good-luck
charms. Unfortunately this notion comes from a serious misunderstanding of what the Church teaches about the use of these
articles.
The scapular was originally a part of a monk's habit. It was a narrow piece of cloth that was worn over the shoulders. In the
13th century lay people began placing themselves under the spiritual direction of the different monastic orders. They were
called Third Order members. To show that they were associated with a particular community (Franciscans, Dominicans etc.)
they would wear the scapular of that order. It was not always practical or convenient to wear the full scapular in daily life.
Hence, the smaller modern day version came into being. This consists of two small squares of woolen cloth joined by strings
and hung around the neck.
In one way, having a scapular devotion is similar to being a sports fan. A sports fan will often wear clothing with the colors
or logo of his favorite team. Wearing the team's colors is not an act of idolatry. It is an act of devotion to the team it
represents. Likewise wearing a scapular is not an act of idolatry. It is an act of devotion to the spirituality of the monastic
order it represents. Those who wish to wear the scapular should be enrolled in it by the proper religious authority. Upon
enrollment, members agree to a particular prayer discipline. As a result they share in the prayers of the community.
But critics will point to Mary's promise concerning the brown scapular of Mount Carmel as proof of idolatry. However, they
only quote it in part and thus miss its meaning. They focus on the line that reads: "Whoever dies in this garment, will not
suffer everlasting fire." The promise must be read in its entirety and in the light of Catholic teaching. The full text is as
follows: "Take, beloved son, this scapular of thy order as a badge of my confraternity and for thee and all Carmelites a
special sign of grace; whoever dies in this garment, will not suffer everlasting fire. It is the sign of salvation, a safeguard in
dangers, a pledge of peace and of the covenant."
Note that Mary refers to the scapular as a "special sign of grace." The individual, as a result of prayer, receives grace. It is
grace that enables us to live the Christian life and attain salvation. Thus, whoever dies in this garment [assuming that he
remains faithful due to the grace received] will not suffer everlasting fire.
The Church has always been careful to point out that no religious article is miraculous in itself and that salvation always
depends upon the life of the wearer. Christians have been using medals since the earliest centuries. A second century medal
has been found with the images of the apostles Peter and Paul. Examples of other holy medals have been found in the
catacombs. Medals are coin-like objects made to commemorate persons, places, historical events or the mysteries of the faith.
Medals serve as reminders of what they portray. They serve much the same purpose as the reminders of God worn by the
Israelites in Numbers 15:37-40. There we read; "The Lord said to Moses, 'Speak to the people of Israel, and bid them to make
tassels on the corners of their garments throughout their generations, and to put upon the tassel of each corner a cord of blue;
and it shall be to you a tassel to look upon and remember all the commandments of the Lord'."
Relics are the remains or belongings of saints. From the earliest times, miracles have been associated with their use. God
chooses to work through them to testify to the holiness of the individuals they came from. The use of relics is firmly rooted in
Scripture. In Mark 5:25 the woman with the hemorrhage was cured after touching Jesus' garment. In Acts 19:12 we see that
aprons and handkerchiefs touched by Paul were used to perform healings and exorcisms. Finally in 2 Kings 13:20-21 we find
a dead man coming to life after touching the bones of the prophet Elisha.
The early Church also venerated relics. In The Martyrdom of Polycarp, written around 155 AD, we see how Polycarp, the
bishop of Smyrna, was arrested and martyred for the Faith. After his martyrdom the authorities sought to deny the Christians
his remains. Paragraph 17 relates it this way: "He [Satan] therefore proceeded to do his best to arrange that at least we should
not get possession of his mortal remains, although numbers of us were anxious to do this and to claim our share in the
hallowed relics."
When used properly, scapulars, medals and relics can become a means of enriching our spiritual life and bringing us closer to
God.
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Call No Man Father
"Call no man your father on earth, for you have one Father, who is in heaven. Neither be called masters, for you have
one master, the Christ. He who is greatest among you shall be your servant. Whoever exalts himself will be humbled, and
whoever humbles himself will be exalted" (Matthew 23:9-12).
This passage is often quoted in opposition to the practice of calling priests father. However, Jesus is dealing with a much
different issue. He is pointing out the hypocrisy of the Pharisees and Teachers of the Law. In verses 6 and 7 which
immediately precede the rejection of the titles of honor, Jesus explains in what sense His rejection is meant: "and they love
the place of honor at feasts and the best seats in the Synagogues, and salutations in the market places, and being called
rabbi." Here Jesus is commenting on their superiority complexes. They have effectively set God aside and put themselves in
His place; thus the comments on being humbled and being exalted (see also verses 12-36).
Many times in the Gospels Jesus refers to our earthly fathers as well as our Heavenly Father. If the command to call no one
on earth father were in the strict literal sense, He would not have done so. See Matthew 10:37, 15:4, 19:5, 19:19 and 19:29;
also Luke 12:53 and 14:26. Similarly, we would not be commanded to "Honor your father and mother" (Exodus 20:12).
Jesus didn't object to titles, but to the way they were used. Paul calls himself the father of the Corinthians. "I do not write
this to make you ashamed, but to admonish you as my beloved children. For though you have countless guides in Christ, you
do not have many fathers. For I became your father in Christ Jesus through the Gospel" (1 Corinthians 4:14-15).
Father Mitch Pacwa points out that "There are 144 occasions in the New Testament when the title of father is used for
someone other than God. It is applied to the patriarchs of Israel, the fathers of families, to Jewish leaders and to Christian
leaders" (Call no Man Father, This Rock January 1991).
Bible Christians call their ministers "Pastor." Pastor means shepherd. In John 10:14-16 Jesus says, "I am the good
shepherd. I know my own and my own know me, as the Father knows me and I know the Father, and I lay down my life for
the sheep. And I have other sheep that are not of this fold. I must bring them also, and they will heed my voice. So there
shall be one flock, one shepherd." If we reason that we cannot call a priest Father because we "have one Father who is in
heaven," then can we not also reason that we cannot call a minister Pastor because there is only "one Shepherd?"
God is Father and Jesus is Shepherd in the ultimate sense. Church leaders are shepherds and fathers in a lesser sense. Why
else would Peter say in 1 Peter 5:2-4, "Tend the flock of God that is your charge, not by constraint but willingly, not for
shameful gain but eagerly, not as domineering over those in your charge but being examples to the flock. And when the
chief Shepherd is manifested you will obtain the unfading crown of glory." The term "Chief Shepherd" indicates that there
are subordinate shepherds. One scripture verse clarifies another, and so it is with the different verses pertaining to the title of
father.
When assuming these titles in the proper sense we share, in a subordinate way, in the priesthood of Jesus, working for the
furtherance of God's kingdom. As practiced by the Pharisees and the teachers of the Law, however, it was a way of exalting
self while pretending to serve God.
Isolating and grabbing hold of one scripture verse is risky. It can be misleading or even dangerous. Even an honest and wellintentioned Christian can subconsciously bend a verse to suit his or her own needs. It is vitally important to understand the
Bible as God intended. St. Augustine once said, "Not what one scripture says, but what all of Scripture says." We can take it
a step further and say, not what Scripture says but what Scripture means.
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The Rapture
"The Rapture" is a term that is used by Bible Christians to describe the belief that at some point in time Jesus will come, and
all true believers will literally rise up and meet Him in the air and be whisked away to heaven. All non-believers will remain
on the earth to be dealt with later. The Catholic Church teaches that Jesus will come and judge the living and the dead. The
righteous will be saved and the unrighteous will suffer eternal damnation. No one will be left on the earth.
Belief in such a rapture was first taught in the late 1800’s. Interestingly enough there seems to be little agreement among
Bible Christians as to what exactly will happen or when. One of the passages used to support belief in the Rapture is 1
Thessalonians 4:13-18. Verse 17 says, "Then we who are alive, who are left, shall be caught up together with them in the
clouds to meet the Lord in the air." This simply speaks about the end of the world when true believers will be saved. Paul's
purpose is not to explain the judgment of the living and the dead, but rather he is assuring believers that the dead will
participate in the Second Coming of Christ. Notice what the first and last verses of the passage say: "But we would not have
you be ignorant, brethren, concerning those who are asleep…therefore, comfort one another with these words." The
words "caught up in the clouds" are used to illustrate how quickly things will transform at the Second Coming of Christ: "We
shall all be changed in a moment, in the twinkling of an eye, at the last trumpet. For the trumpet will sound and the dead will
be raised imperishable, and we shall be changed" (1 Corinthians 15:51-52).
Matthew 24:36-44 is also used to support belief in the Rapture. It reads in part, "Then two men will be in the field; one is
taken and one is left. Two women will be grinding at the mill; one is taken, and one is left." This means that the righteous
will be saved and the unrighteous will be left for destruction (Hell). The conclusion of the passage (verses 45-51) makes this
clear: "Who then is the faithful and wise servant whom his master has set over his household to give them their food at the
proper time? Blessed is that servant whom his master, when he comes, will find so doing. Truly I say to you, he will set
him over all his possessions. But if that wicked servant says to himself, 'My master is delayed,' and begins to beat his fellow
servants, and eats and drinks with the drunken, the master of that servant will come on a day when he does not expect him
and at an hour he does not know, and will punish him, and put him with the hypocrites. There men will weep and gnash
their teeth." Whenever the term "weep and gnash their teeth" appears in Scripture, it refers to those who are in hell.
Note that verse 45 begins with the words "who then." This shows us that we are still on the same subject as we were in verses
36-44.This is important because it illustrates that on the appointed day the righteous are being saved and the unrighteous are
going to hell. Keeping that in mind, who does that leave on earth? No one!
If we combine all of the verses of Scripture that deal with this issue we find that the Rapture is simply not possible. Consider
the following:
Jesus will be coming back to earth one more time not two. The Rapture requires a second coming, (the Rapture) and a
third coming (the end of the world). Some try to get past this by claiming that the Rapture is not the Second Coming because
we meet Jesus in the air and not on the earth. But even the verses used to support the Rapture such as 1 Thessalonians 4:15
speak of it as "the coming", which indicates that it is a coming and a singular event at that.
1 Thessalonians 4:15: "For this we declare to you by the word of the Lord, that we who are alive, who are
left until the coming of the Lord, shall not precede those who have fallen asleep."
Matthew 24:27: "For as the lightning comes from the east and shines as far as the west, so will the coming
of the Son of man."
1 Corinthians 15:22-23: "For as in Adam all die, so also in Christ shall all be made alive. But each in his
own order: Christ the first fruits, then at His coming those who belong to Christ."
1 Thessalonians 2:19: "For what is our hope or joy or crown of boasting before our Lord Jesus at His
coming?"
Jesus must stay in heaven until that time. That leaves no time for the Rapture before the end of the world.
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Acts 3:19-21: "Repent therefore, and turn again, that your sins may be blotted out, that times of refreshing
may come from the presence of the Lord, and that He may send the Christ appointed for you, Jesus, whom
heaven must receive until the time for establishing all that God spoke by the mouth of His holy
prophets from old."
When He comes He will be coming all the way down to the earth. He won't be hovering over it, as the Rapture requires.
Acts 1:9-11: "And when He had said this, as they were looking on, He was lifted up, and a cloud took him
out of their sight. And while they were gazing into heaven as He went, behold, two men stood by them in
white robes, and said, 'Men of Galilee, why do you stand looking into heaven? This Jesus, who was taken
up from you into heaven, will come in the same way as you saw him go into heaven."
When He comes He will be coming to judge the living and the dead. Once again if all are going to be judged that would
leave no one on earth.
Matthew 25:31-46: "When the Son of man comes in His glory, and all the angels with him, then He will
sit on His glorious throne. Before him will be gathered all the nations, and He will separate them one from
another as a shepherd separates the sheep from the goats, and He will place the sheep at His right hand, but
the goats at the left. Then the king will say to those at His right hand, 'Come, O blessed of my Father,
inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world'…Then He will say to those at His
left hand, 'Depart from me, you cursed, into the eternal fire prepared for the devil and his angels'…And
they will go away into eternal punishment, but the righteous into eternal life."
In conclusion the Scriptures teach us the following:
•
•
•
•

Jesus will be coming back to earth one more time not two.
Jesus must stay in heaven until that time.
When He comes He will be coming all the way down to the earth.
When He comes He will be coming to judge the living and the dead.

In John 16:13, Jesus said that the Holy Spirit would lead His apostles into all truth. And yet we find no support for the
Rapture in the scriptures. Likewise, the writings of the early Church fathers are silent on the issue. Since some of them were
contemporaries of the apostles, we can reasonably assume that they would have known about the Rapture if it were a part of
the deposit of faith. The Rapture is also not mentioned in any of the creeds. As we noted earlier, the idea of the Rapture was
first taught in the late 1800's. If the apostles and their successors were ignorant of the Rapture for eighteen centuries, it would
mean that Jesus lied in John 16. That in itself rules out the Rapture.
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Abstinence
The concept of sexual abstinence is not as popular as it once was. Tragically there are even some in the Church who seem to
have little or no regard for it. They choose to follow the lead of popular culture rather than the teachings of their faith. Even
so, most men and women believe, at least subconsciously, that fornication (sex outside of marriage) is wrong.
The standard defense for fornication is usually a variation of the following: “There’s nothing wrong with sleeping with
someone you really love. “ Curiously enough the same men who say this to their girlfriends say the opposite to their teenage
daughters. If a man really thought it was okay he wouldn’t object to his daughters participating. The idea that it is okay for
men but not for women – known as the “Double Standard” – is nonsensical. It is just a weak excuse for doing what is wrong.
It is obvious that women also realize that fornication is wrong. When a woman is challenged on the morality of sleeping with
her boyfriend, it is not unusual for her to say: “It’s not like I am sleeping with a lot of men!” This statement is totally
irrelevant but very telling. Whether or not an act is right or wrong has nothing to do with how many times it is done. I think
we could all agree that murder is wrong. Can the person who has killed one person claim that he is not a murderer because he
didn’t kill ten people? Of course not! Killing ten people is certainly worse than killing one person but killing one is still
murder. An act is wrong because of its intrinsic nature. Repetition just makes it worse.
A woman could only think that fornicating with a large number of men is wrong if she first thought that fornicating with one
is wrong. The claim about not sleeping with a lot of men is just a weak excuse for doing what is wrong.
Of course to really love someone you have to really know them. This takes time, effort and a clear mind. The promise of sex
at the end of a date can cloud one’s mind. This is not at all conducive to a couple getting to really know each other. Perhaps
you might be saying, “But I really do love him/her.” If that’s the case you shouldn’t be afraid to proclaim it publicly and to
commit yourself to him/her which, by the way, is what we call marriage. Which do you think is an indication of “really
loving somebody” – sleeping with them or committing your life to them?
Sex is addictive. With each new partner less discernment is used. It becomes easier and easier to cross the line. The act, rather
than being a profound expression of love becomes an end unto itself. Sexual desire easily becomes lust and the other person
becomes more an object and less a person. We think only of the moment and ignore the long term effects of our actions.
Everywhere you look fornication is portrayed as normal behavior. Movies, television, magazines, and so called school health
clinics reinforce the idea that sex outside of marriage is natural and even expected. But ideas lead to actions. And actions
have consequences. Sexual actions have consequences on a number of levels. They affect us physically, psychologically and
spiritually.
Physical Effects – There are some thirty-seven sexually transmitted diseases (STD’S). Some of them are incurable and some
are deadly. Society’s answer to this problem is “Safe Sex.” Just give people condoms and they can go about having safe sex
thus eliminating unwanted pregnancies and deadly STD’s. Unfortunately this solution has more to do with ideology than
reality. “Focus on the Family” noted in a recent newspaper ad the results of 25 years of “Safe Sex” ideology. They wrote:
•

Ten percent of all 15 to 19 year-old females become pregnant each year (Kids Having Kids, A Robin
Hood Foundation Special Report on the Costs of Adolescent Childbearing, June 1996, p 1).

•

More than 80 percent of pregnant girls under age 17 who give birth and keep their babies end up on
welfare, costing society a staggering $21 billion a year (ibid, 20).

•

Three million new cases of STD’s among teens are reported each year (Division of STD Prevention. The
Challenge of STD Prevention in the United States, available at
http://www.cdc.gov/nchstp/dstd/STD_Prevention_in_the_United_States.htm).

•

Up to 29 percent of sexually active adolescent girls have been found to be infected with Chlamydia (Alan
Guttmacher Institute, Facts in Brief (Sexually Transmitted Diseases in the United States) Sept. 1993.
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•

A study of sexually active college women showed that 43 percent acquired HPV infection within a 3year period (Ho, Gloria Y.F., et. al., “Natural History of Cervicovaginal Papillomavirus infection in
Young Women,” The New England Journal of Medicine, February 12, 1998, Volume 338, Number 7, p
442).

The physical effects of sex are not limited to just pregnancy and STD’s. According to Health Canada: “You are more likely
to develop cervical cancer if you have multiple sexual partners or if you become sexually active at an early age. Early sexual
activity is believed to increase the risk because during puberty, cervical tissue undergoes many changes that might make the
area more vulnerable to damage.”
In an article on Chastity, Mary Beth Bonnacci tells about yet another physical effect. She writes:
Hormonally, sexual arousal and intercourse set off a chain reaction designed to keep married couples bound
together. Women experience a flood of oxytocin – the same hormone which they produce in labor and in
nursing a baby. Oxytocin causes a woman to be forgetful, decreases her ability to think rationally – and
causes an incredibly strong emotional attachment to form with the man she is with.
In other words the woman bonds to the man in a way similar to the way she would bond to her child. Consequently, she loses
her ability to discern and may end up marrying or moving in with a man whom she would otherwise reject. This can cause
her and any future children a great deal of pain. Even if this doesn’t happen a breakup under these circumstances can be
especially devastating.
Psychological Effects – It is not unusual for individuals who engage in casual sex to become plagued with regrets. The
Heritage Foundation found that about 25% of sexually active girls say they are depressed all, most, or a lot of the time while
only 8% of girls who are not sexually active feel the same way. Low self esteem, promiscuity and even suicide are other
problems that can develop.
Spiritual Effects – Christianity has always taught that fornication is illicit behavior. Some try to get around this by saying:
“Isn’t God a God of Love? Doesn’t He love us just the way we are?” Yes God loves us but that doesn’t mean that He
approves of everything we do. The same Bible that tells us of God’s incredible love for us in John 3:16 also calls fornication
evil in Mark 7:21-23. And it’s also the same Bible that tells us that fornicators will be outside of the city [heaven] in
Revelation 22:15. You see, God is a loving Father, but He is also a just judge.
For those who have succumbed to the addictive nature of fornication, all is not lost. God’s grace can restore you. Not only
does God offer us forgiveness but healing as well. Indeed this has been the case for many. As the Scripture says: “Therefore,
if anyone is in Christ, he is a new creation; the old has passed away, behold, the new has come” (2 Corinthians 5:17). For
more information, arrange a meeting with your pastor (if you don’t have one find one).
Recent studies illustrate the superiority of Christian Sexual ethics. One study found that non married men and women report
significantly higher rates of sexual dysfunction than do married men and women (Sexual Dysfunction in the United States,
Prevalence and Predictors, Edward O. Laumann, et. al.).
Another study found that married couples have the best and most satisfying sex (both physically and emotionally). The study
further found that enjoyment was greatest when there was only one sexual partner in a lifetime (The Social Organization of
Sexuality: Sexual Practices in the United States, Edward O. Laumann, et. al., table 10.5, p 364).
Abstinence before marriage and fidelity after marriage is the only sure way to avoid STD’s. Combine that with the results of
our two surveys and it is easy to see that adhering to Christian sexual ethics is the best way to achieve safe sex and great sex.
And isn’t that what everybody wants?
Copyright © 2005 StayCatholic.com
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Contraception
Discussions on subjects such as the Trinity or the Eucharist can usually be kept on the intellectual level. But when it comes to
a subject like contraception a person’s position may be influenced by forces beyond mere intellect. That’s because what
people believe on this issue can have a profound impact on their lives. Consequently, people aren’t always willing to consider
the arguments against contraception.
Up until 1930, all Christian bodies taught that contraception was illicit. At that time the Anglican Church decided that it was
permissible for “grave reasons in a marriage.“ It wasn’t long before “grave reasons in a marriage” became any reason. And
that’s pretty much the way it is today for most of Protestantism.
Scripture, the Early Church Fathers and even the Founders of Protestantism all condemned contraception. It had always been
referred to as “onanism.” The word onanism is derived from the name Onan. Onan was an Old Testament figure whose
brother had died. According to the Levirate Law, if a married man died before fathering any children, his brother or nearest
relative was duty bound to marry his wife in order to give the dead man descendants.
For selfish reasons Onan did not want to do this. Consequently, he spilled his seed on the ground rather than take a chance
that his brother’s wife would get pregnant. The Lord was so displeased that He killed Onan for “what he had done”
(Genesis 38:6-10). Onan’s sin was that he interrupted intercourse to prevent procreation. In other words he contracepted.
Some say that Onan’s sin was not that he contracepted but that he failed to provide his brother with offspring. This is hardly
the case. Note that the text says that he was slain for what he did (spill his seed), not for what he didn’t do (provide his
brother with offspring). If the opposite were true why would it be necessary to describe Onan’s actions so explicitly? Why
not just say, he refused to give his brother offspring?
Further evidence is found in the New Testament. In Galatians 5:2, Revelation 9:21, 18:23, 21:8, and 22:15, sorcerers or
sorcery is condemned. Upon reading these passages, the average reader might associate these terms merely with the practice
of witchcraft. But the Greek words used in these passages mean more than that. The two Greek words used are pharmekeia
(φαρμακεια) and pharmakeus (φαρμακενς). Pharmekeia is defined as: medication (“pharmacy”), i.e. by extension magic
(literally or figuratively): sorcery, witchcraft. The definition of pharmakeus is even more explicit: a drug, i.e. spell giving
potion; a druggist (“pharmacist”) or poisoner, i.e. by extension, a magician or sorcerer. Note that both definitions give
precedence to terms having to do with drugs or medication.
What type of medicine would be likened to witchcraft or sorcery? It certainly couldn’t be the general use of medication for
healing. It would have to be a destructive application, something like contraception. The writings of Hippolytus show us that
contraception was practiced by some in the early Church. He writes: “Whence women, reputed believers, began to resort to
drugs for producing sterility, and to gird themselves round, so to expel what was being conceived on account of their not
wishing to have a child either by a slave or by any paltry fellow, for the sake of their family and excessive wealth. Behold,
into how great impiety that lawless one has proceeded, by inculcating adultery and murder at the same time!” (Refutation of
All Heresies 9:7, 225 AD).
Clement of Alexandria, another of the Early Church Fathers is one of many who condemn the act of contraception. He writes:
“Because of its divine institution for the propagation of man, the seed is not to be vainly ejaculated, nor is it to be damaged,
nor is it to be wasted” (The Instructor of Children 2:10:91:2, 191 AD).
The Church recognizes that there are two dimensions to the conjugal act (sexual intercourse). These are the procreative
(bringing children into the world) and the unitive (expressing love and bonding). By nature these cannot be separated. Just as
every conjugal act must be an expression of love it also must be open to the possibility of life. The conjugal act must be
motivated by love, tenderness and respect. It should never be reduced to an act of self satisfaction.
Some think of the Church’s stance as being out of touch or impractical. But is it? The prohibition on contraception is not
merely a religious tenet. It is based on the Natural Law. The Natural Law is not a written law. It is something that is
programmed into our nature. All living things have a nature. When they live in accord with their nature they flourish. When
they don’t it creates problems. For instance, if we don’t get enough sleep and the right kind of food our physical
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health will suffer. This is not a matter of opinion or religious belief. It’s a fact of life. The same principle applies to the moral
and psychological realms. Simply stated, the things we do have an affect on the way we think. And the way we think can
change who we are.
Experience has shown that ignoring the Church’s teaching on contraception has consequences. The use of contraceptives has
made the sexual revolution possible. If sexual intercourse can be separated from procreation why reserve it for marriage? Self
control is no longer necessary. After repeating a few obligatory phrases men are allowed to indulge themselves. Women
become objects to be used rather than partners to be cherished. Predictably adultery and sexually transmitted diseases have
increased dramatically.
In his book “50 Questions on the Natural Law” Charles Rice explains how abortion and euthanasia naturally flow from the
contraceptive mentality. On page 256 he writes:
Abortion: Contraception is the prevention of life, while abortion is the taking of life. But both involve the
willful separation of the unitive and procreative aspects of sex. The contraceptive mentality tends to require
abortion as a backup. And many so-called contraceptives are abortifacient in that they cause the destruction
of the developing human being.
Euthanasia: Once the contraceptive ethic and abortion accustomed people to the idea that burdensome
lives are not worth living, the way was clear for euthanasia for the aged and the “useless.” If man is arbiter
of when life begins, he will predictably make himself the arbiter of when life ends.
As Mr. Rice notes, many contraceptives are abortifacient. Abortifacients don’t prevent conception. They work by creating a
hostile environment on the wall of the uterus. The fertilized egg cannot implant and is aborted. The IUD works this way as
does Norplant, Deprovera, and occasionally the Pill. Abortions caused in this manner far outnumber abortions performed in
clinics.
So what does this all mean? Are we supposed to have babies until we die? No, not at all. The Church recognizes that there are
natural means of regulating births that are consistent with nature and Divine Revelation. Natural Family Planning (NFP) has
been shown to be reliable in controlling family size. And it does so while respecting the spouses and the conjugal act. It also
does not carry with it all of the dangerous side effects associated with contraceptives. Side effects can include liver disease,
blood clots, strokes, heart disease, migraines, cervical cancer and breast cancer.
A scientific survey conducted in 2000 under the direction of Dr. Robert Lerner of the University of Chicago showed that
couples who use NFP have a 0.2% divorce rate, attend church more often and have happier, stronger marriages. With NFP
intimacy and communication are enhanced. The family is made stronger and consequently society is made stronger. Not only
is the Church’s position not out of touch or impractical, it is the solution for much of what ails us. For more information on
NFP contact the Couple to Couple League (www.ccli.org).
Copyright © 2005 StayCatholic.com

38

Natural Family Planning
Natural Family Planning (NFP) seems to be the Catholic Church’s best-kept secret. It’s not that the Church wants it to be a
secret. The message just doesn’t seem to get out. NFP is the licit alternative to contraception, or birth control as it is usually
referred to. NFP is just as effective as any method of contraception and it has the advantage of causing no harm to the
woman’s body with side effects and complications.
Rather than tamper with a woman’s body, NFP works with it. NFP is not the Rhythm Method. The Rhythm Method is
dependant on a regular cycle. Since many women don’t have a regular cycle this method is not reliable by itself. NFP
measures and senses the approach of ovulation by monitoring a woman’s basal body temperature, cervical mucus and the
timing of her cycle. By charting a woman’s fertile times a couple can know on what days of the month she can get pregnant.
If their goal is to limit family size they would abstain from intercourse on these days.
The Church has always taught that every act of sexual intercourse must be open to life. However, since times of infertility are
a part of God’s design, it is perfectly acceptable to have intercourse during these times. But some ask, what’s the difference?
Why would God care if we practiced NFP or used contraception? The result is the same.
Contraception is wrong because it separates sexual intercourse from its procreative function. Thus, sex can become an end
unto itself. Making love should never be reduced to a means of relieving oneself. NFP, on the other hand, respects the
procreative function. Couples become aware of and develop a respect for the woman’s fertility. Surveys have shown that the
divorce rate for NFP couples is between 2 and 4% while in the general population it’s 50%.
Sex is a gift from God and it needs to be respected and used in accord with its design and purpose. Let me illustrate my point
with an example. Suppose you were having dinner at a friend’s house. After the main course your friend brings out some
cheesecake. You really love the taste of cheesecake but you don’t want the calories. The proper thing to do is to pass on the
cheesecake. There is nothing wrong with not eating cheesecake. However, it would be wrong to take some cheesecake, chew
it, enjoy the taste, and then spit it out to avoid the calories.
If you abstain from sex it’s like not eating the cheesecake. If you contracept it’s like chewing the cheesecake and spitting it
out. In both cases you have performed the first part of what is by nature a two part process. The purpose of food is to taste
good and to nourish. The purpose of sex is to communicate love and to produce offspring.
Some couples may struggle with periodic abstinence. But as with most things perseverance produces results. NFP data
suggests that periodic abstinence increases passion and revitalizes romance. A study commissioned by the “Family of the
Americas Foundation,” showed that NFP couples have more frequent intercourse than those in the general public. NFP also
enhances communication. A comparison of both methods illustrates the superiority of NFP.
Contraception

Natural Family Planning

1. 97% effective
2. Sex is primary focus
3. Dangerous side effects
4. Promotes selfishness
5. Can result in abortion
6. Can weaken a marriage (Higher divorce rate)
7. Inconsistent with Scripture
8. Costs thousands of dollars over a lifetime
9. Less frequent sex (on average)

1. 99% effective
2. Relationship is primary focus
3. No side effects
4. Promotes mutual responsibility
5. Never results in abortion
6. Strengthens marriages (Lower divorce rate)
7. Consistent with Scripture
8. Costs nothing once learned
9. More frequent sex (on average)

Couples interested in learning more about NFP should contact the Couple to Couple League of Cincinnati (www.ccli.org) or
the NFP office in their diocese.
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Marriage
In recent years the institution of Marriage has increasingly come under attack. Some consider it to be an outdated relic from
the past. Some think of it as an unnecessary formality while still others see it as something that “was created for the benefit
of men at the expense of women.”
Isn’t it true, critics will ask, that women are required to vow blind obedience to their husbands? No they aren’t, at least not in
the Catholic Church. To begin with the Church does not allow people to write their own vows. Marriage is an ecclesial affair,
not a private or personal one. Vows are not to be reduced to subjective feelings or ideas but rather are objective formulae of
revealed truth. While there may be some slight differences from country to country, Catholic vows essentially consist of the
following:
I, ______, take you, ______, for my lawful husband / wife, to have and to hold, from this day forward, for
better, for worse, for richer, for poorer, in sickness and in health, until death do us part.
The “blind obedience” objection is based on a misunderstanding of Ephesians 5:22 which reads in part: “Wives, be subject
to your husbands.” If we only focus on verse 22 the critics seem to have a case. However, if we look at the entire passage
we come to a very different conclusion.
Be subject to one another out of reverence for Christ. Wives be subject to your husbands as to the Lord. For the husband
is head of the wife as Christ is the head of the Church, His body, and is Himself its Savior. As the Church is subject to Christ,
so let wives also be subject in everything to their husbands. Husbands love your wives, as Christ loved the church and
gave himself up for her, that He might sanctify her, having cleansed her by the washing of water with the word, that he
might present the Church to himself in splendor, without spot or wrinkle or any such thing, that she might be holy and
without blemish. Even so husbands should love their wives as their own bodies. He who loves his wife loves himself. For
no man ever hates his own flesh but nourishes and cherishes it, as Christ does the Church, because we are members of
his body. "For this reason a man shall leave his father and mother and be joined to his wife, and the two shall become one."
This is a great mystery, and I mean in reference to Christ and the church. However, let each one of you love his wife as
himself, and let the wife see that she respects her husband (Ephesians 5:22-33).
Note that Paul starts off his comments with the words: “Be subject to one another” – so a husband and wife are to submit to
one another. However, the manner in which they are to submit to one another differs. In verses 22-24 Paul explains how a
wife is to submit. In verses 25-30 he explains how a husband is to submit.
Now it is true that Scripture assigns the husband a leadership role. But this does not entitle him to be a dictator or taskmaster.
Jesus makes it clear that to mistreat others is to mistreat Him (Matthew 25:40). The leadership role that God has in mind
here is more along the lines of what the military would call a “Point Man.” When soldiers go out on patrol in a war zone the
point man literally leads the others. If they walk into an ambush he gets the brunt of the attack. It is a position that could
require him to give his life for those he leads.
Keep in mind that the husband vows to love his wife as Christ loved the Church. And how did Christ love the Church? He
healed the sick, fed the hungry and He even washed the feet of His apostles. In a final act of love and humility He willingly
submitted to torture and death on a cross so that we, his bride, might have eternal life.
St. John Chrysostom advised husbands to “Love your wives, even as Christ loved the Church… Take the same provident care
for her as Christ takes for the Church. Yes, even if it should be necessary for you to give your life for her, yes, and to be cut
into pieces ten thousand times and to endure and to undergo any suffering whatever – do not refuse it” (Homily 20 on
Ephesians circa 400 AD).
Jesus said in Matthew 20:28 that he came to serve and not to be served. Likewise, husbands are to be servants. You see the
husband only gets to be the leader if he is a servant. God gives no man a license to abuse his wife in any way. Indeed
the Vatican has proclaimed: "The battle of the sexes and, particularly, the subjugation of women is the result of original sin
and not of God's original design for creation" (Letter to the Bishops of the Catholic Church on the Collaboration of Men and
Women in the Church and in the World).
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A husband’s leadership also includes having the final say in instances where there is an unresolved disagreement. This is
necessary to ensure harmony in the family and should present no problem as long as the husband follows Christ’s example as
explained above. The husband’s role is not a regal privilege but a necessary responsibility. This sort of arrangement is not
unique to marriage. Jesus sets the same standard for Church leaders. In Matthew 20:26-27 He tells His apostles: “Whoever
would be great among you must be your servant, and whoever would be first among you must be your slave.” Accordingly
the popes have referred to themselves as the servant of the servants of God. All Christians are given a similar command in
Philippians 2:3: “Do nothing from selfishness or conceit, but in humility count others better than yourselves.” If a man is
obligated to have this attitude toward strangers, think how much more this would apply to the woman he has committed his
life to.
But what if a husband neglects his duties? In his encyclical entitled “On Christian Marriage,” Pope Pius XI wrote the
following: “If the husband neglects his duty, it falls to the wife to take his place in directing the family” (no. 28).
What if the husband turns out to be a tyrant? Does the “for better, for worse” clause require a wife to accept her situation and
make the best of it? The simple answer is no, of course not. The Church actually suggests that the two should separate. Once
again Pope Pius XI: “For in certain circumstances imperfect separation of the parties is allowed… in order to safeguard
the education of the children and the well being of the family and to remove all those evils which threaten the married
persons, the children and the state” (no. 89).
A note of warning: This essay addresses the question of marital responsibilities in general terms. It should not be used
to justify any drastic action. Such decisions should be made only after speaking with a competent priest or counselor.
Marriage requires a great deal of work and dedication. That is why Jesus raised marriage to the level of a sacrament. In the
sacrament of matrimony the couple receives graces which specifically enable them to live the married life. “I can do all
things in Him [Jesus] who strengthens me” (Philippians 4:13).
Some are of the opinion that couples who live together can be just as committed as married couples? Surely everyone is
entitled to an opinion. But opinions don’t change reality. And reality is where we live. On average, couples who live together
(cohabitation) fare much worse than married couples do. Sixty percent of cohabiting couples will eventually marry.
Unfortunately, the probability of divorce for cohabiters is 200% greater than those who did not cohabit prior to marriage
(Family Institute, Duquesne University). Furthermore, a study following more than 11,000 British children from birth
through age thirty-three concluded that "a parental divorce during childhood or adolescence continues to have a negative
effect [on mental health] when a person is in his or her twenties or thirties” (Andrew J. Cherlin, P. L. Chase-Lansdale, C.
McRae, “Effects of Parental Divorce on Mental Health Throughout the Life Course,” American Sociological Review 63
(1998), 239-249).
Marriage is an essential part of a stable society. Married fathers are, on average, more committed to their children than are
unmarried fathers. Studies show that marriage contributes positively to the emotional, physical and economic health of men,
women and children and thus to the culture as a whole.
Cohabiters [who eventually marry] exhibit lower levels of marital interaction and higher levels of marital discord and
instability than non-Cohabiters. Drug and alcohol abuse was more likely to appear among Cohabiters than among nonCohabiters. Physical aggression is more prevalent among Cohabiters. Cohabiters are three times more likely to engage in
extramarital affairs. Economically, cohabitation appears to reinforce discrimination on the basis of gender since recent studies
indicate that women contribute between 65-70% of the financial resources in these unions. Additionally, women Cohabiters
indicate that they undertake an undue proportion of the duties and responsibilities necessary to maintain these households
(Family Institute, Duquesne University).
Marriage is about commitment, cohabitation is about convenience. When we consider all of the facts we can see that
cohabitation and not marriage “was created for the benefit of men at the expense of women.”
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Divorce and Remarriage
It is a sad fact of life that divorce has become an all-too-common occurrence. Many marriages that began with joy and hope
end in bitter separation. Unfortunately, the Church is not immune to this problem.
As with marriage, many view the Church’s position on divorce and remarriage as archaic and unrealistic. But the Church’s
position is nothing more than the direct teaching of Christ. In Luke 16:18 we hear Jesus saying: “Everyone who divorces his
wife and marries commits adultery, and he who marries a woman divorced from her husband commits adultery.”
Paul says essentially the same thing in Romans 7:2-3: “Thus a married woman is bound by law to her husband as long as he
lives; but if her husband dies she is discharged from the law concerning the husband. Accordingly, she will be called an
adulteress if she lives with another man while her husband is still alive. But if her husband dies she is free from that law,
and if she marries another man she is not an adulteress.”
When confronted with this evidence, those who object will often turn to Matthew 5:31 where Jesus says: “It was also said,
’whoever divorces his wife, let him give her a certificate of divorce.’ But I say to you that everyone who divorces his wife,
except on the ground of unchastity, makes her an adulteress; and whoever marries a divorced woman commits adultery.”
And so the reasoning goes, if my spouse cheats on me I am free to divorce and remarry. But that is not the case. The Greek
word that is translated as “unchastity” is porneia (πορνεια) which can mean harlotry, adultery, incest, or fornication. In
determining how Jesus uses the word there are a couple of things we need to consider. First of all you cannot have Jesus
contradicting himself by making no exceptions for one group (Luke 16:18) and then allowing them for another (Matthew
5:31).
Second, let’s look at this logically. If the critics are correct in their interpretation of Matthew 5:31 then divorce for any
reason is permissible. Think about it, if a couple wants a divorce all that would be necessary is for one or both of them to go
out and have an affair. In effect God would be promoting adultery. This might be a good way to fill the church on Sunday
morning, but somehow I don’t think it would be very pleasing to God. The Church has always seen the word unchastity as
referring to an invalid marriage such as a couple who are living together. They can divorce or separate because they were
never married in the first place.
Marriage is a bond established by God. Jesus revealed this to us in Mark 10:6-9: “But from the beginning of creation, ‘God
made them male and female.’ ‘For this reason a man shall leave his father and mother and be joined to his wife, and the two
shall become one. What therefore God has joined together, let no man put asunder”
These may be tough words but they are the words of Christ Himself. While it is important to understand what they mean, it is
also important to understand what they don’t mean. It is true that the bonds of a valid marriage can never be broken short of
death. However, there may be occasions when it becomes necessary for a couple to separate, for instance in the case of an
abusive spouse. If there is any threat to the well being of one of the spouses or the children, a separation would constitute the
best course of action. However, even in such a case remarriage would not be possible. Paul makes this very clear in his first
letter to the Corinthians where he writes: “To the married I give charge, not I but the Lord, that the wife should not separate
from her husband (but if she does, let her remain single or else be reconciled to her husband) and that the husband should
not divorce the wife” (1 Corinthians 7:10-11).
In certain cases there can be exceptions. If a problem was so serious that divorce was the only solution, there is a good chance
that it existed before the marriage. This could prevent the marriage from being valid. If such is the case, the Church can annul
the marriage and the innocent party would then be free to remarry.
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Annulment
Quite often you will hear an annulment described as a Catholic divorce. But an annulment and a divorce are two different
things. Divorce dissolves a marriage while an annulment is a recognition that a sacramental marriage (valid in the eyes of the
Church) never existed. The Church does recognize, however, that a civil marriage (valid in the eyes of the state) did exist.
In order for a marriage to be valid in the eyes of the Church, both parties must be aware of what constitutes a sacramental
marriage. They must also be free, willing and capable of entering into such a commitment. Sometimes, despite the best of
intentions, a couple is deficient in one or more of these areas. It is not unusual for such a couple to be unaware of this at the
time they are married. This, of course, illustrates why careful preparation before marriage is so important. Consequently, an
annulment proceeding is concerned with the situation as it existed at the time the marriage took place. Subsequent events are
important only insofar as they shed light on relevant conditions that may have pre-existed the marriage. If serious problems
were present at the beginning of the marriage, there is a good chance that they were present before the marriage. Of course
this must never be assumed. However, if such was the case it could have been an impediment to a valid marriage. The
grounds necessary for an annulment can in no way be construed as a way out of a valid marriage. A valid marriage can never
be annulled, “What therefore God has joined together, let no man put asunder” (Mark 10:9).
There are a number of reasons why a marriage could be declared invalid. They can be divided into two types of cases, Formal
and Documentary. Within the Formal category the most practical grounds are divided into three sub categories: (1)
Psychological (2) Simulation of Consent (3) Force and Fear. Under psychological grounds a variety of factors are considered.
Both parties must be able to grasp and assume the responsibilities of a lifelong commitment. Both must be mature, financially
responsible, free from mental illness, and possess a sufficient use of reason. Additionally, spouses must have the ability to
cope with ordinary stresses. Homosexuality would also be considered under this category.
Under Simulation of Consent both parties must be open to all that marriage entails. Both must enter marriage with the
intention to be faithful. Both must be open to the possibility of children. If either party excludes from the beginning any
essential element of marriage, the marriage is invalid. In order for valid consent to take place you must be aware of what is
required and you must agree to it internally and externally.
Under Force and Fear both parties must give their consent freely. No one should marry because of any outside threat or
pressure. For example, marriage is not something to be used as an escape from abusive parents. Neither is it to be seen as a
necessary result of pre-marital pregnancy.
Within the Documentary category we find two sub categories: (1) Defect of Form, and (2) Previous Bond. Concerning Defect
of Form, the Catholic Church has a set of requirements for what constitutes a proper marriage ceremony. If the specified
procedures are not followed, the marriage is not considered to be valid. For instance: if a couple was married by a Justice of
the Peace and at least one of the parties was Catholic, the marriage would be invalid. If the marriage took place before a nonCatholic minister without the permission of the bishop, the marriage would also be invalid. As for Previous Bond, a Catholic
with a previous valid marriage may not contract another marriage while the first spouse is still alive.
You do not have to worry about confronting a former spouse during the annulment process. In fact the vast majority of cases
involve only the submission of paperwork by your parish priest. Also, the granting of an annulment does nothing to affect the
legitimacy of any children produced by the marriage. Finally, the fee charged for an annulment does not even cover the cost
of the process and is usually much lower than one would expect. If a petitioner cannot pay, the case will still go through. So
cost should never be an excuse for not seeking an annulment.
In this essay I have dealt with the annulment process in general terms. Anyone considering the process should explore the
subject in more detail with a parish priest.
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Abortion
There are a variety of reasons given to justify an abortion. They include such things as I can’t afford a baby, a baby would
interfere with my career, I have enough children, and the doctor said if we have this child it will be handicapped. We are told
that every child should be a wanted child.
But does any of this really matter? The real question is not whether a child is wanted; the real question is whether or not what
is growing inside the mother is a living child. If it is not a living child, a woman should be allowed to have as many abortions
as she wants. However, if it is a living child, it should be allowed to live. If it is wrong to kill a ten year old because he/she is
not wanted, it is wrong to kill a baby because he/she is not wanted.
Many abortion proponents will claim that a fetus is just a blob of tissue. Therefore, its elimination is no more significant than
cutting and discarding ones own fingernails. Of course this raises some curious questions. If a fetus is just a blob of tissue
why don’t abortion proponents show pictures of this blob to debunk the arguments of pro-lifers? And why is it that abortion
providers prefer that women not see their ultrasounds?
The answer to both questions is obvious. A fetus is not just a blob of tissue. When women see their ultrasounds, they realize
they are carrying a baby with moving arms and legs. Consequently, they are much less likely to end its life. In an article
entitled Saved by Sonogram which appeared in “Christianity Today,” Mark Stricherz reported the following:
Evidence that ultrasound helps to persuade women not to abort came in an unpublished study by Eric
Keroack, medical director of “A Woman's Concern,” a CPC in Boston. Keroack compared two 18-month
periods in the crisis pregnancy center's history and kept data only on women who expressed interest in
abortion. Without a sonogram, about 60 percent of 366 tracked women had abortions. But with a sonogram,
25 percent of 434 tracked women aborted. He estimated that 125 babies were born who would otherwise
have been aborted.
Abortion providers prefer to keep women ignorant of what is going on inside of them. That’s because being truthful would
mean less money in their pockets. One woman at a Dallas Planned Parenthood clinic was told that she couldn’t see her
ultrasound because, “That will only make it harder on you.” Why would viewing a blob of tissue make it harder for a woman
to deal with an abortion?
The evidence, which abortion providers are very much aware of, indicates that a pregnant woman carries within her
something much more than a blob of tissue. For instance:
Immediately upon fertilization, cellular development begins. Before implantation the sex of the new life
can be determined. At implantation, the new life is composed of hundreds of cells and has developed a
protective hormone to prevent the mother's body from rejecting it as a foreign tissue.
At 17 days, the new life has developed its own blood cells; the placenta is a part of the new life and not of
the mother. At 18 days, there are occasional pulsations of a muscle which will become the heart. At 19
days, the eyes start to develop. At 20 days, the foundation of the entire nervous system has been laid down.
At 24 days, the heart has regular beats or pulsations. At 28 days, 40 pairs of muscles are developed along
the trunk of the new life; arms and legs are forming.
At 30 days, there is regular blood flow within the vascular system; the ears and nasal development have
begun. At 40 days, the heart energy output is reported to be almost 20% of an adults. At 42 days the
skeleton is complete and the reflexes are present. At 43 days, electrical brain wave patterns can be
recorded. This is usually ample evidence that "thinking" is taking place in the brain. The new life may be
thought of as a thinking person. At 49 days, the baby has the appearance of a miniature doll with complete
fingers, toes and ears.
At 56 days all organs are functioning - stomach, liver, kidney, brain - all systems are intact. The baby has
lines in its palms. All future development of new life is simply that of refinement and increase in size
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which ends with full maturity (approximately 23 years). A new life exists with all of its parts needing only
nourishment. This is approximately two months before "quickening."
In the 9th & 10th week, the baby squints, swallows and retracts its tongue. In the 11th & 12th week its arms
and legs move, the baby sucks its thumb, inhales and exhales amniotic fluid, and nails begin appearing. At
16 weeks (four months), genital organs can be clearly differentiated; the baby grasps with its hands, swims,
kicks and turns somersaults (still not felt by mother).
At 18 weeks, the vocal cords work. The baby can cry. At 20 weeks, hair appears on the head; weight - one
pound; height - 12 inches. A fetus (little one, child, baby) is essentially no different at fertilization, ten
weeks, twenty weeks or thirty weeks. A person is a person, no matter how small.
(Adapted from “Diary of an Unborn Child” Knights of Columbus 1993)
Babies in the womb are responsive to pain and touch and cold and sound and light. They drink their amniotic fluid, more if it
is artificially sweetened, less if it is given an unpleasant taste. They get hiccups and suck their thumbs. They wake and sleep
(A. Liley, A Case Against Abortion, Liberal Studies Whitcombe & Tombs, Ltd., 1971).
Some say that we shouldn’t tell a woman what to do with her body. Fair enough. But we are not talking about the woman’s
body. We are talking about the baby’s body. In an abortion a human baby is forced to die against its will.
Others justify abortion by claiming that babies in the womb are not viable. They define viable as being capable of
independent existence. By that definition a one year old baby is not viable and neither are some handicapped adults. Such a
standard should not be used as an excuse to end a life. A baby in the womb is fully alive and fully human and therefore
should be allowed to live.
Abortion providers not only victimize babies but their mothers as well. It is not unusual for an abortion to cause physical
complications. Complications such as infections, bleeding, blood clots, perforation of the uterus or bowel, and many others.
Depression and lifelong guilt (Post-Abortive Syndrome) are also not uncommon.
Women who have abortions have a higher rate of premature births with subsequent pregnancies. When a baby is born full
term the cervix is soft and opens relatively easy. However, before the baby is full term the cervix is firm and must be forced
open to perform an abortion. This can damage the cervix leaving it weaker for future pregnancies. It is true that measures are
usually taken to avoid such damage but they are not always successful. Full term delivery and adoption is still the safest route
for the mother who carries an “unwanted” baby.
But what about women who become pregnant through rape? First of all, such instances are rare. Secondly, Re-victimizing the
woman and killing her child is not the answer. As we saw earlier, abortion carries with it many dangers, both physical and
psychological. Many rape victims who have had abortions end up being more depressed over the abortion than the rape.
Professor Stephen Krason points out that "psychological studies have shown that, when given the proper support, most
pregnant rape victims progressively change their attitudes about their unborn child from something repulsive to someone who
is innocent and uniquely worthwhile" (Abortion: Politics, Morality, and the Constitution, Lanham, MD: University Press of
America, 1984, p. 284).
Unfortunately, all too many of our elected officials support the abortion industry in the interest of getting elected. They
portray themselves as caring and compassionate but in reality they are nothing more than eloquent barbarians. They
knowingly and willingly cooperate in the business of misleading and victimizing young women. What a sad turn of events.
At one time kissing babies would get you votes. Now killing them does.
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Women's Ordination
While there are Catholics who favor ordaining women to the priesthood, it is important to note that the driving force behind
this movement comes from the more radical elements in the Church. These individuals usually challenge the Church on a
wide range of issues. They reject Church authority and yet they demand that women be allowed to be a part of the authority
they reject. If the Church has no divine authority, what purpose would it serve to be a part of it? Such an obvious
contradiction discredits their argument. Their real goal seems to be the promotion of rebellion.
The Church's position on women priests is not a matter of prejudice but a matter of differing roles. That there are differing
roles in no way implies that one gender is superior to the other. Can women legitimately claim that men are inferior because
they can not conceive and bear children? Can men claim that God is unfair because He created them for what surely seems to
be a less glorious role? Of course not! God, who is perfectly just, determined that men and women were to have different
roles. Hence the Church rejects the feminist notion that women have no worth unless they are exactly like men.
The Church's position on women priests is not a comment on leadership capability. There are many women within the
Church who are the leaders of religious orders, television networks, retreat houses, schools, etc. The Church's position has to
do with the practice of priestly functions. The primary function of a priest is to be a priest--to offer sacrifice to God. Jewish
priests in the Old Testament as well as the New were exclusively male. Jesus chose twelve males to be His apostles and
ultimately His first priests. If He wanted women priests He would have chosen some, thus setting the precedent and avoiding
future conflict.
In his "Apostolic Letter on Reserving Priestly Ordination to Men Alone" (Ordinatio Sacerdotalis), Pope John Paul II noted
the following: "The fact that the Blessed Virgin Mary, Mother of God and Mother of the Church, received neither the
mission proper to the Apostles nor the ministerial priesthood clearly shows that the non-admission of women to priestly
ordination cannot mean that women are of lesser dignity, nor can it be construed as discrimination against them. Rather, it is
to be seen as the faithful observance of a plan to be ascribed to the wisdom of the Lord of the universe (no. 3).
The Church does not choose priests; rather, God calls them. The Church merely ratifies or authenticates a vocational call.
Only those who are called to the priesthood should be priests. This would exclude not only women but the vast majority of
men as well. Some women will say that they feel called. If they truly were, however, we would have women priests. The idea
that a group of men can stop God from accomplishing His will in someone's life is ludicrous. The only one who can prevent
God's will from being accomplished in your life is you.
Was Moses able to free the Israelites from Egypt because Pharaoh feared him? No – he was able to do it because God called
him and he said yes. At first he refused, claiming that he was ill suited. He worried about his credibility with the people and
his lack of eloquence as a speaker. But God told Moses that He would be with him (Exodus Chapters 3-4). God called Moses
for a purpose, Moses said yes and then God made it happen. If God calls a woman to the priesthood and she says yes,
God will make it happen. The fact that we haven't had any women priests in the last two thousand years means one of two
things. Either God hasn't called any women to the priesthood or He did and they all said no.
If God were calling women to the priesthood, would it not be reasonable to expect that He would have called some of the
women who were closest to Him? And yet when we examine the writings of women such as St. Catherine of Siena, St.
Teresa of Avila, and St. Elizabeth Ann Seton we don't find any claims of being called to the priesthood. We only find loyalty
to God and His Church.
Pope John Paul II has made it clear that the Church's view in this matter is not subject to change. In "Ordinatio Sacerdotalis,"
he said the following, "I declare that the Church has no authority whatsoever to confer priestly ordination on women
and that this judgment is to be definitively held by all the Church's faithful" (no. 4).
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Traditionalists
There are a number of Traditionalist groups who reject the Second Vatican Council and the changes that followed. They
consider those who have accepted the changes to be what they call “The Conciliar Church.” They somehow imagine that
members of this “Conciliar Church” are no longer Catholic and that they themselves are the loyal remnant.
Traditionalists are well aware that ecumenical councils have always spoken with authority. They try to get around this by
claiming that Vatican II was a pastoral and not a doctrinal council. A pastoral council, they contend, can teach error and thus
does not require assent. But no such distinction exists. An ecumenical council is an ecumenical council. When Pope John
XXIII called the council pastoral he was referring to its approach. He wasn’t creating a new non binding class of council.
What sense would that even make? Why summon 2600 bishops to Rome if their work would ultimately be meaningless?
Traditionalists prefer the style employed by the Council of Trent where anathemas were issued against heresies. They see
Vatican II’s kind words to other religions as being contradictory to the work done at Trent. But that is simply not so. Trent
was convened to address attacks on the faith by former Catholics (heretics). Thus anathemas would be a natural part of their
work. Vatican II was, among other things, concerned with bringing the message of Christ to the world, thus its pastoral
approach. If you want to communicate the Gospel effectively you begin by drawing attention to what is good in others as the
apostle Paul did in Acts 17:22-23. You don’t foster effective communication with condemnations.
The “pastoral argument” becomes even more untenable when you consider two of the documents produced by the council.
For instance: “Dogmatic Constitution on the Church” and “Dogmatic Constitution on Divine Revelation.” Use of the word
Dogmatic would seem to indicate that these documents were something more than friendly suggestions.
In “Humani Generis” Pope Pius XII leaves no doubt as to the authority of the proclamations of a general (ecumenical)
council. He wrote: “If the General Council in its official documents purposely passes judgment on a matter up to that time
under dispute, it is obvious that the matter, according to the mind of the council, cannot be any longer considered a question
open to discussion...”
Even if for some reason the council were not ecumenical its teachings would still require assent as they were promulgated by
Pope Paul VI. Any teaching promulgated by a pope is authoritative by virtue of the Church’s Ordinary Magisterium (Vatican
I, session 3, chapter 3).
Traditionalists try to back up their arguments by quoting council documents out of context. For instance, I received the
following concerning ”Lumen Gentium “:
“But the plan of salvation also includes those who acknowledge the Creator, in the first place among these
there are the Moslems, who, professing to hold the faith of Abraham, along with us adore the one and
merciful God, who on the last day will judge mankind (No. 16).”
Ask any Moslem if he adores Jesus as God. He does not and therefore he denies the one true God.
Therefore Vatican II is in error when it equates Islam with Catholicism. Jesus established one Church and it
has no equal.
There is no claim here of spiritual equality. This passage is merely affirming the traditional Church teaching that those
outside the Church can get to heaven. The subject is treated in greater detail a few sentences later: “Those who through no
fault of their own, do not know the Gospel of Christ or His Church, but who nevertheless seek God with a sincere heart, and,
moved by grace, try in their actions to do His will as they know it through the dictates of their conscience – those too may
achieve eternal salvation.”
The document affirms other traditional views of the Church:
•
•
•

All men are called to the union of the Catholic Church (1:3).
The Church has the mission to proclaim the kingdom of Christ to all peoples (1:5).
Christ is the one mediator (1:8).
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•
•

The Church is necessary for salvation (2:14).
Whoever knows this and leaves the Church cannot be saved (2:14).

Traditionalists are scandalized by the liturgical abuses that plague many Catholic churches today. They are appalled by
Catholic universities that routinely alter Church doctrines to make them more acceptable to the modern world (Modernism).
On these points their outrage is justified. Indeed, every Catholic should be outraged by such behavior. However, dissent
within the Church never justifies schism. As someone once said, “You don’t leave Peter because of Judas.” If anything you
stay and work for change.
For those who prefer the Latin Mass there are legitimate options. You can check with your diocese to see if there are any
offered in your area. Or you can contact groups like The Fraternity of St. Peter (www.fssp.com) or The Institute of Christ the
King (www.institute-christ-king.org). Schismatic groups such as the Society of St. Pius X should be avoided at all costs as
support for such groups results in automatic excommunication.
Some Traditionalists are more creative than others. Within the movement there is a group known as the Sedevacanists. This
group realizes that Catholics are supposed to be obedient to the pope. And yet they have been at odds with every pope since
the council. Their solution to this dilemma – they claim there hasn’t been a pope since 1958. How do they know there hasn’t
been a pope since 1958? Because every one who has occupied the office since that time has disagreed with them. Therefore
they must be heretics and thus not real popes.
There are a couple of things wrong with this argument. First of all, not agreeing with someone’s private interpretation of
Church documents does not constitute heresy. Secondly, even if they were guilty of heresy they would still have been popes.
Pope Pius XII, the last real pope according to Sedevacanists, tells us as much in his apostolic constitution “Vacantis
Apostolicae Sedis.” He wrote: “None of the cardinals may in any way, or by pretext or reason of any excommunication,
suspension, or interdict whatsoever, or of any other ecclesiastical impediment, be excluded from the active and passive
election of the supreme pontiff. We hereby suspend such censures solely for the purpose of the said election; at other times
they are to remain in vigor” (no. 34).
Passive election refers to the cardinal himself being elected pope. This may seem odd at first glance. But it is actually
necessary. Heresy can be a purely internal disposition without any outward manifestation. If a pope were a heretic and kept it
to himself no one would know. If being a heretic would negate a papal election and you could never know for sure if a pope
were a heretic, it follows that you could never know if we had a pope. If this were the case the Church would be in a constant
state of chaos. We see this same principal applied to the Eucharist. The validity of the Eucharist does not depend on the
worthiness of the priest. If it did you would never know if you were receiving a validly consecrated host.
It’s true that a heretical pope should step down as he would have no right to be pope. But if he didn’t step down he would still
be pope. And the Church would be protected from his heresy by papal infallibility. If any pope planned on formally teaching
heresy, weather on purpose or unknowingly, the Holy Spirit would not allow it. We have Christ’s word on that (Matthew
16:18).
There isn’t enough room in a short essay to adequately address all of the complaints Traditionalists have against the Church.
However, some are worthy of note. They believe that only Catholics can be saved. This idea was condemned by Pope Pius IX
in his encyclical, “Quanto Conficiamur Moerore,” No. 7. They believe that Christ died only for the elect. This idea was
condemned by the Council of Trent, session 6, chapter 2 as well as 2 Corinthians 5:15. Some Traditionalists, such as the late
Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, even appoint their own bishops. This was condemned by Pope Pius XII in “Ad Apostolorum
Principis” and it results in an automatic excommunication for all involved.
So when Traditionalists say they reject Vatican II it is only the tip of the iceberg. In practice they also reject Trent, Vatican I,
Pope Pius IX, and Pope Pius XII. I’m sure with a little more research this list would only grow.
Copyright © 2006 StayCatholic.com
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The Words of Consecration
The Traditionalist movement’s greatest complaint against the Church has to do with the new mass (post Vatican II). Their
biggest objection is to the change in the words of consecration. This, some hard liners claim, renders the new mass invalid.
They specifically object to the words used in the consecration of the wine. In the Tridentine Liturgy (pre Vatican II) the
wording is as follows: For this is the chalice of my blood of the New and Eternal Covenant: the mystery of faith: which shall
be shed for you and for many unto the forgiveness of sins.” In the new liturgy it is worded this way: “This is the cup of my
blood, the blood of the new and everlasting covenant. It will be shed for you and for all so that sins may be forgiven.”
Both versions are based on Jesus’ words at the Last Supper as recorded in Matthew 26:28 and Mark 14:24. The verse from
Matthew reads: “For this is my blood of the New Testament, which shall be shed for many unto remission of sins.”
Traditionalists claim that Jesus used the word many because He was referring only to those who would accept His offer of
salvation. They argue that changing the word to all would include the damned thus giving Jesus’ statement a meaning He
didn’t intend. But is that really the case?
The Church changed the word many into all to clarify its meaning, not to change it. The Last Supper was to be the fulfillment
of all that Jesus taught His apostles concerning the New Covenant. A year earlier He had told them that they must eat His
flesh and drink His blood or they would have no life in them (John 6:54). They didn’t understand but continued to follow
Him. Later on He told them that He was to suffer and die (Mark 9:30-32). Once again they did not understand but they
continued to follow. Now, at the Last Supper, He would put it all together for them. He was to die for the sins of the world
and they would be able to partake of His sacrifice by receiving the Eucharist.
Other passages of Scripture attest to the fact that Christ died for all. For example: In John 3:16-17 we read: “For God so
loved the world, as to give His only begotten Son; that whosoever believeth in Him may not perish, but may have life
everlasting. For God sent His Son into the world to judge the world; but that the world might be saved by Him.” Second
Corinthians 5:15 tells us that Christ died for all. Finally, 1 John 2:2 tells us virtually the same thing: “And He is the
propitiation for our sins; and not for ours only, but also for those of the world.”
Traditionalists do believe that Christ died for all men. However, as we noted earlier they believe that the words of
consecration refer only to the elect. Once again, they believe this because Jesus uses the word many rather than all. They
reason that if Jesus used the word many He couldn’t have meant all. But this is a false assumption. In the parable of the
wedding feast, Jesus uses the word many when referring to all of mankind. He said “Many are called but few are chosen”
(Matthew 22:14).
Elsewhere in Scripture the words all and many are used interchangeably. In Mark 10:45 we find: “For the Son of Man also is
not come to be ministered unto; but to minister and to give his life a redemption for many.” In 1 Timothy 2:6 we find: “For
there is one God; and one Mediator of God and men, the man Christ Jesus, who gave Himself a redemption for all.”
There is something else that needs to be considered. The Catholic Church has always taught that the sacrifice of the Mass is
not a new sacrifice. Jesus’ sacrifice on the cross and the sacrifice of the Mass are one and the same. If they are the same
sacrifice they must have the same purpose. If on the cross “Christ died for all” then in the Mass Christ’s blood is shed for all.
Traditionalists will often quote “Quo Primum” to give their claims an air of authority. “Quo Primum” was a bull issued by
Pope St. Pius V in 1570. Among other things it said that the Tridentine Liturgy was to be said in perpetuity. Since Pope Paul
VI authorized a new liturgy in 1969, Traditionalists reason that he erred against the faith. This is yet another reason some
claim that the new liturgy is illicit. Consequently, they lobby for a return to the Tridentine liturgy.
To properly understand “Quo Primum” we need to understand the type of document it was and the circumstances under
which it was written. “Quo Primum” was a continuation of the work of the Council of Trent. The Council of Trent was
convened for two reasons: (1) to address the errors of Protestantism and (2) to reform the interior life of the Church.
Just prior to the Protestant Reformation and the Council of Trent, problems had developed within the clergy. There was a
good deal of corruption and liturgical abuse. The canons and decrees of the council make this very clear. In session 22
chapter 9 we find the following:
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And because that many errors are at this time disseminated and many things are taught and maintained by
divers persons, in opposition to this ancient faith, which is based on the sacred Gospel, the traditions of the
Apostles, and the doctrine of the holy Fathers; the sacred and holy Synod, after many and grave
deliberations maturely had touching these matters, has resolved, with the unanimous consent of all the
Fathers, to condemn, and to eliminate from holy Church, by means of the canons subjoined, whatsoever is
opposed to this most pure faith and sacred doctrine (Preliminary remarks on the following canons).
Whereas, therefore, either through the wickedness of the times, or through the carelessness and Corruption
of men, many things seem already to have crept in, which are alien from the dignity of so great a sacrifice;
to the end that the honour and cult due thereunto may, for the glory of God and the edification of the
faithful people, be restored; the holy Synod decrees, that the ordinary bishops of places shall take diligent
care, and be bound to prohibit and abolish all those things which either covetousness, which is a serving of
idols, or irreverence, which can hardly be separated from impiety; or superstition, which is a false imitation
of true piety, may have introduced.….
Lastly, that no room may be left for superstition; they shall by ordinance, and under given penalties,
provide, that priests do not celebrate at other than due hours; nor employ other rites, or other ceremonies
and prayers, in the celebration of masses, besides those which have been approved of by the Church, and
have been received by a frequent and praiseworthy usage (Decree concerning the things to be observed and
to be avoided in the celebration of the Mass).
“Quo Primum” was a disciplinary decree and not a doctrinal one. The fact that it allows for exceptions confirms this.
Disciplinary decrees are subject to change. Only doctrinal pronouncements are not subject to change. Pius V’s intent was to
stop priests from using illicit or unauthorized forms of the Mass. He wasn’t restricting future popes as he had no authority to
do so. He used the words “in perpetuity” for emphasis. All of this is further confirmed by Pope Pius XII in his encyclical
“Mediator Dei” (On the Sacred Liturgy). While he wasn’t commenting directly on “Quo Primum,” His statements covered
the same subject mater. In paragraph 58 he writes:
It follows from this that the Sovereign Pontiff alone enjoys the right to recognize and establish any
practice touching the worship of God, to introduce and approve new rites, as also to modify those he
judges to require modification. … Private individuals, therefore, even though they be clerics, may not be
left to decide for themselves in these holy and venerable matters, For the same reason no private person has
any authority to regulate external practices of this kind, which are intimately bound up with Church
discipline and with the order, unity and concord of the Mystical Body and frequently even with the
integrity of Catholic faith itself.
Note that the pope alone has the authority to introduce and approve new rites. Private individuals even if they be priests or
bishops (clerics) have no right to decide for themselves in such matters. In our present situation we have a pope who made
modifications to the Mass. He was supported in this by every pope that followed him. On the other hand we have a
movement started by a bishop and some priests who say that the popes are wrong. I think it is safe to say that the
Traditionalists are clearly in error. When we consider what both “Quo Primum” and “Mediator Dei” have to say, we can
easily see that Pope Paul VI acted well within his authority when he promulgated the new liturgy.
Traditionalists claim to accept all that the Church taught prior to Vatican II. Certainly there is no question that “Mediator
Dei” was written prior to the council. So even when judged by their own standards, the Traditionalist arguments are without
merit.
Copyright © 2005 StayCatholic.com
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Salvation Outside the Church?
One of the Catholic Church's most controversial teachings is the doctrine of "No Salvation outside the Church." The
controversy stems from a misunderstanding of what the Church really means by this. The doctrine has been stated a number
of times throughout Church History. One such time was in 1302 when Pope Boniface VIII wrote the following in "Unum
Sanctum:" "That there is one, holy, catholic and apostolic Church we are compelled by faith to believe and hold, and we
firmly believe in her and sincerely confess her, outside of whom there is neither salvation nor remission of sins…. In her
there is 'one Lord, one faith, one baptism'" (Ephesians 4:5) (no. 1).
It appears that the Church is saying that only Catholics can go to heaven or that Catholics are better than everyone else.
However, neither view would be correct. The Church is simply acknowledging the fact that Jesus formulated one plan of
salvation. If that is true, then it follows that all other plans are false. The Church is merely declaring that she believes her
teachings to be true. Certainly that should be expected of any religion. After all, if you didn't believe that your teachings were
true, why would you believe them?
But if only the Catholic Church has the complete plan of salvation, how would it be possible for a non-Catholic to get to
heaven? Vatican Council II addressed this point in its "Dogmatic Constitution on the Church (Lumen Gentium)," "Those
who, through no fault of their own, do not know the Gospel of Christ or His Church, but who nevertheless seek God
with a sincere heart, and, moved by grace, try in their actions to do His will as they know it through the dictates of
their conscience – those too may achieve eternal salvation" (no. 16). In short, those who are truly unaware of what God
requires of them are not held responsible; rather they are judged by what they did with the truth they had.
Ironically, many Bible Christians have their own version of "No Salvation outside the Church". They believe that unless a
person accepts Christ as personal Lord and Savior he or she is headed for hell. No allowances are made for people who don't
know any better. The Catholic Church rightly portrays God as both just and merciful – as opposed to legalistic.
Traditionalists view God in the same way that Bible Christians do. They believe that God makes no exceptions. Do it right or
you are lost. In this case if you are not Catholic you have no chance for salvation. They reject Vatican II's qualification of the
doctrine. They contend that Vatican II ignored earlier councils and introduced something new. Thus it is invalid and to be
ignored. This of course is false. The Church's teachings before and after the council are the same.
Prior to Vatican II, children were taught the faith from the Baltimore Catechisms. In Catechism number 3, on page 106-question 185, and page 39--question 69, you will find the following:
185. Who is punished in hell? Those are punished in hell who die in Mortal sin; they are deprived of the
vision of God and suffer dreadful torments, especially that of fire, for all eternity.
69. What three things are necessary to make a sin mortal? To make a sin mortal these three things are
necessary: First, the thought, desire, word, action, or omission must be seriously wrong or considered
seriously wrong; second, the sinner must know that it is seriously wrong; third, the sinner must fully
consent to it.
So only a mortal sin can damn you to hell. And in order to be guilty of a mortal sin, you must know that you are committing
one! Hence, if you don't know, you are not guilty. Jesus Himself teaches this very thing in john 9:40-41 where He says to
the Pharisees: "Some of the Pharisees near Him heard this, and they said to Him, 'Are we also blind?' Jesus said to them, 'If
you were blind, you would have no guilt; but now that you say 'we see,' your guilt remains.'" In other words because they
knew better they were guilty of sin. Had they not known better, they would not have been guilty.
Prior to Vatican II Pope Pius IX, in his encyclical "On Promotion of False Doctrines (Quanto Conficiamur Moerore)," said
the following:
We all know that those who suffer from invincible ignorance with regard to our holy religion, if they
carefully keep the precepts of the natural law which have been written by God in the hearts of all men, if
they are prepared to obey God, and if they lead a virtuous and dutiful life, can, by the power of divine
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light and grace, attain eternal life. For God, who knows completely the minds and souls, the thoughts
and habits of all men, will not permit, in accord with His infinite goodness and mercy, anyone who is not
guilty of a voluntary fault to suffer eternal punishment (no. 7).
He said essentially the same thing in "On the Church in Austria (Singulari Quidam);"
It must, of course, be held as a matter of faith that outside the apostolic Roman Church no one can be
saved, that the Church is the only ark of salvation, and that whoever does not enter it will perish in the
flood. On the other hand, it must likewise be held as certain that those who are affected by ignorance
of the true religion, if it is invincible ignorance, are not subject to any guilt in this matter before the
eyes of the Lord (no. 7).
The invincibly ignorant would not include those who think that all religions are the same. That would be indifference. Jesus
said, "I am the way" (John 14:6), not a way. The person who is invincibly ignorant honestly believes, though erroneously,
that he is going the right way.
St. Augustine's position is also consistent with Vatican II. "When we speak of within and without in relation to the
Church, it is the position of the heart that we must consider, not that of the body…. All who are within [the Church]
in heart are saved in the unity of the ark (On Baptism, Against the Donatists 5:28 [39] [A.D. 394] ).
Clement I, a contemporary of the Apostles, wrote, "Let us go through all generations and learn that in generation after
generation the Master has given a place of repentance for those willing to turn to him. Those who repented for their sins,
appeased God in praying, and received salvation, even though they were aliens to God" (1 Clement, no. 7 [AD 95]).
Paul clearly teaches that we are judged by our intentions. "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. Then
every man will receive his commendation from God" (1 Corinthians 4:5).
He expands on this in Romans 2:13-16, "For it is not the hearers of the Law who are righteous before God, but the doers of
the Law who will be justified. When Gentiles who have not the Law do by nature what the Law requires, they are a
law to themselves, even though they do not have the Law. They show that what the Law requires is written on their
hearts, while 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 conflicting thoughts would accuse them if they suspected but ignored the fact that God required them to be members of
His Church. As Vatican II put it in it's "Decree on the Church's Missionary Activity (Ad Gentes Divinitus)," "Hence, those
cannot be saved, who knowing that the Catholic Church was founded through Jesus Christ, by God, as something
necessary, still refuse to enter it or remain in it" (no. 7). Their conflicting thoughts would excuse them if they truly sought
God but were unaware of this requirement.
Dissenting Catholics, Traditionalist or otherwise, would do well to read the letter of the Holy Office concerning Fr. Leonard
Feeney, who dissented on this issue back in 1949. It states in part, "But this dogma [No Salvation outside the Church] is
to be understood as the Church itself understands it. For our Savior did not leave it to private judgment to explain
what is contained in the deposit of faith, but to the doctrinal authority of the Church."
Copyright © 2001 StayCatholic.com
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The Word of Faith Movement
The Word of Faith Movement, sometimes referred to as the Positive Confession Movement or the Prosperity Gospel, has
been making inroads into mainline Christianity. Although it primarily affects Bible churches, it has managed to influence
some Catholics. Faith teachers include Kenneth Hagin, Benny Hinn, Oral Roberts, Kenneth and Gloria Copeland, Robert
Tilton, Paul and Jan Crouch, John Avanzini, Paul Billheimer, Charles Capps, Morris Cerullo, David Cho, Hobart Freeman,
Norvel Hayes, Marilyn Hickey, T. L. Osborn, Frederick Price, and Jerry Savelle.
Faith teachers are not all the same. Some wander farther from the truth than others. However, there is much they have in
common. For instance, they all teach that faith is a force. They also teach that fear is a force. Faith activates God and fear
activates Satan. Words are the containers of faith or fear. Whatever is said with the mouth creates reality. If you speak words
of faith, God must act on your behalf. If you speak negatively God cannot act on your behalf and Satan is given license to
work against you.
Defining faith in this way leads to some strange beliefs. For example, Faith teachers claim there is no reason for a believer to
be sick. Kenneth Hagin declares: "I believe that it is the plan of God our Father that no believer should ever be sick…It is not
-- I state boldly -- it is not the will of God my Father that we should suffer with cancer and other dread diseases which bring
pain and anguish. No! It is God's will that we be healed" ("Healing: The Father's Provision," Word of Faith, August 1977,
page 9).
If there isn't any reason to be sick, surely there isn't any reason to take medicine. Frederick Price speaks of medicine as a
crutch for the immature believer. He states: "When you have developed your faith to such an extent that you can stand on the
promises of God, then you won't need medicine" (Faith Foolishness, page 88).
The Faith teachers look to Isaiah 53:5 to support their claims: "But He was wounded for our transgressions, He was
bruised for our iniquities; upon Him was the chastisement that made us whole, and with His stripes we were healed." The
beginning of the verse sets the context: "He was wounded for our transgressions; He was bruised for our iniquities."
The healing spoken of here is spiritual not physical healing. This is made abundantly clear in 1 Peter 2:24: "He Himself bore
our sins in His body on the tree, that we might die to sin and live to righteousness. By His wounds you have been healed."
While Isaiah 53:5 does not refer to physical healing Isaiah 53:4 does, and Matthew 8:16-17 notes this: "That evening they
brought to Him many who were possessed with demons; and He cast out the spirits with a word, and healed all who were
sick. This was to fulfill what was spoken by the prophet Isaiah, 'He took our infirmities and bore our diseases.'" During His
ministry Jesus did heal the sick. But Scripture no where claims that this would always be the case. In fact, we find evidence
to the contrary. When confronted by the Pharisees on His associating with sinners, Jesus said: "Those who are well have no
need of a physician, but those who are sick." (Matthew 9:12). If Jesus came to abolish the need for physicians He surely
would not have used them to illustrate a point and risk misleading His followers. Sirach 38:1-4 is more explicit: "Honor the
physician with the honor due him…The Lord created medicines from the earth and a sensible man will not despise
them."
Perhaps the greatest example in the New Testament is that of Paul the apostle. Certainly Paul was a man of faith. And yet he
was afflicted with a physical ailment. He writes of it in 2 Corinthians 12:7-9: "And to keep me from being too elated by the
abundance of revelations, a thorn was given me in the flesh, a messenger of Satan, to harass me, to keep me from being too
elated. Three times I besought the Lord about this, that it should leave me; but He said to me, 'my grace is sufficient for
you, for my power is made perfect in weakness'."
No one knows for sure what Paul's thorn in the flesh was. But many scholars believe that it was an eye ailment. The Greek
word rendered as thorn in 2 Corinthians 12:7 is skolops (σκολοψ), which means withered at the front. It is derived from two
other words, skelos (σκελοs), meaning to parch and optanomai (οπταυομαι), meaning to gaze.
When someone in the movement does get sick they simply deny that they are sick. They claim that what appears to be
sickness is actually just symptoms put on them by the devil in order to fool them into believing that they are sick when they
are not. The danger here is obvious. Ignoring symptoms can lead to greater problems -- sometimes, even death.
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Larry and Lucky Parker paid a high price for their dedication to the Faith teachers. In their book We Let Our Son Die, they
tell how, in accordance with the teachings of the Word of Faith Movement, they withheld insulin from their diabetic son. He
lapsed into a coma and died.
A recent news report revealed the following: "A Benny Hinn crusade … became a tragedy for four people – including a baby
and a young child – who died while awaiting a miracle healing from Hinn. All had been hospitalized but had left the hospital
to attend the crusade" (Religious News Service, May 8, 2000). Unfortunately these are not the only examples.
The Faith teachers themselves are not immune from sickness. Kenneth Hagin has suffered at least four cardiovascular crises
including one full-scale heart stoppage. Paul Crouch also suffers from heart problems. Fred Price's wife has been stricken
with cancer and has thanked her doctors for radiation and chemotherapy. And yet they continue to teach falsely.
The same logic applied to health is applied to wealth. Jerry Savelle claims that you can speak your world into existence
(Framing Your World with the Word of God, Part 2). Marilyn Hickey shows us how this is done. She actually said the
following:
What do you need? Start creating it. Start speaking about it. Start speaking it into being. Speak to your
billfold. Say, "You big thick billfold full of money." Speak to your checkbook. Say, "You, checkbook, you.
You've never been so prosperous since I owned you. You're just jammed full of money" (Claim Your
Miracles).
The Faith teachers' obsession with wealth runs counter to the teachings of Scripture. Paul tells Timothy that "The love of
money is the root of all evils; it is through this craving that some have wandered away from the faith" (1 Timothy
6:10). Jesus Himself warns us about such attachments. He said: "Do not lay up for yourselves treasures on earth, where
moth and rust consume and where thieves break in and steal, but lay up for yourselves treasures in heaven, where neither
moth nor rust consumes and where thieves do not break in and steal. For where your treasure is, there will your heart be
also" (Matthew 6:19-21).
Faith teachers use their bizarre theology to prey on people in need. Robert Tilton claims God wants you to flourish
financially and physically. But you need faith. To prove your faith, you need to make a vow of faith. A vow of faith is usually
a large donation to Robert Tilton's ministry.
Some Faith teachers claim equality with God. Kenneth Hagin says: "Man…was created on terms of equality with God, he
could stand in God's presence without any consciousness of inferiority…He made us the same class of being that He is
Himself" (Zoe: The God-Kind of Life). Morris Cerullo is a bit more direct. He once proclaimed: "You're not looking at Morris
Cerullo; you're looking at God" (The End time Manifestation of the Sons of God, tape 1). Benny Hinn, John Avanzini,
Kenneth Copeland, and Charles Capps have all made similar claims.
Some Faith teachers don't deal very well with criticism. In 1992, Benny Hinn threatened the Christian Research Institutes
staff members and their families with the following statement:
You're attacking me on the radio every night – you'll pay and your children will. Hear this from the lips of
God's servant. You are in danger, Repent! Or God Almighty will move His hand. Touch not my
Anointed…
Millions have heard the false gospel of the Faith teachers. How many of them have rejected Christianity thinking it to be
nothing more than a con game.
Copyright © 2001 StayCatholic.com
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Jehovah's Witnesses
Jehovah's Witnesses claim to be "God's Visible Organization." They also claim to be "His prophet." They say that Jesus
inspected their organization in 1919 and found a "faithful and discreet slave class, dispensing fine spiritual food to true
believers" (Yearbook 1975, page 88). So what type of spiritual food have they been dispensing? In "The Finished Mystery"
published in 1917, they claimed that in 1918 God would destroy the churches and church members by the millions, and
Christendom would go down into oblivion that year. They also predicted that there would be worldwide anarchy in the fall
of 1920. In 1920 they claimed that the Bible foretold the resurrection of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and other faithful ones of
old. It was written that they would arrive in 1925 (Millions Now Living Will Never Die, page 81). They have predicted that
the world would end in 1914, 1918, 1920, 1925, 1941, and 1975. Obviously none of their predictions have come true. Are
we to believe that this is "fine spiritual food?"
They don't vote in elections, and they won't salute the flag or serve in the armed forces. They teach that it is wrong to
celebrate birthdays, Christmas and Easter. They believe that Jesus and Michael the Archangel are one and the same.
Ricarda Bradford was seriously injured in an automobile accident. She was in desperate need of a blood transfusion. Her
father, a devout Jehovah's Witness, refused to allow it, as Witnesses believe that the Bible prohibits blood transfusions. As a
result, Ricarda died on her sixth birthday. Many of their teachings, such as this one, are arrived at by taking Bible verses out
of context. When they are shown Bible verses that contradict their theology, their responses generally imply that the Bible
doesn't really mean what it says.
Jehovah's Witnesses are taught that the doctrine of the Trinity is a false one. But even their version of the Bible disagrees. In
Genesis 1:26 God says, "Let US make man in OUR image." In the next verse we read that "God proceeded to make man in
HIS image." So God alone created man, and yet more than one person was involved. This is the doctrine of the Trinity. It is
true that in some places the Scriptures speak of Jesus as being subordinate to the Father, but this is perfectly natural and
necessary to the Christian view. Jesus is fully human and fully divine. In His human nature He is subject to the Father. In
His divine nature He is equal to the Father.
Jesus' divinity is illustrated in John 2:18-21, where we read, "Therefore, in answer, the Jews said to Him, 'What sign have you
to show us, since you are doing these things?' In answer Jesus said to them, 'Break down this temple, and in three days I
will raise it up.' Therefore the Jews said, 'This temple was built in forty-six years, and you will raise it up in three days?'
But He was talking about the temple of His body." Acts 5:30 tells us that "The God of our forefathers raised up Jesus."
So the Bible tells us that Jesus raised His own dead body. It also tells us that the one who raised Him was God. Therefore
Jesus is God.
Isaiah 9:6 predicts the birth of Jesus. Note what it calls Him: "For there has been a child born to us, there has been a son
given to us, and the princely rule will come to be upon His shoulder. And His name will be called Wonderful Counselor,
Mighty God, Eternal Father, Prince of Peace."
Jehovah's Witnesses are taught that the Holy Spirit is not a person but God's active force. He is likened to "electricity, a force
that can be adapted to perform a great variety of operations." But this is not what the Bible teaches. The Bible not only tells
us that the Holy Spirit is a person, but a divine one as well. In Acts 13:2 we read, "As they were ministering to Jehovah and
fasting, the Holy Spirit said, 'Of all persons set Barnabas and Saul apart for me for the work to which I have called
them.'" And again, "The Holy Spirit aptly spoke through Isaiah the prophet" (Acts 28:25). If the Holy Spirit is an
impersonal force, how is it that it can speak and refer to itself in a personal way?
The divinity of the Holy Spirit is revealed in Acts 5:3-4: "But Peter said, 'Ananias, why has Satan emboldened you to play
false to the Holy Spirit…You have played false not to men, but to God.'" Further on in 2 Corinthians 3:17, Paul clearly
says, "Jehovah is the Spirit."
Jehovah's Witnesses claim that the doctrine of the Trinity derives no support from any Christian writers for three centuries
after the birth of Christ (Should You Believe in the Trinity, page 7). Among the early writers mentioned are Tertullian,
Origen and Theophilus of Antioch. However, Tertullian wrote, "And at the same time the mystery of the oikonomia is

55

safeguarded, for the unity is distributed in a trinity. Placed in order, the three are the Father, the Son, and the Spirit"
(Against Praxeas 2:1, 213 AD).
Origen wrote, "For we do not hold that which the heretics imagine, that some part of the substance of God was converted into
the Son, or that the Son was procreated by the Father from non-existent substances, that is, from a substance outside Himself,
so that there was a time when He [the Son] did not exist…For it is the Trinity alone which exceeds every sense in which not
only temporal but even eternal may be understood. It is all other things, indeed, which are outside the Trinity, which are to
be measured by time and ages" (Fundamental Doctrines 4:4:1, 220 AD).
Finally, Theophilus of Antioch: "The three days before the luminaries were created are types of the Trinity, God, His Word,
and His Wisdom" (Ad Autolycus 2:15, 181 AD).
Jehovah's Witness theology concerning hell is also problematic. They teach that the Biblical terms used to describe hell are
merely symbolic; that after death the damned will no longer exist. The idea of eternal torment is flatly rejected. But the
Scriptures teach otherwise. In Matthew 25:41 we read, "Then He will say, in turn, to those on his left, 'Be on your way from
me, you who have been cursed, into the everlasting fire prepared for the Devil and his angels.'" Notice how the everlasting
fire is a place that was prepared. If it were not an actual place, no preparation would be needed. Further evidence is found in
Revelation 21:8: "But as for the cowards and those without faith, and those who are disgusting in their filth, and murderers
and fornicators, and those practicing Spiritism and idolaters, and all the liars, their portion will be in the lake that burns with
fire and sulfur. This means the second death." There could only be a second death if those in question were still in existence
after the first one.
Hell-fire cannot be symbolic of non-existence, as it would defeat the purpose of symbolism. The purpose of symbolism is to
teach by way of illustration. Whenever symbolic language is used, there is always a parallel principle involved. For
instance, if I said that I had an ocean of water in my basement, would you think that it was flooded or bone dry? Most people
would think that it was flooded. An ocean is a large body of water, so it would symbolize an excessive amount of water. It
would never be used to describe an absence of water. Similarly, hell-fire would never be used to describe non-existence.
There are no two concepts more radically opposed. Non-existence is a total absence of reality, while fiery torture is the most
vivid form of reality. How could one symbolize the other?
Consider what Jesus said about Judas in Matthew 26:24: "Woe to that man through whom the Son of man is betrayed! It
would have been finer for him to have never been born." Why would it have been finer for him to have never been born? If
he were never born he would be non-existent. If he died unrepentant and went to a symbolic hell he would be equally nonexistent. If such were the case, Jesus' statement would be foolish. It would only make sense if Judas went to a hell of eternal
punishment.
Jehovah's Witnesses teach that Jesus was resurrected as a spirit. But the Bible disagrees. Luke 24:38-39 records the
following: "So He [Jesus] said to them, 'A spirit does not have flesh and bones just as you behold that I have.'" In
response, Witnesses tell us that Jesus materialized bodies as the angels had done in the past when appearing to humans. Once
again we appeal to John 2:18-21 where Jesus says that He will raise His then present body.
As we have seen, the Jehovah's Witnesses have a history of false claims and faulty theology. This hardly qualifies them to be
"God's visible organization," let alone "His Prophet."
Copyright © 2001 StayCatholic.com
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Seventh Day Adventists
The main difference between Seventh Day Adventists and other Protestants is their adherence to Sabbath worship. They
reason that since Exodus 20:19 establishes Saturday as the Jewish Sabbath, Christians ought to worship on Saturday. They
rightfully claim that the Catholic Church changed the day of worship from the Sabbath (Saturday) to the Lord’s Day
(Sunday). However, they wrongfully claim that such an act was illicit.
Scripture speaks of an Old Covenant and a New Covenant. The Old Covenant was in effect until the coming of the Messiah
[Jesus]. Once Jesus came He established a New Covenant. In Matthew 16:19 Jesus gives Peter the power to legislate in
Church matters: “I will give you the keys of the kingdom of heaven, and whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in
heaven, and whatever you loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven.” Under the New Covenant many things would change.
For example, baptism would replace circumcision (Colossians 2:11-12), divorce would no longer be permitted (Mark 10:212), and animals would no longer need to be sacrificed (Hebrews 9:1-14). The day of worship would also change.
At first, the main day of worship for Christians was on Saturday. That’s because the first Christians were Jews. At some point
the Christians were expelled from the temple because they were seen as being divisive. Consequently, they began to meet in
their homes. Eventually Church leaders decided that Sunday would be the Christian day of worship in honor of our Lord’s
resurrection.
While the New Testament doesn’t explicitly command Christians to worship on Sunday, it seems to indicate that such was
the practice. For instance, in the book of Acts 20:7 we see that the early Christians gathered together to break bread on
Sunday. “On the first day of the week, when we were gathered together to break bread, Paul talked with them…”The term
“to break bread” refers to the Eucharistic celebration. In 1 Corinthians 16:2 we read: “On the first day of every week, each
of you is to put something aside and store it up, as he may prosper, so that contributions need not be made when I come.”
One thing the New Testament is clear on is that Christians are not to be judged for not observing the Jewish Sabbaths and
feast days. “…having canceled the bond which stood against us with its legal demands; this he set aside, nailing it to the
cross… Therefore let no one pass judgment on you in questions of food and drink or with regard to a festival or a new moon
or a Sabbath.” (Colossians 2:14-16).
Paul actually considers adherence to the Jewish days of observance as possible evidence that the Galatians have strayed from
the faith. He writes: “but now that you have come to know God, or rather to be known by God, how can you turn back again
to the weak and beggarly elemental spirits, whose slaves you want to be once more? You observe days, and months, and
seasons, and years! I am afraid I have labored over you in vain” (Galatians 4:9-11). Paul says this because Christians are no
longer bound by the Jewish ceremonial law (Romans 6:14).
There are many early Church writings that confirm Sunday as the Christian day of worship. Two are notable because of their
early date. The first quote comes from “The Didache.” It reads in part: “But every Lord's day . . . gather yourselves together
and break bread, and give thanksgiving after having confessed your transgressions, that your sacrifice may be pure. But let no
one that is at variance with his fellow come together with you until they be reconciled, that your sacrifice may not be
profaned” (Didache 14 [A.D. 70]).
The second was written by Ignatius of Antioch who was a contemporary of the apostles. He wrote: “[T]hose who were
brought up in the ancient order of things [i.e., Jews] have come to the possession of a new hope, no longer observing the
Sabbath, but living in the observance of the Lord's Day…” (Letter to the Magnesians 8 [A.D. 110]).
Another belief that separates Seventh Day Adventists from other Protestants is their view of the afterlife. They believe that
upon death we go into an unconscious sleep. At the final judgment we will all be resurrected. The just will go off to eternal
life with God. Those consigned to hell will burn until they die. At this point they will cease to exist. Adventists believe that
the fires of hell are eternal. However, they don’t believe that the punishments received there are eternal. To support their
claims they will appeal to various Old Testament verses. For instance:
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I said in my heart with regard to the sons of men that God is testing them to show them that they are but
beasts.
For the fate of the sons of men and the fate of beasts is the same; as one dies, so dies the other. They all
have the same breath, and man has no advantage over the beasts; for all is vanity.
All go to one place; all are from the dust, and all turn to dust again.
Who knows whether the spirit of man goes upward and the spirit of the beast goes down to the earth
(Ecclesiastes 3:18-21)?
For the living know that they will die, but the dead know nothing, and they have no more reward; but the memory of them is
lost… Whatever your hand finds to do, do it with your might; for there is no work or thought or knowledge or wisdom in
Sheol, to which you are going (Ecclesiastes 9:5, 10).
All of the ideas expressed in Ecclesiastes are not necessarily God’s. Even the verse used in chapter three to promote the
Adventist view begins with the author saying: “I said in my heart.” Elsewhere in Ecclesiastes, Solomon acknowledges that
God has a plan but that he doesn’t know what it is. Consider the following:
He has made everything beautiful in its time; also he has put eternity into man's mind, yet so that he
cannot find out what God has done from the beginning to the end (Ecclesiastes 3:11).
The purpose of the book of Ecclesiastes is not to reveal the mind of God but to show us that human or earthly solutions are
inadequate. For Solomon the obvious answer to all of our perplexing problems is God. The book of Ecclesiastes anticipates
the coming of the Messiah. The lesson for Christians is that one should rely on Christ rather than self.
Many of the things that were not so clear in the Old Testament become clear in the New. The Bible itself tells us this: “…and
now has manifested through the appearing of our savior Christ Jesus, who abolished death and brought life and immortality
to light through the Gospel” (2 Timothy 1:10). And what does the Gospel say about the nature of hell? Matthew 25:46 says:
“And they will go away into eternal punishment, but the righteous into eternal life.” If the damned cease to exist the
punishment wouldn’t be eternal. Incidentally, if the occupants of hell are not eternal why would the fires of hell be? Once
everyone who was destined to go there went off into non existence the flames would no longer be needed. The fact that the
fires of hell are eternal indicates that the punishments received there are eternal.
That there might be no doubt as to the true nature of hell; Peter borrows a word from Greek mythology to describe it. In 2
Peter 2:4 the word rendered as hell is Tartarus (Ταρταρος). Tartarus, by definition, is a place of eternal torment.
The early Church had no problem understanding the nature of hell. Justin Martyr wrote: “No more is it possible for the
evildoer, the avaricious, and the treacherous to hide from God than it is for the virtuous. Every man will receive the eternal
punishment or reward which his actions deserve. Indeed, if all men recognized this, no one would choose evil even for a
short time, knowing that he would incur the eternal sentence of fire.” (First Apology 12 [A.D. 151]).
Luke 16:19-31 addresses the Adventist claim that the dead are unconscious in the grave until the second coming. In verse 22
both men die. In verse 23 we see that Lazarus is conscious and in heaven. We also see that the rich man is conscious and in
hell.
A close examination of all the evidence concerning these two issues shows that the Church has been right all along.
Copyright © 2005 StayCatholic.com
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Mormonism
Mormonism was started by Joseph Smith (1805-1844) who claimed to have had a vision from God when he was a young
man. He claims he asked God which church was the true church. Supposedly God told him that they were all corrupt and that
he was being chosen to restore the Christian church. A few years later he claims to have discovered some golden plates
written in what he called reformed Egyptian. God enabled him to translate them and shortly thereafter, in 1830, he organized
the Mormon Church. Once the plates were translated an angel took them back. No one besides Joseph Smith has ever seen
the plates. The translated plates are what constitute the book of Mormon. The official name of the Mormon church is The
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.
Mormons will tell prospective converts that “we must find and accept the truth.” On this we agree. Jesus Himself said: “And
you will know the truth, and the truth will make you free” (John 8:32). But how can we be sure that something is true?
Brigham Young once challenged his detractors with the following words: “Take up the Bible, compare the religion of the
Latter-day Saints with it, and see if it will stand the test” (Journal of Discourses 16:46). I accept Mr. Young’s challenge!
Among other things the book of Mormon teaches that one of the lost tribes of Israel came to America in about 600 BC. After
His ascension, Jesus supposedly came to America to preach the “Gospel” to them. This is a false claim for two reasons: First,
there is no archeological evidence to support it. Mormon leaders cannot even agree on where in America all this took place.
This is in stark contrast with the mountain of archeological evidence that bears witness to the events recorded in the Old and
New Testaments. Second, it contradicts the Bible. The Bible tells us that Jesus ascended into heaven (Acts 1:9-11), He’s only
coming back once (1 Thessalonians 4:15), He must stay in heaven until that time (Acts 3:19-21), and when He comes he will
judge the living and the dead (Matthew 25:31-46). The living and the dead have not been judged. Hence Jesus has not come
back yet. He is right where He has been since His ascension – in heaven.
Mormons believe that God the Father is a physical being. They believe that he was once like us in every respect. He was born
of human parents and lived a faithful Mormon life. Consequently, after he died he was resurrected by his own god and
became a god himself. This gave him the right to create planets of his own. Together with his heavenly wives (resurrected
Mormon women) he created spirit children who were then placed into the physical bodies of children born on earth.
Mormons believe that they can follow the same path to godhood.
Psalm 93:2 refutes this idea when it refers to God as being eternal. John 4:24 refutes this idea when it proclaims “God is
Spirit.” And Numbers 23:19 proclaims: “God is not man, that he should lie, neither the son of man that he should repent.”
Mormons are polytheists. That is they believe there is more than one god. However, they only worship the god of this world.
They see Jesus and the Holy Spirit as being subordinate gods to God the Father
Mormons believe that marriages sealed in a Mormon temple go on into eternity. But when asked about this very issue Jesus
said that those in heaven “neither marry nor are given in marriage” (Luke 20:27-35). Curiously enough Mormons can have
their eternal marriages unsealed so they can divorce. This is also a contradiction of Scripture. In Mark 10:10-12 Jesus calls
divorce and remarriage adultery.
The present Mormon teaching on abortion not only contradicts the Bible but previous Mormon teaching as well. As late as
1988 they taught that abortion is wrong except to save the life of the mother. In 1992 that all changed. That year’s edition of
Gospel Principles allows for abortion in cases of incest and cases where the fetus is known to have severe defects.
One of the most outrageous teachings of Mormonism has been that being born with dark skin is a curse or punishment. To
quote the Book of Mormon:
And it came to pass that I beheld, after they had dwindled in unbelief they became a dark, and loathsome,
and a filthy people, full of idleness and all manner of abominations (1 Nephi 12:23).
That doesn’t sound like divine revelation to me. It sounds more like Joseph Smith adopted an unfortunate but popular
prejudice of his time (early 1800’s). While blacks have been allowed into the Mormon priesthood as of 1978, nothing has
been said to change the teaching that black skin is a punishment for sins committed in a pre-existent state. The passages in
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the Book of Mormon and other Mormon Scriptures that deal with the issue remain. For those who might think such passages
are figurative, consider the comments of Brigham Young:
You see some classes of the human family that are black, uncouth, uncomely, disagreeable and low in their
habits, wild, and seemingly deprived of nearly all the blessings of the intelligence that is generally
bestowed upon mankind. The first man that committed the odious crime of killing one of his brethren will
be cursed the longest of any one of the children of Adam. Cain slew his brother. Cain might have been
killed, and that would have put a termination to that line of human beings. This was not to be, and the Lord
put a mark upon him, which is the flat nose and black skin (Journal of Discourses 7:290).
When questioned about contradictions in Mormon teaching, we are told that the Mormon church is continuously receiving
revelations from God. Church members are required to adhere only to current teachings. Apparently we are to believe that
sometimes God makes mistakes and corrects Himself. At other times He gets it right and then later screws it up. At this point
a neutral observer might conclude: If the god of Mormonism was wrong the first time he addressed the issues of race and
abortion, maybe he was wrong when he told Joseph Smith that all the other churches were corrupt.
Modern-day Mormons wouldn’t agree with Brigham Young’s Scripture challenge. While they will appeal to Scripture,
ultimately their proof lies in their feelings or their testimony as they put it. However, truth is verified by facts not by feelings,
especially when you consider the fact that feelings are very easily manipulated. A young person may feel that smoking and
drinking is right because it makes him feel independent or accepted by his peers. But the fact remains that those are bad
choices that can produce some very negative consequences.
Verifying the truth of your beliefs with your feelings is a very clever tactic. How can you argue with someone’s feelings? It’s
like telling them that they really don’t like their favorite song. However, if you rely on facts alone your position can be shown
to be true or false. And if the goal is to “find and accept the truth” as our Mormon friends tell us, it becomes the only
legitimate means for verifying the truth.
Mormons are considered to be “in good standing” if they pay a 10% tithe to the church and refrain from coffee, tea, tobacco
and alcohol. They practice baptism for the dead so that even the deceased can become Mormons. They believe that Jesus and
Lucifer are spirit brothers. For a time, polygamy was a permitted practice. In fact it was seen as a duty. After secretly
practicing polygamy for years Joseph Smith proclaimed that God had revealed this teaching to him. The teaching was
changed due to pressure from the federal government in 1890.
Mormons believe that there are three levels to heaven. The top level is for faithful Mormons. The middle level is for not so
faithful Mormons and non believers who have led good lives. The bottom level is for those who have led evil lives. All three
heavens will be filled with joy and peace though to different degrees. There is a place of outer darkness for Mormons who
have been convinced of Mormon truth and then turned their backs on it. However, unrepentant murderers, rapists, and thieves
will be going to the lowest heaven.
Some of what the Mormon leadership has taught is just silly. Such as the sun and the moon being inhabited (Journal of
Discourses 13:270-271). I doubt that there are any Mormons who still believe this. However, this information originated
from the same “divine authority” which established all of the other teachings of Mormonism. At this point an old saying
comes to mind: “consider the source.” I suppose we could go on but I think we have seen enough to determine the following:
•
•
•
•

Mormonism contradicts the Bible.
Mormonism contradicts itself.
There is no archeological evidence for Mormonism’s historical claims.
Mormonism teaches and has taught reprehensible doctrines in the name of God.

To claim that Mormonism was established by the same God who created the universe is false. I believe that we can
confidently conclude that Mormonism, rather than being a restoration of Christianity, is in fact a perversion of it.
Copyright © 2006 StayCatholic.com
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Freemasons
The Catholic Church and Freemasonry have been at odds for centuries. Eight popes have condemned it, as well as have the
majority of Christian denominations. Christianity and Freemasonry hold contrary beliefs. Catholics are forbidden to join the
Lodge in the strongest of terms. The Church's position is expressed in its "Declaration on Masonic Associations." It states in
part: "Therefore the Church's negative judgment in regard to Masonic associations remains unchanged, since their
principles have always been considered irreconcilable with the doctrine of the Church, and therefore membership in
them remains forbidden. The faithful who enroll in Masonic associations are in a state of grave sin and may not
receive Holy Communion."
Despite the Church's clear rejection of Freemasonry, Catholics are falsely told that they can join the Lodge without
compromising their faith. The evidence shows that Freemasonry is itself a religion, although Masons will deny that this is so.
The "New Catholic Encyclopedia" states that "Freemasonry displays all the elements of religion, and as such it becomes a
rival to the religion of the Gospel. It includes temples and altars, prayers, a moral code, worship, vestments, feast days, the
promise of reward and punishment in the afterlife, a hierarchy, and initiative and burial rites" (vol. 6, page 137).
In support of their position, Masons claim that they are forbidden to even discuss religion. One might be inclined to believe
that such a rule exists for the sake of keeping religion out of the Lodge. But it actually serves to keep Masons from
challenging the unorthodox teachings of Freemasonry. Much of what is taught to Masons is of a religious nature. One could
only challenge it from a religious standpoint. But Masons are not allowed to discuss their religion. As a result, new teachings
are not questioned. When people are exposed to an ideology long enough there is an unconscious tendency to accept it. When
this happens in a close knit society, like that of the Lodge, the rate of acceptance is even higher.
Masonic authorities, such as Albert Mackey, Albert Pike and Henry Coil, all confirm the fact that Freemasonry is a religion.
•

In Albert G. Mackey's "Encyclopedia of Freemasonry," you will find the following: "The religion of
Masonry is cosmopolitan, universal…" (Volume 1, page 301).

•

Henry Wilson Coil writes: "Many Freemasons make this flight [to heaven] with no other guarantee of a safe
landing than their belief in the religion of Freemasonry" (A Comprehensive View of Freemasonry page
186).

•

"Morals and Dogma" has been called "the most profound Masonic work written in the United States." Within
its pages Albert Pike proclaims: "Every Masonic Lodge is a temple of religion and its teachings are
instructions in religion" (page 213). And, "Masonry…is the universal, eternal, immutable religion"
(page 219).

One of the religious principles taught by Freemasonry that is unacceptable to Christians is the idea that all religions are the
same (Indifferentism). At the front of a Masons Bible there is an article titled "The Great Light in Masonry" written by
Joseph F. Newton. It states: "For Masonry knows what so many forget, that religions are many, but religion is one…
Therefore it [Masonry] invites to its altar men of all faiths, knowing that if they use different names for the nameless one of a
hundred names, they are yet praying to the one God and Father of all."
But Masonic writings reject the God of the Bible.
•

Albert Pike writes: "If our conceptions of God are those of the ignorant, narrow minded and vindictive
Israelite…we feel that it is an affront and an indignity to [God]" (Morals and Dogma page 223).

•

Coil refers to the biblical God as "a partisan tribal God" and implies that such a God-concept is far
inferior to the "God of Masonry" (Coils Masonic Encyclopedia page 516).

If men of all faiths worship the same God, why denounce the God of the Bible? Maybe what the Lodge really means to say is
that men of all faiths will worship one god once they have been hoodwinked into embracing the so called "god of
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Masonry." Of course this would be a violation of the first Commandment, "You shall have no other gods before me" (Exodus
20:3).
Those outside of Masonry are said to be in "darkness." Through Masonry one is supposedly brought to "light." Light, among
other things, refers to "truth and wisdom" (The Encyclopedia of Freemasonry by Albert Mackey, Volume 1, page 446).
However, Jesus said that the Holy Spirit would lead the apostles into all truth (John 16:13). He never said that Freemasonry
would lead them into all truth. He also told them to preach it to the world (Mark 16:15), not to keep it secret.
In the higher degrees of the Scottish rite, "light" consists of a Mason being exposed to Pagan beliefs and practices. "For
example he is introduced to the Egyptian deities Osiris, Isis, Horus, and Amun; to the Scandinavian deities Odin, Frea and
Thor; to Hindu, Greek and Persian deities and to Jewish Kabbalism [i.e. occultism]…" (A Study of Freemasonry Mission
Board of the Southern Baptist Convention, 1993).
The ritual for the 30th degree of the Scottish Rite, Southern Jurisdiction, is the most problematic for Catholics. During the
ritual candidates are told, "And, finally, keep aloof from uniting yourself with any sectional, political, or sectarian religious
organization whose principles can in any way bias your mind or judgment, or in the slightest degree trammel with obligations
and the vows you have just made." The Catholic Church forbids membership in Masonic associations. Certainly this would
tend to "bias your mind or judgment," or "trammel with the obligations and the vows you have just made." To honor his oath,
a Catholic Mason would have to leave his Church.
After the oath is taken, the candidate is shown a papal tiara (the pope's ceremonial headdress). He is then told the following:
"This represents the tiara of the cruel and cowardly Pontiff, who sacrificed to his ambition, the illustrious order of those
Knights Templar of whom we are the true successors. A crown of gold and precious stones ill befits the humble head of one
who pretends to be the successor, the Vicar, of Jesus of Nazareth. It is therefore the crown of an impostor, and it is in the
name of him who said, 'Neither be ye called masters' that we trample it under our feet." The candidates are then invited to
trample on the papal tiara. All do so while brandishing daggers and shouting "Down with imposture."
Upon achieving each degree, Masons must promise to keep the secrets of the Lodge under pain of the most hideous tortures.
For example, upon receiving his first degree a Mason swears "in the presence of Almighty God" to keep the secrets of
Masonry, binding himself "under no less penalty than that of having my throat cut across, my tongue torn out by its roots, and
my body buried in the rough sands of the sea." The taking of such oaths is always wrong for a Christian. If he means what he
says, he is guilty of serious sin. If he doesn't, he is taking the Lord's name in vain in violation of the second commandment
("You shall not take the name of the Lord your God in vain" Exodus 20:7).
Many Masons join the Lodge for social reasons. They are unaware of or don't care about the religious aspects of
Freemasonry. However, by virtue of their membership they lend support to the promotion of Masonic principals, and as
previously noted they run the risk of unconsciously adopting some of those principals. For Catholics, there is also the ban on
receiving communion. That in itself is tragic. Remember that Jesus said you must drink His blood and eat His flesh or you
have no life in you (John 6:53). Freemasonry denies you that life.
And so we find that any Catholic who becomes a Mason can't help but compromise his faith. He violates it if he joins,
because the Church forbids it. He violates it when he takes his first oath, because he disobeys the second Commandment. He
violates it if he accepts the god of Freemasonry, because he disobeys the first Commandment. He violates it if he swears an
oath against the pope, because he rejects the Vicar of Christ. Is it really possible that Masonic authorities are unaware of this?
To their credit, Masons are responsible for many works of charity. They operate homes for elderly Masons and their wives,
as well as a number of children's hospitals that offer free medical care for those in need. For this they should be commended.
But charity does not excuse deception and idolatry. Charity can and should be practiced apart from such acts.
Copyright © 2001 StayCatholic.com
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Divination
Ouija Boards, psychic hotlines, Tarot Cards and ESP are some of the more common forms of Divination. Many think of
occult practices as being harmless entertainment while others see them as a source of comfort. Few seem to realize that such
acts can produce serious consequences. But some will ask, “How can that be? What’s wrong with letting people know that a
deceased relative or friend is happy and in a better place? Isn’t the ability to see the future a gift from God? And what about
ESP? Surely that’s a gift from God.”
Actually none of these practices are gifts from God. If they were He would have told us as much. Instead we find Him
condemning them because their source of power is demonic. The teaching of Scripture is clear on both of these points:
When you come into the land which the LORD, your God, is giving you, you shall not learn to imitate the abominations of
the peoples there. Let there not be found among you anyone who immolates his son or daughter in the fire, nor a fortuneteller, soothsayer, charmer, diviner, or caster of spells, nor one who consults ghosts and spirits or seeks oracles from
the dead. Anyone who does such things is an abomination to the LORD, and because of such abominations the LORD,
your God, is driving these nations out of your way (Deuteronomy 18:9-12).
But the children of Israel were disobedient:
They immolated their sons and daughters by fire, practiced fortune-telling and divination, and sold themselves into evildoing in the Lord’s sight, provoking him till, in his great anger against Israel, the Lord put them away out of his sight. Only
the tribe of Judah was left (2 Kings 17:17-18).
Judah also rebelled and as a result all of Israel was exiled:
Even the people of Judah, however, did not keep the commandments of the Lord, their God, but followed the rites practiced
by Israel. So the Lord rejected the whole race of Israel. He afflicted them and delivered them over to plunderers, finally
casting them out from before him… Finally, the Lord put Israel away out of his sight as he had foretold through all his
servants, the prophets; and Israel went into exile from their native soil to Assyria, an exile lasting to the present (2 Kings
17:19-23).
Occult practices may appear good but they are the work of Satan:
…for even Satan masquerades as an angel of light. So it is not strange that his ministers also masquerade as ministers of
righteousness. Their end will correspond to their deeds (2 Corinthians 11:14-15).
False messiahs and false prophets will arise, and they will perform signs and wonders so great as to deceive, if that were
possible, even the elect (Matthew 24:24).
As we were going to the place of prayer, we met a slave girl with an oracular spirit, who used to bring a large profit to her
owners through her fortune-telling. She began to follow Paul and us, shouting, "These people are slaves of the Most High
God, who proclaim to you a way of salvation." She did this for many days. Paul became annoyed, turned, and said to the
spirit, "I command you in the name of Jesus Christ to come out of her." Then it came out at that moment (Acts 16:16-18).
The “benefits” of occult practices are what I would call “cheese in the trap.” If you didn’t put any cheese in a mouse trap the
mouse wouldn’t put his head in it. Satan isn’t stupid. He meets you where you are. Most people wouldn’t respond to the
temptation to rob a bank. But they might accept the invitation to talk to their Uncle Fred who has been dead for ten years. If
Satan can’t get you to submit to his influence willingly, he will try to get you to submit unwittingly.
On the surface talking to Uncle Fred doesn’t seem harmful. But that’s a false perception because you aren’t talking to Uncle
Fred. You are talking to a demon who is impersonating Uncle Fred, a demon who was around during Uncle Fred’s lifetime.
That is how he knows things that you thought only you and Uncle Fred knew. Whenever you open yourself to demonic
influences you are traveling in dangerous territory. Once you develop an appreciation for something it is much easier to be
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drawn deeper into it. The deeper you are drawn into the occult the farther you are from God and the more likely it is that your
faith will be harmed.
Keep in mind the fact that Satan is incredibly intelligent. Also remember that the occult is his creation. Put that together with
the fact that he is dedicated to your destruction and you have a recipe for disaster.
Prolonged participation in occult practices can lead to demonic oppression or even possession. Even in the cases where this
does not occur a danger still exists. Your involvement could be seen by others as an endorsement of the occult, an
endorsement that could possibly lead to their becoming involved. And the further possibility that they might not fare as well
as you did. Occult practices include but are not limited to:
Past Life Regression
Psychic Hotlines
ESP
Séances

Clairvoyance
Ouija Boards
Reading Tea Leaves
Palm Reading

Fortune Telling
Numerology
Crystal Gazing
Astrological Horoscopes

Any practice that seeks hidden knowledge via the spiritual realm can be included on this list. Needless to say any occult
practice, no matter how benign in appearance, should be avoided at all costs. The Catechism of the Catholic Church sums it
up well:
All forms of divination are to be rejected: recourse to Satan or demons, conjuring up the dead or other practices falsely
supposed to 'unveil' the future. Consulting horoscopes, astrology, palm reading, interpretation of omens and lots, the
phenomena of clairvoyance, and recourse to mediums all conceal a desire for power over time, history, and, in the last
analysis, other human beings, as well as a wish to conciliate hidden powers. They contradict the honor, respect and loving
fear that we owe to God alone (CCC 2116).
Dabbling in the occult is tantamount to infidelity. In Jeremiah 3:6-9 we read the following:
The LORD said to me in the days of King Josiah: See now what rebellious Israel has done! She has gone up every high
mountain, and under every green tree she has played the harlot. And I thought, after she has done all this she will return to
me. But she did not return. Then, even though her traitor sister Judah saw that for all the adulteries rebellious Israel had
committed, I put her away and gave her a bill of divorce, nevertheless her traitor sister Judah was not frightened; she too
went off and played the harlot. Eager to sin, she polluted the land, committing adultery with stone and wood.
In the end we have two choices. We can submit to a loving God or we can submit to the one who seeks our destruction.
Copyright © 2006 StayCatholic.com
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Our Debt to the Catholic Church
Attacks on the Catholic Church have never been in short supply. The Church’s critics have been maligning her and
predicting her demise for centuries. While those same critics fade off into history one by one, the Church continues on in
her mission, sometimes shaken but never defeated.
Whenever scandals arise in the Church gleeful detractors try to portray the aberration as the norm. Starting with Judas, the
Church has always had within its walls those who would betray Christ. However, to focus on such individuals while
ignoring those who take their faith seriously is dishonest. Any faith should be judged by the actions of those who practice
it, not by those who don’t.
To be sure, any scandal should be dealt with swiftly and decisively. Church leaders who fail in this regard betray the
Church and do tremendous harm to the cause of Christ. Once there is knowledge of wrongdoing, action must be taken
immediately. To do anything less makes one an accomplice.
When you consider all the facts, it is easy to see that the Catholic Church’s record is something to be admired. The
miracles performed by Jesus give credence to His message. In like manner the Church’s tremendous contributions to
Western Civilization give credence to its teachings.
Protestants would do well to note that God chose to give the Bible to mankind through the Catholic Church. After the fall
of Rome it was the Catholic Church that preserved literacy and education. The barbarians who ruled after Rome had no
interest in preserving education or any of the ancient literature. Monasteries produced thousands of books and preserved
many others. Schools were established in cathedrals. These cathedral schools would become the first universities complete
with degrees and accreditation. Many convents and monasteries established their own schools.
In answer to the Gospel’s call to care for the sick, the Church was the first to establish hospitals. Thomas E. Woods notes
that by the fourth century, most large cities had Church sponsored hospitals. Even monasteries served as providers of
medical care (How the Catholic Church Built Western Civilization page 176).
From the beginning of its existence the Catholic Church has led the way in charitable giving. This of course is the natural
result of Christ’s call to care for the less fortunate. In a column for the National Catholic Register Andrew McNair revealed
some pretty interesting statistics. He writes in part:
Every year, more than 9.5 million Americans in need turn to one of 1,400 charitable organizations run by
the Catholic Church.
The Church runs more than 600,000 soup kitchens and stocks more than 2 million food banks and pantries.
The Church provides temporary shelter for children and families, battered women, senior citizens and
others. At present, about 110,858 people depend on these shelters for help.
Catholic counselors and counseling agencies help close to 700,000 families, individuals and groups.…
Catholic housing services help around 67,000 homeless find and keep a permanent place to live. And
Catholic neighborhood-support services sponsor youth centers, summer camps, sports programs and senior
citizens centers; at present, nearly 300,000 people are enrolled in these services. Close to 80,000 girls and
women are being served by Catholic pregnancy services.
In the 12th century the Church began to develop its system of canon law. This would eventually provide the foundation for
Western Law. Prior to this, law in medieval Europe consisted of custom and some statutory law. Western Law was based on
rules of evidence and rational procedures. Later on in the 16th century, and in response to the mistreatment of natives in the
New World (North America), Fr. Francisco de Vitoria established the basis for international law. This reflected the biblical
teaching that all men are created equal (Galatians 3:28).
In Wisdom 11:20 we read: “But you [God] have disposed all things by measure and number and weight.” In Job 38:33 God
Himself says: “Do you know the ordinances of the heavens; can you put into effect their plan on the earth?” Anyone who
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studied the Scriptures couldn’t help but come to the conclusion that our God was a God of order. Now if God created the
universe to operate according to rational laws, it seemed only natural that those laws could be understood and harnessed.
Thus the study of science was born. Thomas E. Woods relates that “Roger Bacon, a Franciscan who taught at Oxford, was
admired for his work in mathematics and optics, and is considered to be the forerunner of modern scientific method” (page
94).
The Jesuits contributed heavily to the study of science. In “The Jesuits: Missions, Myths and Histories” Jonathan Wright
notes:
They had contributed to the development of pendulum clocks, pantographs, barometers, reflecting
telescopes and microscopes, to scientific fields as various as magnetism, optics and electricity. They
observed, in some cases before anyone else, the colored bands on Jupiter’s surface, the Andromeda nebula
and Saturn’s rings. They theorized about the circulation of the blood (independently of Harvey), the
theoretical possibility of flight, the way the moon affected the tides, and the wave-like nature of light.
The Jesuits were wise enough to record the results of their research into encyclopedias. Thus others were able to benefit from
their work. The Jesuits were responsible for spreading scientific knowledge to China, India, Lebanon, The Philippines,
Africa, South America, and Central America.
Fr. Nicholas Steno is credited with formulating most of the principles of modern geology. Catholic monks were the movers
and shakers in developing agriculture. The Benedictines made great strides in this area. They turned swamps into fertile land.
Through their efforts peasants learned about irrigation. Thomas E. Woods notes that “The monks were also the first to work
toward improving cattle breeds” (page 31).
The Church was instrumental in the development of Astronomy, Mathematics, Banking, Chemistry, Architecture,
Economics, Culture and Art. Pope Sylvester II is responsible for the Christian world throwing out Roman Numerals in favor
of the Hindu-Arabic numbers that we use today. He also invented the clock so that we would no longer have to rely on
sundials. Space does not permit me to list all of the contributions that the Church has made to Western Civilization. Suffice it
to say, the list, as Mr. Woods and others so ably illustrate, is quite long. It is important to note that the Church’s contributions
to Western Civilization were a direct result of its beliefs.
Despite being betrayed by some of its members, the Church has managed to accomplish what no other institution could. Even
the Church’s most devoted critics have to admit that they have benefited greatly from the efforts of those Catholics who have
chosen to live their faith.
Copyright © 2007 StayCatholic.com

66

Knowledge is not Enough!
On September 20, 2000, Pope John Paul II speaking to 40,000 people gathered for his general audience said: "Through the
Holy Spirit, Christians are brought into a personal relationship with God." Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, speaking to a group of
religion teachers and catechists at the Vatican was more explicit. He said: "Catechesis is not so much a matter of transmitting
knowledge as it is a question of leading people to a relationship with Jesus."
Christianity is much more than a collection of facts. The loving God who created us desires to be in a relationship with us.
When asked which was the greatest commandment, Jesus replied: "You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart,
and with all your soul, and with all your mind" (Matthew 22:37). Think about it! Do you really believe that you can love
anybody that much without knowing them?
In 2 Corinthians 11:2, Paul refers to the Church as "the Bride of Christ." Paul's marriage analogy is a good one, as it
illustrates the type of relationship that should exist between God and us. You can read a biography and learn everything that
there is to know about a person, and yet still not have a relationship with them. Likewise you can read and understand
Scripture and still not have a relationship with God. A true marriage is a covenant. A covenant involves a giving of oneself
to the other. Jesus gave Himself totally for us on the cross. We return that love by humbly submitting our lives to Him.
Some who recognize the need for a relationship with God feel that doctrine is a hindrance. They relegate the intellect to a
position of insignificance. Ultimately they are guided by their feelings. If they feel strongly about something they attribute it
to a prompting of the Holy Spirit. While the Holy Spirit certainly does guide us in a personal way, it is sound doctrine that
confirms that the guidance is from the Holy Spirit and not from those who would deceive and manipulate us. Paul rightly
warns Titus to "teach what befits sound doctrine" (Titus 2:1). When we attach more importance to our feelings than we do to
sound doctrine we can end up with a god of our own making, a god who is subject to our beliefs rather than a God who tells
us what we are to believe. In the final analysis we have two choices: we can accept God or we can reject God, but we can
never tell Him – how to be God.
In Psalm 42:1, David expresses his need for God: "As the deer pants for streams of water, so my soul pants for you, O God."
It is perfectly natural for those who are in relationship with God to long for Him. But where does such a longing come from?
Paul gives us the answer in Phillipians 4:13, where he says, "I can do all things in Him [Christ] who strengthens me." All that
we do that is right is accomplished by the grace of God working in us. We do nothing good on our own. Indeed Jesus tells
us as much in John 15:5: "I am the vine, you are the branches. He who abides in me, and I in him, he it is that bears much
fruit, for apart from me you can do nothing."
God’s grace is given to all who ask: "And I tell you, ask, and it will be given you, seek, and you will find, knock, and it will
be opened to you. For everyone who asks receives, and he who seeks finds, and to him who knocks it will be opened. What
father among you, if his son asks for a fish, will instead of a fish give him a serpent, or if he asks for an egg, will give him a
scorpion? If you then, who are evil, know how to give good gifts to your children, how much more will the Heavenly
Father give the Holy Spirit to those who ask Him!" (Luke 11:9-13).
Now it is true that we receive the gift of the Holy Spirit at Baptism. However, like any gift, it is useless if it remains in the
box. Many claim to embrace the Faith, but it seems to have little or no impact on their lives. Faith demands a response. We
must consciously cooperate with the grace received at Baptism for it to be of any value.
So how does one respond to God’s grace? Well, you can ask Jesus into your life with a simple prayer of commitment such as
the one below. Note that these words are not magical. If the sentiments expressed in the prayer do not exist in your heart,
nothing will happen. However, if you truly desire God you will find Him. And when you find Him, you will know "the
peace of God that surpasses all understanding" (Philippians 4:7).
Dearest Jesus: Thank you for loving me. I realize that I am a sinner. Please forgive me for all that I have
done wrong. I realize that I cannot live this life without you. Come into my life and help me to be the
person that you want me to be. Amen.
Copyright © 2001 StayCatholic.com
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Doctrinal Concordance of the Bible
The Church
Matthew 16:18 - Jesus established and protects His Church
Matthew 28:20 - Jesus promises to be with His Church always
John 16:13 - The Holy Spirit guides the Church into all truth
1 Timothy 3:15 - The Church (not the Bible) is the pillar and foundation of truth
Matthew 18:17-18 - If someone refuses to listen to the Church cast him out
Matthew 28:18-20 - The Churches authority is Jesus' authority
1 John 4:6 - Anyone who knows God listens to the Church
Luke 10:16 - He who rejects the Church rejects Christ
Matthew 16:19 - The Church has power to legislate
Acts 15:28 - Decisions of the Church are decisions of the Holy Spirit
Acts 15:6-29 - Apostles and elders settle disputes authoritatively through councils
Acts 16:4 - People are to observe the decisions of the Apostles and elders
Acts 1:15-26 - The Apostles choose successors (bishops)
Titus 1:5 - Bishops appoint presbyters (priests)
1 Peter 5:5 - Be subject to the elders
Hebrews 13:17 - "Obey your leaders and submit to them"
John 10:16 - The Church must be one
Ephesians 4:4-5 - There is one body, one Lord, one faith and one baptism
Romans 16:17-18 - Avoid those who create dissensions
1 Corinthians 1:10 - There must be no divisions among you
Philippians 2:2 - Be in full accord and of one mind
John 17:21 - Jesus prayed that we would be one
Apostolic Succession
Ephesians 2:19-20 - The Church is built upon the foundation of the Apostles and prophets
Ephesians 4:11 - That some should be apostles, prophets, evangelists, pastors and teachers
Acts 1:23-26 - Matthias is chosen to replace Judas
Acts 9:26-30 – Paul is approved by the Apostles
Acts 14:14 – Barnabas is also called an apostle
Titus 1:5 – Titus performs the duties of an apostle
1 Timothy 1:3-7 – Timothy is instructed to exercise the authority of an apostle
1 Timothy 3:1-7 - Qualifications for bishops (successors to the apostles)
1 Timothy 4:14 - The office of bishop was conferred upon Timothy by the laying on of hands
The Pope / Infallibility
John 1:42 - Simon is named Cephas (Peter) which means rock
1 Corinthians 1:12, 3:22, 9:5, 15:5, Galatians 2:9, 2:11, and 2:14 - Paul refers to Peter as Cephas
Matthew 16:18 - Jesus builds His Church on Peter the rock
Matthew 16:19 - Jesus gives Peter the keys of the kingdom, the power to loose and bind
John 21:15-17 - Jesus entrusts the care of His sheep to Peter
Luke 22:32 - Jesus tells Peter to strengthen his brethren
Acts 1:15-26 - Peter presided over the meeting that elected Matthias to replace Judas
Acts 2:14-42 - Peter preached the first public sermon (Pentecost)
Acts 3:6-8 - Peter performs the first miracle after Pentecost
Acts 5:1-11 - Peter inflicts the first punishment (Ananias and Saphira)
Acts 10:9-16 - It is revealed to Peter that Gentiles can be admitted into the Church
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Acts 10:44-48 - Peter baptizes the first Gentiles
Matthew 10:2-4, Mark 3:16-19, Luke 6:14-16, Acts 1:13 - Peter is always listed first
The Bible Alone?
* 2 Timothy 3:16-17 - Scripture is profitable for teaching, that the man of God may be complete
Acts 8:26-35 - But guidance is needed to interpret the Scriptures
1 Timothy 3:15 - The Church (not the Bible) is the pillar and foundation of truth
Acts 2:42 - Church followed apostolic teaching (no Bibles, printing press not invented yet)
2 Peter 1:20 - Scripture is not a matter of ones own interpretation
2 Peter 3:16 - The ignorant and unstable twist Scripture to their own destruction
Proverbs 3:5 - Do not rely on your own insight
Tradition
* Matthew 15:3, Mark 6:8, Mark 7:9, and Colossians 2:8 - Human traditions condemned
2 Thessalonians 2:15 - Believers commanded to hold fast to Sacred Tradition
2 Thessalonians 3:6 - Shun those not living according to Sacred Tradition
1 Corinthians 11:2 - Corinthians commended for maintaining the traditions handed down to them
Romans 16:17 - Avoid those who are in opposition to the doctrine which you have been taught
Justification
* Romans 1:17 - The just shall live by faith
Galatians 5:6 - "Faith working through love"
2 John 6 - Love is following His commandments
Romans 12:9-13 - "Let love be genuine, hold fast to what is good"
Acts 16:30-31 - Believe in the Lord Jesus and you will be saved
John 3:36 - Not obeying is not believing
Mark 10:17 - "What must I do to be saved?"
Mark10:19-21 - Obey the commandments
1 John 2:3-5 - "He who says, 'I know him' but disobeys His commandments is a liar"
Revelation 20:12, 2 Corinthians 5:10, Romans 2:2-8, 1 Peter 1:17 - We are judged by our deeds
Romans 2:13 - Doers of the law not hearers of the law will be justified
James 2:14-26 - "Faith without works is dead"
Matthew 25:31-46 - The saved are those who feed the poor and cloth the naked
John 14:6 - Jesus is the only way to salvation
Matthew 25:40 - Reject your neighbor and you reject Jesus
* Ephesians 2:8-9 - We are saved by grace not our works
Hebrews 4:15-16 - God gives us grace in time of need, we do nothing on our own
Romans 1:5 - Jesus provides the grace to bring about the obedience of faith
1 Corinthians 10:13 - No temptation is too great, grace provides a way out
1 Corinthians 12:3 - We cannot even say that Jesus is Lord with out grace
Phillipians 4:13 - We can do anything with Christ (works performed by grace are not our works)
Matthew 7:21 - [that's why] Only those who do the will of the Father will enter the kingdom
Have You Been Saved?
Ephesians 2:5-8, 2 Timothy 1:9, Titus 3:5-7 - I have been saved
Phillipians 2:12 - I am being saved
Matthew 10:22, Matthew 24:13, Titus 3:5-7, Phillipians 3:11-14 - I hope to be saved
1 Corinthians 9:25-27, Romans 11:22, Hebrews 10:26 - Salvation can be lost
2 John 8, Hebrews 6:4-8 - Salvation can be lost
Luke 24:46-47 - Repentance is necessary for salvation
Romans 2:4 - Even Christians need to repent to be forgiven
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Revelation 2:5 - Even Christians need to repent to be forgiven
Acts 26:20 - There should be evidence of your repentance
1 Corinthians 4:2-5 - Paul does not even claim to be saved
Regenerative Baptism
John 3:5 - You must be born of water and of Spirit to enter the kingdom
Acts 2:38 - Repent and be baptized for the forgiveness of your sins
Titus 3:5 - We are saved by the washing of regeneration
Acts 22:16 - "Be baptized and wash away your sins"
Romans 6:4 - "We were baptized into Christ's death that we might walk in newness of life"
1 Peter 3:21 - "Baptism now saves you"
Infant Baptism
Colossians 2:11-12 - Baptism replaces circumcision
Genesis 17:12 - Circumcision took place on the eighth day after birth
Mark 10:14 - Children can receive spiritual benefits
Luke 18:15 - "Now they were bringing even infants to Him"
Acts 16:15 - She was baptized with all her household (children?)
Acts 16:33 - He was baptized with all his family (children?)
1 Corinthians 1:16 - Paul baptized the household of Stephanus (children?)
Acts 2:39-39 - Be baptized, "the promise is to you and to your children"
Sunday Worship
Colossians 2:14-16 - Christians are not to be judged for not observing the Jewish Sabbath
Romans 6:14 - Christians are not bound by Jewish ceremonial law
Galatians 4:9-11 - Adherence to the Jewish days of observance is possible evidence of straying from the faith
Acts 20:7 - The disciples met on the first day of the week (Sunday) to break bread (celebrate the Eucharist)
1 Corinthians 16:2 - The Corinthians collected money for the Church on the first day of the week (Sunday)
The Mass
Malachi 1:11 - Foresees a pure sacrifice that takes place among the nations (Jews & Gentiles)
Matthew 26:26-28 - At the Last Supper Jesus broke the bread and gave it to His disciples
Acts 2:42 - The early church devoted itself to the Apostles teaching and the breaking of bread
Acts 2:46 - They attended temple (Liturgy of the Word) and broke bread (Liturgy of the Eucharist)
Real Presence of Christ in the Eucharist
Exodus 12:8, 46, Leviticus 6:17-19 - Under the Old Covenant the sacrificial lamb was eaten
1 Corinthians 5:7 - Jesus is the sacrificial lamb of the New Covenant
John 6:53 - Under the New Covenant the sacrificial lamb must also be eaten
John 6:35-71 - The Eucharist is promised
John 6:35, 48, 51 - Jesus says, "I am the Bread of Life"
John 6:51, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57 - Jesus says, "The bread which I give is my flesh"
John 6:66 - Jesus disciples took him literally and He didn't correct them
Isaiah 9:20 - To symbolically eat ones flesh meant to do harm
Isaiah 49:26 - To symbolically eat ones flesh meant to do harm
Micah 3:3 - To symbolically eat ones flesh meant to do harm
Matthew 26:26-28 - The Eucharist is instituted, "This is my body this is my blood"
1 Corinthians 10:16 - The bread and wine are a participation in the body and blood of Christ
1 Corinthians 11:23-26 - This is my body this is my blood
1 Corinthians 11:27-29 - Receiving unworthily is profaning the body and blood of the Lord
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Confession / Reconciliation
Mark 2:5 - Jesus forgives sins
John 20:21 - Jesus says: "As I have been sent so I send you"
2 Corinthians 5:18 - Christ gave us the ministry of reconciliation
John 20:23 - If you (the apostles and their successors) forgive the sins of any they are forgiven
John 20:23 - If you (the apostles and their successors) retain the sins of any they are retained
Romans 2:4 - "Do you not know that God's kindness is meant to lead you to repentance?"
Acts 3:19 - Repentance needed for forgiveness
Matthew 6:15 - Believers may not retain the sins of anyone
Purgatory
Numbers 20:12 - Moses and Aaron, though forgiven, are still punished
2 Samuel 12:13-14 - David, though forgiven, is still punished
1 John 5:16-17 - There is sin that is not deadly
Revelation 21:27 - Nothing unclean shall enter heaven
Hebrews 12:23 - All in heaven have been made perfect
Matthew 12:36 - "On judgment day men will account for every careless word they utter"
Matthew 18:23-35 - In the kingdom of heaven you will remain in prison until your debt is paid
1 Corinthians 3:11-15 - Fire will test each ones work. He will be saved but only as through fire
Luke 12:41-48 - There are different degrees of punishment after death
2 Maccabees 12:42-45 - He prayed for the dead that they might be freed from their sin
2 Timothy 1:16-18 - Paul prays for his dead friend Onesiphorus
Praying to Saints
* Deuteronomy 18:10-11 - Critics liken praying to saints to divination
1 Samuel 28:3-14 - Divination is conjuring information from the dead (not asking for their prayers)
* 1 Timothy 2:5 - "There is one Mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus"
Hebrews 9:15 - Specifically: "He [Jesus] is the mediator of a new covenant" (when someone prays for you they are not
mediating a new covenant)
1 Corinthians 12:13 - "We were all baptized into one body"
Romans 12:5 - We are one body and individually members of one another
Colossians 1:18 - Christ is the head of the body
Romans 8:35-39 - Death cannot separate us from Christ (or the rest of the body either)
1 Corinthians 12:26 - If one suffers all suffer
Galatians 6:2 - We are to bear one another's burdens
James 5:16 - We are to pray for one another
James 5:16 - The prayer of the righteous has great power
Luke 15:7 - Those in heaven (very righteous) care for us
Revelation 4:8 - Those in heaven pray constantly
Matthew 18:10 - The angels pray for us
Revelation 5:8 - The angels and saints present our prayers to God
Revelation 8:3-4 - The angels add their prayers to ours and present them to God
Tobit 12:12 - An angel presented Tobit and Sarah's prayer to God
2 Maccabees 15:11-14 - The deceased Onias and Jeremiah pray for Israel
Mary Ever-Virgin
* Matthew 1:25 - Joseph knew her not until she had born a son
Luke 1:80 - The word until in Greek does not imply that anything happened after the fact
Matthew 13:55 - "Are not His [Jesus] brethren James and Joseph and Simon and Judas?"
Matthew 27:56 - Mary the mother of James and Joseph is also John 19:25 - Mary the wife of Clopas (not Joseph)
Matthew 28:10 - Jesus said, "Tell my brethren to go to Galilee and there they will see me"
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Matthew 28:16 - "The eleven disciples went to Galilee" (Are they His siblings too?)
Mark 6:3 - Jesus is the son of Mary not a son of Mary
John 19:26-27 - Jesus entrusted the care of His mother to the apostle John as He had no siblings
The Immaculate Conception
Genesis 3:15 - Enmity between Satan and Mary (if she sinned there would be no enmity)
* Romans 3:23 - All have sinned (Paul is saying there is no advantage for Jew or Gentile)
Luke 1:28 - "Hail full of grace," in Greek indicates something that was completed in the past
* Luke 1:47 - "My spirit rejoices in God my savior" (Jesus saved Mary by preserving her from sin)
The Assumption
2 Kings 2:1-13 - Elijah is assumed into heaven
Hebrews 11:5 - Enoch is assumed into heaven
John 5:28-29 - All of the righteous will be assumed into heaven
The Mother of God
Luke 1:43 - Elizabeth calls her "The mother of my Lord" Jesus is Lord because He is God
Statues and Images
* Exodus 20:4-5 - "You shall not make a graven image…you shall not bow down and serve them"
Exodus 25:18 - "And you shall make two cherubim of gold (for the Ark of the Covenant)"
Exodus 26:1 - The curtains around the ark have cherubim on them
Exodus 26:31 - The linen veil had cherubim placed on it
Numbers 21:8-9 - The Lord tells Moses to make the bronze serpent (did He forget Exodus 20?)
1 Kings 6:23 - By God's design the temple had engraved cherubim
1 Kings 6:35 - Doors in the temple had Cherubim, flowers and palm trees carved on them
1 Kings 7:25-45 - By God's design the temple had bronze oxen and lions
Relics
2 Kings 13:20-21 - A dead man comes to life after touching the bones of Elisha
Matthew 9:20-22 - A woman is cured by touching Jesus' garment
Acts 19:11-12 - People were healed by handkerchiefs or aprons that touched Paul
Holy Medals and Scapulars
Numbers 15:37-40 - The Israelites wore reminders of God
The Trinity
Genesis 18:1-2 - "And the Lord appeared to him…he beheld three men"
Genesis 1:26-27 - God says: "Let us make man in our image…God made man in His image"
Matthew 28:19 - "Baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit"
2 Corinthians 13:14 - "The grace of Jesus, the love of God and the fellowship of the Holy Spirit"
Jesus is God
Isaiah 9:6 - Prophecy concerning Jesus: "He will be called…Mighty God"
John 1:1 - Jesus is the Word and the Word is God
John 8:58 - Jesus claims to be the great "I Am" (God, Exodus 3:14)
John 10:30-33 - Jesus said: "The Father and I are one"
John 10:38 - Jesus said: "I am in the Father and the Father is in me"
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John 14:9 - Jesus said: "He who has seen me has seen the Father"
John 20:28 - Jesus accepts Thomas calling Him "My Lord and my God"
Colossians 2:9 - "In Him [Jesus} dwells the fullness of deity"
Titus 2:13 - "Awaiting our great God and Savior Jesus Christ"
The Holy Spirit is God
Acts 5:3-4 - Lying to the Holy Spirit is lying to God
2 Corinthians 3:17-18 - "The Lord is the Spirit"
The Holy Spirit is a Person Not a Force
John 14:26 - The Holy Spirit will teach you all things
Acts 8:29 - "And the Spirit said to Philip"
Acts 13:2 - "The Holy Spirit said, 'Set apart for me Barnabas and Saul'"
Romans 8:27 - "The Spirit intercedes for the saints"
1 Corinthians 2:11 - "No one comprehends the thoughts of God except the Spirit"
1 Corinthians 12:11 - "The Spirit apportions to each one as He wills"
Ephesians 4:30 - "Do not grieve the Holy Spirit"
Confirmation
Acts 8:14-17 - Peter and John pray for baptized Samaritans to receive the Holy Spirit
Acts 19:5-6 - Paul lays hands on those already baptized and they receive the Holy Spirit
Holy Orders
Luke 22:17-19 - Jesus institutes the priesthood at the Last Supper
John 20:22 - The Apostles are given the authority to forgive sin
Titus 1:5 - Bishops appoint presbyters (priests)
Acts 6:2-6 - The first deacons are ordained
Acts 14:23 - Paul and Barnabas appoint elders for the churches at Derbe
Titus 1:5 - Titus, a bishop, is to appoint presbyters (priests) in every town
Celibacy
* 1 Timothy 4:1-3 - Forbidding marriage is a doctrine of demons
Ephesians 5:21-33 - Marriage is good, a symbol of Christ and His Church
Matthew 19:12 - Jesus praises celibacy
1 Corinthians 7:8 - The apostle Paul was celibate
1 Corinthians 7:32-35 Celibacy is recommended for those in ministry
Anointing of the Sick
Mark 6:13 - The Apostles anointed the sick with oil and healed them
James 5:14-15 - The presbyters (priests) pray over and anoint the sick with oil
Chastity
Mark 7:21-23 - Fornication is called evil
1 Corinthians 6:18 - Flee fornication, it is a sin against your body
1 Corinthians 6:19 - Your body is a temple of the Holy Spirit. You are not your own
1 Corinthians 6:20 - You were bought with a price. So glorify God in your body
1 Thessalonians 4:3 - Abstain from fornication, control your body in holiness not in lust
1 Corinthians 7:1 - It is well for a man not to touch a woman
1 Corinthians 7:2 - Because of the temptation to immorality each man should have his own wife
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1 Corinthians 7:2 - And each woman her own husband
Galatians 5:19-21 - Now the works of the flesh are plain: fornication, impurity...those who do such things shall not inherit the
kingdom of God
Ephesians 5:5 - No fornicator has any inheritance in the kingdom of Christ and of God
Revelation 22:15 - Outside are the dogs and sorcerers and fornicators and murderers …
Colossians 3:5-6 - Put to death therefore what is earthly in you: fornication, impurity...
Matrimony
Matthew 19:5 - A man leaves his father and mother to be joined to his wife
Matthew 19:6 - What God has joined together let no man put asunder
Ephesians 5:21-33 - Marriage is an image of the relationship between Christ and His Church
Artificial Birth Control
Genesis 1:28 - Adam and Eve told by God to be fruitful and multiply
Genesis 38:9-10 - Onan killed for spilling his seed on the ground
Deuteronomy 25:5-10 - Penalty for defying the Leverite law was not death
Galatians 5:20 - The word sorcery, pharmekeia in Greek, refers to abortifacient potions
Divorce and Remarriage
Malachi 2:14-16 - "For I hate divorce says the Lord"
Matthew 5:31-32 - "Whoever marries a divorced woman commits adultery"
Matthew 19:9 - Whoever divorces and marries another commits adultery
Mark 10:10-12 - Whoever divorces and marries another commits adultery
Luke 16:18 - Divorce and remarriage is adultery
Romans 7:2-3 - A woman is bound to her husband for life. If she lives with another it's adultery
1 Corinthians 7:10-11 - When divorce is necessary remain single or reconcile
Homosexuality
Genesis 2:18 - It is not good that man should be alone
Genesis 2:18 - I will make him a helper fit for him
Genesis 1:27 - Male and female He created them
Genesis 1:28 - He said to them: "Be fruitful and multiply"
Genesis 2:24 - Therefore a man leaves his father and mother and cleaves to his wife
Leviticus 18:22 - You shall not lie with a male as with a woman, it is an abomination
Romans 1:27 - Homosexuality called unnatural and shameless
1 Corinthians 6:9 - Practicing homosexuals will not go to heaven
Matthew 25:31-45 - Jesus is the one who will judge (that is not the job of believers)
Matthew 19:19 - You shall love your neighbor as yourself (homosexuals are your neighbors)
The Rapture
* 1 Thessalonians 4:17 - We shall be caught up together in the clouds to meet the Lord in the air
* Matthew 24:40 - Two men will be in the field; one is taken and one is left
Matthew 24:47 - One man is rewarded (salvation)
Matthew 24:51 - The other is punished (hell) (that leaves no one on earth)
1 Thessalonians 4:15 - Jesus is coming back once more (not twice for a rapture and judgment)
Acts 3:20-21 - Jesus must stay in heaven until that time
Acts 1:11 - When He returns He will be coming all the way down to the earth (not hover above it)
Matthew 25:31-45 - When He comes He will come to judge the living and the dead
Matthew 25:46 - Some go to eternal punishment, some to eternal life (no one left on earth)
* Denotes a verse that is used in opposition to Catholic teaching
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Introduction to the Early Church Fathers
The Early Church Fathers were the leaders and teachers of the early Church. They lived and wrote during the first eight
centuries of Church history. Some of their writings were composed to instruct and / or to encourage the faithful. Other
writings were composed to explain or defend the faith when it was attacked or questioned. The writings of the Early Fathers
are widely available and studied. They are accepted by Catholic and non-Catholic scholars alike. Thus they provide common
ground in establishing the beliefs and practices of the early Church.
The earliest of the fathers are known as the Apostolic Fathers. Their writings come to us from the first two centuries of
Church History. They were the immediate successors of the Apostles. Three of them were disciples of one or more of the
Apostles. Clement of Rome was a disciple of the apostles Peter and Paul. Ignatius of Antioch and Polycarp of Smyrna were
disciples of the Apostle John. Naturally we would expect that those who were taught directly by the Apostles would
themselves believe and teach correctly.
Protestantism is based on the allegation that the Catholic Church became corrupt shortly after 312 AD. That’s when the
emperor Constantine converted and made Christianity the state religion. It is alleged that pagan converts came into the
Church bringing with them many of their pagan beliefs and practices. According to Protestant historians the pagan practices
that were brought into the Church became the distinctive doctrines of Catholicism. Thus the Catholic Church was born and
true Christianity was lost until the Reformation. But history tells us a different story.
Shortly after the death of the apostle John, his disciple, Ignatius of Antioch, referred to the Church as the Catholic Church. In
his Letter to the Smyrnaeans he wrote: "Where the bishop is present, there is the Catholic Church" (8:2 [A.D. 107]).
In reading the Early Fathers we see a Church with bishops in authority over priests and deacons. We see a church that
baptized infants and believed in the Real Presence of Jesus in the Eucharist. We see a Church that believed in the primacy of
Rome, the intercession of the saints in heaven and the Immaculate Conception of Mary. Thus we are lead to the inescapable
conclusion that the early Church was the Catholic Church.
As you can see, the writings of the Early Fathers are especially helpful in refuting the Protestant claim that many Catholic
doctrines were invented in later years. Although they are wrong concerning the age of Catholic doctrines their reasoning is
sound. If a teaching appears after the apostolic age without evidence of previous support it must be false. Curiously enough
they abandon this line of reasoning when it comes to some of their own beliefs such as the doctrine of Scripture Alone (mid
1500’s), The Rapture (late 1800’s), the licitness of contraception (1930) and others.
Note that some doctrines existed in a primitive form during the early years. These doctrines would develop over time. One
example is the Doctrine of the Trinity. All of its elements were present at the beginning but it wasn’t clearly defined the way
it is today. It wasn’t until later that it was fully understood. This would not make it a late teaching as all of the information
was there from the beginning. Other doctrines were developed in this same way.
Also worthy of note is the fact that the Early Fathers occasionally disagreed on minor issues that were not yet settled by the
Church. This does not present us with a problem as we do not claim that the Fathers were infallible. While they were not
infallible they were unmistakably Catholic. They clearly illustrate the fact that the early Church had no resemblance to
Protestantism.
John Henry Newman, a convert to Catholicism, studied the Early Fathers and wrote: “The Christianity of history is not
Protestantism. If ever there were a safe truth it is this, and Protestantism has ever felt it so; to be deep in history is to cease to
be a Protestant” (An Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine).
Christianity was started by Christ 2000 years ago and it has existed for 2000 years. It didn’t go away for 1200 years and come
back. Indeed that would have rendered Jesus’ words impotent. In Matthew 16:18 as He was establishing His Church Jesus
gave us a guarantee. He said: “I will build my Church; and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it.” If the Protestant
hypothesis is correct, the gates of hell did some serious prevailing and Jesus Christ is a liar. But of course such is not the
case.
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The Early Church Fathers on
Creation Out of Nothing
The Early Church Fathers believed that God and not nature was the first cause of all things.
Hermas
Believe first of all that God is one, that he created all things and set them in order and brought out of nonexistence into
existence everything that is, and that he contains all things while he himself is uncontained (The Shepherd, 2:1:1 [A.D. 80]).
Aristides
Let us proceed, then, 0 king, to the elements themselves, so that we may demonstrate concerning them that they are not gods
but corruptible and changeable things, produced out of the nonexistent by him that is truly God, who is incorruptible and
unchangeable and invisible, but who sees all things and changes them and alters them as he wills (Apology 4 [A.D. 140]).
Theophilus of Antioch
Furthermore, inasmuch as God is uncreated, he is also unchangeable; so also, if matter were uncreated, it would be
unchangeable and equal to God. That which is created is alterable and changeable, while that which is uncreated is
unalterable and unchangeable. What great thing were it, if God made the world out of existing matter? Even a human artist,
when he obtains material from someone, makes of it whatever he pleases. But the power of God is made evident in this, that
he makes whatever he pleases out of what does not exist, and the giving of life and movement belongs to none other but to
God alone (To Autolycus 2:4 [A.D. 181]).
Irenaeus
Men indeed are not able to make something from nothing but only from existing material. God, however, is greater than men
first of all in this: that when nothing existed beforehand, he called into existence the very material for his creation (Against
Heresies 2:10:4 [A.D. 189]).
Tertullian
The object of our worship is the one God, who, by the word of his command, by the reason of his plan, and by the strength of
his power, has brought forth from nothing for the glory of his majesty this whole construction of elements, bodies, and
spirits; whence also the Greeks have bestowed upon the world the name Cosmos (Apology 17:1 [A.D. 197]).
There is, however, a rule of faith; and so that we may acknowledge at this point what it is we defend, it is this precisely that
we believe: There is only one God and none other besides him, the Creator of the world who brought forth all things out of
nothing through his Word, first of all sent forth" (The Demurrer Against the Heretics 13:1 [A.D. 200]).
Hippolytus
Then shall the righteous answer, astonished at the mighty and wondrous fact that he, whom the hosts of angels cannot look
upon openly, addresses them as friends, and shall cry out to him, "Lord, when saw we you hungry, and fed you? Master,
when saw we you thirsty, and gave you drink? You Terrible One, when saw we you naked, and clothed you? Immortal, when
saw we you a stranger, and took you in? You friend of man, when saw we you sick or in prison, and came to you? You are
the ever-living One. You are without beginning, like the Father, and co-eternal with the Spirit. You are he who made all
things out of nothing" (Discourse on the End of the World 43 [A.D. 217]).
Origen
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The specific points which are clearly handed down through the apostolic preaching are these: First, that there is one God who
created and arranged all things and who, when nothing existed, called all things into existence (The Fundamental Doctrines
10:4 [A.D. 225]).
Cyprian
[The mother of the seven Maccabean martyrs said:] '0 son, pity me that bore you [nine] months in the womb, and gave you
milk for three years, and nourished you and brought you up to this age; I pray you, 0 son, look upon the heaven and the earth;
and having considered all the things which are in them, understand that out of nothing God made these things and the human
race (Exhortation to Martyrdom 11 [A.D. 253]).
Methodius
In fact out of nothing, man is brought into being, [so] how much rather shall man spring again into being out of a previously
existing man? For it: is not so difficult to make anything anew after it has once existed and fallen into decay, as to produce
out of nothing that which has never existed" (Discourse on the Resurrection 1:14 [A.D.300]).
All things are placed under you [God] as their cause and author, as he who brought all things into being out of nothing, and
gave to what was unstable a firm coherence; as the connecting band and preserver of that which has been brought into being;
as the framer of things by nature different; as he who, with wise and steady hand, holds the helm of the universe: as the very
principle of all good order; as the unchallengeable bond of concord and peace (Oration on Simeon and Anna 6 [A.D. 305]).
Lactanius
Let no one inquire of what materials God made those so great and wonderful works, for he made all things out of nothing.
Without wood a carpenter will build nothing, because the wood itself he is not able to make. Not to be able is a quality of
weak humanity. But: God himself makes his own material, because he is able. To be able is a quality of God, and, were he
not able, neither would he be God. Man makes things out of what already exists, because he is... of limited and moderate
power. God makes things from what does not exist, because he is strong; because of his strength, his power is immeasurable,
having neither end nor limitation, like the life itself of the maker (Divine Institutes 2:8:8 [A.D. 307]).
The Apostolic Constitutions
For you [Father] are eternal knowledge, everlasting sight, unbegotten hearing, untaught wisdom, the first by nature, and the
measure of being, and beyond all number; who brought all things out of nothing into being by your only begotten Son, but
begot him before all ages by your will, your power, and your goodness, without any instrument, the only begotten Son, God
the Word (Apostolic Constitutions 8:2:12 [A.D. 400]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
The Church
The Early Church Fathers believed that the Catholic Church was the true Church, that it taught infallibly and that the clergy
was made up of three ranks; bishop, priest, and deacon
Ignatius of Antioch
Follow your bishop, every one of you, as obediently as Jesus Christ followed the Father. Obey your clergy too as you would
the apostles; give your deacons the same reverence that you would to a command of God. Make sure that no step affecting
the Church is ever taken by anyone without the bishop’s sanction. The sole Eucharist you should consider valid is one that is
celebrated by the bishop himself, or by some person authorized by him. Where the bishop is to be seen, there let all his
people be; just as, wherever Jesus Christ is present, there is the Catholic Church (Letter to the Smyrneans 8:2 [A.D. 110]).
In like manner let everyone respect the deacons as they would respect Jesus Christ, and just as they respect the bishop as a
type of the Father, and the presbyters as the council of God and college of the apostles. Without these, it cannot be called a
Church. I am confident that you accept this, for I have received the exemplar of your love and have it with me in the person
of your bishop. His very demeanor is a great lesson and his meekness is his strength. I believe that even the godless do
respect him (Letter to the Trallians 3:1-2 [A. D. 110]).
The Martyrdom of Polycarp
When finally he concluded his prayer, after remembering all who had at any time come his way – small folk and great folk,
distinguished and undistinguished, and the whole Catholic Church throughout the world – the time for departure came. So
they placed him on an ass, and brought him into the city on a great Sabbath (The Martyrdom of Polycarp 8 [A.D. 110]).
Irenaeus
The Catholic Church possesses one and the same faith throughout the whole world, as we have already said (Against
Heresies 1:10 [A.D. 189]).
Since therefore we have such proofs, it is not necessary to seek the truth among others which it is easy to obtain from the
Church; since the apostles, like a rich man [depositing his money] in a bank, lodged in her hands most copiously all things
pertaining to the truth: so that every man, whosoever will, can draw from her the water of life. For she is the entrance to life;
all others are thieves and robbers. On this account we are bound to avoid them, but to make choice of the things pertaining to
the Church with the utmost diligence, and to lay hold of the tradition of the truth. For how stands the case? Suppose there
should arise a dispute relative to some important question among us. Should we not have recourse to the most ancient
churches with which the apostles held constant intercourse, and learn from them what is certain and clear in regard to the
present question? For how should it be if the apostles themselves had not left us writings? Would it not be necessary [in that
case] to follow the course of the tradition which they handed down to those to whom they did commit the churches? (ibid.
3:4).
Tertullian
Where was Marcion then, that shipmaster of Pontus, the zealous student of Stoicism? Where was Valentinus then, the
disciple of Platonism? For it is evident that those men lived not so long ago – in the reign of Antoninus for the most part –
and that they at first were believers in the doctrine of the Catholic Church, in the church of Rome under the episcopate of the
blessed Eleutherus, until on account of their ever restless curiosity, with which they even infected the brethren, they were
more than once expelled (On the Prescription Against Heretics 22,30 [A.D.200])
Clement of Alexandria
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A multitude of other pieces of advice to particular persons is written in the holy books: some for presbyters, some for bishops
and deacons; and others for widows, of whom we shall have opportunity to speak elsewhere (The Instructor of Children
3:12:97:2 [pre-A.D. 202]).
Even here in the Church the gradations of bishops, presbyters, and deacons happen to be imitations, in my opinion, of the
angelic glory and of that arrangement which, the Scriptures say, awaits those who have followed in the footsteps of the
apostles and who have lived in complete righteousness according to the gospel (Stromateis 6:13:107:2 [post-A.D. 202]).
Hippolytus
When a deacon is to be ordained, he is chosen after the fashion of those things said above, the bishop alone in like manner
imposing his hands upon him as we have prescribed. In the ordaining of a deacon, this is the reason why the bishop alone is
to impose his hands upon him: He is not ordained to the priesthood, but to serve the bishop and to fulfill the bishop's
command. He has no part in the council of the clergy, but is to attend to his own duties and is to acquaint the bishop with
such matters as are needful. . . . On a presbyter [priest], however, let the presbyters impose their hands because of the
common and like Spirit of the clergy. Even so, the presbyter has only the power to receive [the Spirit], and not the power to
give [the Spirit]. That is why a presbyter does not ordain the clergy; for at the ordaining of a presbyter, he but seals while the
bishop ordains. (Apostolic Tradition 9 [ca. A.D. 215]).
Origen
Not fornication only, but even marriages make us unfit for ecclesiastical honors; for neither a bishop, nor a presbyter, nor a
deacon, nor a widow is able to be twice married (Homilies on Luke, 17 [ca. A.D. 235]).
Cyprian
The spouse of Christ cannot be defiled; she is uncorrupted and chaste. She knows one home . . . Does anyone believe that this
unity which comes from divine strength, which is closely connected with the divine sacraments, can be broken asunder in the
Church and be separated by the divisions of colliding wills? He who does not hold this unity, does not hold the law of God,
does not hold the faith of the Father and the Son, does not hold life and salvation (On the Unity of the Catholic Church 6
[A.D. 251]).
Peter speaks there, on whom the Church was to be built, teaching and showing in the name of the Church, that although a
rebellious and arrogant multitude of those who will not hear or obey may depart, yet the Church does not depart from Christ;
and they are the Church who are a people united to the priest, and the flock which adheres to its pastor. Whence you ought to
know that the bishop is in the Church, and the Church in the bishop; and if any one be not with the bishop, that he is not in
the Church, and that those flatter themselves in vain who creep in, not having peace with God’s priests, and think that they
communicate secretly with some; while the Church which is Catholic and one, is not cut nor divided, but is indeed connected
and bound together by the cement of priests who cohere with one another (Letters 66 [A.D. 253]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
The Primacy of Peter/Rome
The Early Church Fathers understood from the beginning that Peter and his successors held a place of primacy in the Church.
Clement of Rome
Accept our counsel and you will have nothing to regret. . . . If anyone disobeys the things which have been said by him
[Jesus] through us, let them know that they will involve themselves in no small danger. We, however, shall be innocent of
this sin and will pray with entreaty and supplication that the Creator of all may keep unharmed the number of his elect (Letter
to the Corinthians 58:2, 59:1[A.D. 95]).
Ignatius of Antioch
You [the See of Rome] have envied no one, but others have you taught. I desire only that what you have enjoined in your
instructions may remain in force (Epistle to the Romans 3:1 [A.D. 110]).
Irenaeus
But since it would be too long to enumerate in such a volume as this the succession of all the churches, we shall confound all
those who, in whatever manner, whether through self-satisfaction or vainglory, or through blindness and wicked opinion,
assemble other than where it is proper, by pointing out here the successions of the bishops of the greatest and most ancient
church known to all, founded and organized at Rome by the two most glorious apostles. Peter and Paul, that church which
has the tradition and the faith which comes down to us after having been announced to men by the apostles. With that church,
because of its superior origin, all the churches must agree, that is, all the faithful in the whole world, and it is in her that the
faithful everywhere have maintained the apostolic tradition (Against Heresies 3:3:2 [inter A.D. 180-190]).
Clement of Alexandria
[T]he blessed Peter, the chosen, the preeminent, the first among the disciples, for whom alone with himself the Savior paid
the tribute [Matt. 17:27], quickly grasped and understood their meaning. And what does he say? “Behold, we have left all and
have followed you” [Matt. 19:2 7, Mark 10:28] (Who is the Rich Man that is Saved? 21:3-5 [A.D. 200]).
Tertullian
[T]he Lord said to Peter, “On this rock I will build my Church, I have given you the keys of the kingdom of heaven [and]
whatever you shall have bound or loosed on earth will be bound or loosed in heaven” [Matt. 16:18-19]. ... Upon you, he says,
I will build my Church; and I will give to you the keys, not to the Church; and whatever you shall have bound or you shall
have loosed, not what they shall have bound or they shall have loosed (Modesty 21:9-10 [A.D. 220]).
Letter of Clement to James
Be it known to you, my lord, that Simon [Peter], who, for the sake of the true faith, and the most sure foundation of his
doctrine, was set apart to be the foundation of the Church, and for this end was by Jesus himself, with his truthful mouth,
named Peter, the first-fruits of our Lord, the first of the apostles; to whom first the Father revealed the Son; whom the Christ,
with good reason, blessed; the called, and elect (Letter of Clement to James 2 [A.D, 221]).
Cyprian
With a false bishop appointed for themselves by heretics, they dare even to set sail and carry letters from schismatics and
blasphemers to the Chair of Peter and to the principal church [at Rome], in which sacerdotal unity has its source" (Epistle to
Cornelius [Bishop of Rome] 59:14
[A.D. 252]).
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The Lord says to Peter: “I say to you,” he says, “that you are Peter, and upon this rock I will build my Church” . . . On him he
builds the Church, and to him he gives the command to feed the sheep John 21:17], and although he assigns a like power to
all the apostles, yet he founded a single chair [cathedra], and he established by his own authority a source and an intrinsic
reason for that unity. Indeed, the others were that also which Peter was [i.e., apostles], but a primacy is given to Peter,
whereby it is made clear that there is but one Church and one chair. So too, all [the apostles] are shepherds, and the flock is
shown to be one, fed by all the apostles in single-minded accord. If someone does not hold fast to this unity of Peter, can he
imagine that he still holds the faith? If he [should] desert the chair of Peter upon whom the Church was built, can he still be
confident that he is in the Church? (The Unity of the Catholic Church 4 [A.D. 251]).
Cyril of Jerusalem
In the power of the same Holy Spirit, Peter, both the chief of the apostles and the keeper of the keys of the kingdom of
heaven, in the name of Christ healed Aeneas the paralytic at Lydda, which is now called Diospolis [Acts 9 ;3 2-3 4]
(Catechetical Lectures 17;27 [A.D. 350]).
Optatus
In the city of Rome the Episcopal chair was given first to Peter, the chair in which Peter sat, the same who was head — that is
why he is also called Cephas — of all the apostles, the one chair in which unity is maintained by all. Neither do the apostles
proceed individually on their own, and anyone who would [presume to] set up another chair in opposition to that single chair
would, by that very fact, be a schismatic and a sinner. . . . Recall, then, the origins of your chair, those of you who wish to
claim for yourselves the title of holy Church" (The Schism of the Donatists 2:2 [circa A.D. 367]).
Ambrose of Milan
[Christ] made answer: “You are Peter, and upon this rock will I build my Church . . .” Could he not, then, strengthen the faith
of the man to whom, acting on his own authority, he gave the kingdom, whom he called the rock, thereby declaring him to be
the foundation of the Church [Matt. 16:18]? (The Faith 4:5 [A.D. 379]).
Augustine
Among these [apostles] Peter alone almost everywhere deserved to represent the whole Church. Because of that
representation of the Church, which only he bore, he deserved to hear “I will give to you the keys of the kingdom of heaven"
(Sermons 295:2 [A.D. 411]).
Who is ignorant that the first of the apostles is the most blessed Peter? (Commentary on John 56:1 [A.D. 416]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
Peter’s Presence in Rome
There are those who contend that Peter couldn’t have been the bishop of Rome because he was never in Rome. This of course
runs contrary to the testimony of the Early Fathers.
Dionysius of Corinth
You have also, by your very admonition, brought together the planting that was made by Peter and Paul at Rome and at
Corinth; for both of them alike planted in our Corinth and taught us; and both alike, teaching similarly in Italy, suffered
martyrdom at the same time (Letter to Soter of Rome [inter A.D. 166 -174] as recorded by Eusebius).
Irenaeus
Matthew also issued among the Hebrews a written Gospel in their own language, while Peter and Paul were evangelizing in
Rome and laying the foundation of the Church. After their departure, Mark, the disciple and interpreter of Peter, also handed
down to us in writing what had been preached by Peter (Against Heresies 3:1:1 [A.D. 189]).
But since it would be too long to enumerate in such a volume as this the successions of all the Churches, we shall confound
all those who, in whatever manner, whether through self-satisfaction or vainglory, or through blindness and wicked opinion,
assemble other than where it is proper, by pointing out here the successions of the bishops of the greatest and most ancient
Church known to all, founded and organized at Rome by the two most glorious Apostles, Peter and Paul, that Church which
has the tradition and the faith which comes down to us after having been announced to men by the Apostles. For with this
Church, because of its superior origin, all Churches must agree, that is, all the faithful in the whole world; and it is in her that
the faithful everywhere have maintained the Apostolic tradition (Against Heresies 3:3:2 [A.D. 189]).
Tertullian
Let us see what milk the Corinthians drained from Paul; against what standard the Galatians were measured for correction;
what the Philippians, Thessalonians, and Ephesians read; what even the nearby Romans sound forth, to whom both Peter and
Paul bequeathed the Gospel and even sealed it with their blood (Against Marcion 4:5:1 [inter A.D. 207-212]).
Eusebius
The Apostle Peter, after he has established the Church in Antioch, is sent to Rome, where he remains bishop of that city,
preaching the Gospel for twenty-five years (The Chronicle, Ad An. Dom. 42 [A.D. 303]).
When Peter preached the Word publicly at Rome, and declared the Gospel by the Spirit, many who were present requested
that Mark, who had been for a long time his follower and who remembered his sayings, should write down what had been
proclaimed. Having composed the Gospel, he gave it to those who had requested it (Ecclesiastical History 6:14:1 [A.D.
325]).
Peter of Alexandria
Peter, the first chosen of the Apostles, having been apprehended often and thrown into prison and treated with ignominy, at
last was crucified in Rome (Canonical Letter, canon 9 [A.D. 306]).
Lactantius
When Nero was already reigning Peter came to Rome, where, in virtue of the performance of certain miracles which he
worked by that power of God which had been given to him, he converted many to righteousness and established a firm and
steadfast temple to God. When this fact was reported to Nero, he noticed that not only at Rome but everywhere great
multitudes were daily abandoning the worship of idols, and, condemning their old ways, were going over to the new
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religion. Being that he was a detestable and pernicious tyrant, he sprang to the task of tearing down the heavenly temple and
of destroying righteousness. It was he that first persecuted the servants of God. Peter, he fixed to a cross; and Paul, he slew
(The Deaths of the Persecutors 2:5 [inter A.D. 316-320]).
Cyril of Jerusalem
[Simon Magus] so deceived the City of Rome that Claudius erected a statue of him, and wrote beneath it in the language of
the Romans Simoni Deo Sancto, which is translated To the Holy God Simon. While the error was extending itself Peter and
Paul arrived, a noble pair and the rulers of the Church; and they set the error aright… for Peter was there, he that carries
about the keys of heaven (Catechetical Lectures 6:14 [A.D. 350]).
Damasus
The first see, therefore, is that of Peter the Apostle, that of the Roman Church, which has neither stain nor blemish nor
anything like it. The second see, however, is that at Alexandria, consecrated in behalf of blessed Peter by Mark, his disciple
and an evangelist, who was sent to Egypt by the Apostle Peter, where he preached the word of truth and finished his glorious
martyrdom. The third honorable see, indeed, is that at Antioch, which belonged to the most blessed Apostle Peter, where first
he dwelt before he came to Rome, and where the name Christians was first applied, as to a new people (The Decree of
Damasus 3 [A.D. 382]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
Apostolic Succession
The Early Fathers believed that authentic teaching and authority came through apostolic succession.
Clement of Rome
Our Apostles knew through our Lord Jesus Christ that there would be strife for the office of bishop. For this reason,
therefore, having received perfect foreknowledge, they appointed those who have already been mentioned, and afterwards
added the further provision that, if they should die, other approved men should succeed to their ministry (Letter to the
Corinthians 44:1 [A.D. 95]).
Ignatius of Antioch
You must all follow the bishop as Jesus Christ follows the Father, and the presbytery as you would the Apostles. Reverence
the deacons as you would the command of God. Let no one do anything of concern to the Church without the bishop. Let
that be considered a valid Eucharist which is celebrated by the bishop, or by one whom he appoints. Wherever the bishop
appears, let the people be there; just as wherever Jesus Christ is, there is the Catholic Church (Letter to the Smyrnaens 8:1
[A.D. 110]).
Irenaeus
It is possible, then, for everyone in every Church, who may wish to know the truth, to contemplate the tradition of the
Apostles which has been made known throughout the whole world. And we are in a position to enumerate those who were
instituted bishops by the Apostles, and their successors to our own times: men who neither knew nor taught anything like
these heretics rave about. For if the Apostles had known hidden mysteries which they taught to the elite secretly and apart
from the rest, they would have handed them down especially to those very ones to whom they were committing the self-same
Churches. For surely they wished all those and their successors to be perfect and without reproach, to whom they handed on
their authority (Against Heresies 3:3:1 [A.D. 180-199]).
It is necessary to obey those who are the presbyters in the Church, those who, as we have shown, have succession from the
Apostles; those who have received, with the succession of the episcopate, the sure charism of truth according to the good
pleasure of the Father. But the rest, who have no part in the primitive succession and assemble wheresoever they will, must
be held in suspicion (ibid 4:26:2).
Tertullian
Moreover, if there be any [heresies] bold enough to plant themselves in the midst of the apostolic age, so that they might
seem to have been handed down by the Apostles because they were from the time of the Apostles, we can say to them: let
them show the origin of their Churches, let them unroll the order of their bishops, running down in succession from the
beginning, so that their first bishop shall have for author and predecessor some one of the Apostles or of the apostolic men
who continued steadfast with the Apostles. For this is the way in which the apostolic Churches transmit their lists: like the
Church of the Smyrnaeans, which records that Polycarp was placed there by John; like the Church of the Romans where
Clement was ordained by Peter. In just this same way the other Churches display those whom they have as sprouts from the
apostolic seed, having been established in the episcopate by the Apostles. Let the heretics invent something like it. After
their blasphemies, what could be unlawful for them? But even if they should contrive it, they will accomplish nothing; for
their doctrine itself, when compared with that of the Apostles, will show by its own diversity and contrariety that it has for its
author neither an Apostle nor an apostolic man. The Apostles would not have differed among themselves in teaching, nor
would an apostolic man have taught contrary to the Apostles, unless those who were taught by the Apostles then preached
otherwise.
Therefore, they will be challenged to meet this test even by those Churches which are of much later date – for they are being
established daily – and whose founder is not from among the Apostles nor from among the apostolic men; for those
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which agree in the same faith are reckoned as apostolic on account of the blood ties in their doctrine. Then let all heresies
prove how they regard themselves as apostolic, when they are challenged by our Churches to meet either test. But in fact they
are not apostolic, nor can they prove themselves to be what they are not. Neither are they received in peace and communion
by the Churches which are in any way apostolic, since on account of their diverse belief they are in no way apostolic (The
Demurrer Against the Heretics 32:1 [A.D. 200]).
Clement of Alexandria
After the death of the tyrant, the [Apostle John] came back again to Ephesus from the Island of Patmos; and, upon being
invited, he went even to the neighboring cities of the pagans, here to appoint bishops, there to set in order whole Churches,
and there to ordain to the clerical estate such as were designated by the Spirit (Who is the Rich Man that is Saved? 42:2 [inter
190-210 A.D.]).
Firmilion of Caesarea
But what is his error, and how great his blindness, who says that the remission of sins can be given in the synagogues of the
heretics, and who does not remain on the foundation of the one Church which was founded upon the rock by Christ can be
learned from this, which Christ said to Peter alone: "Whatever things you shall bind on earth shall be bound also in heaven;
and whatever you loose on earth, they shall be loosed in heaven;” and by this, again in the gospel, when Christ breathed
upon the Apostles alone, saying to them; "Receive the Holy Spirit: if you forgive any man his sins, they shall be forgiven;
and if you retain any mans sins, they shall be retained." Therefore, the power of forgiving sins was given to the Apostles and
to the Churches which these men, sent by Christ, established; and to the bishops who succeeded them by being ordained in
their place (Letter to Cyprian 75:16 [A.D. 255-256]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
Tradition
The Early Church Fathers recognized Oral Tradition (as taught by the Church) as being equally authoritative as written
Tradition (Scripture) because they both came from the same God through the same Church.
Papias
Whenever anyone came my way, who had been a follower of my seniors, I would ask for the accounts of our seniors: What
did Andrew or Peter say? Or Phillip or Thomas or James or John or Matthew, or any of the Lord’s disciples? I also asked:
What did Aristion and John the Presbyter, disciples of the Lord say. For, as I see it, it is not so much from books as from the
living and permanent voice that I must draw profit (The Sayings of the Lord [between A.D. 115 and 140] as recorded by
Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, 3:39 [A.D. 325]).
Irenaeus
For even creation reveals Him who formed it, and the very work made suggests Him who made it, and the world manifests
Him who ordered it. The Universal [Catholic] Church, moreover, through the whole world, has received this tradition from
the Apostles (Against Heresies 2:9 [A.D. 189]).
True knowledge is the doctrine of the Apostles, and the ancient constitution of the Church throughout all the world, and the
distinctive manifestation of the body of Christ according to the successions of the bishops, by which they have handed down
that Church which exists in every place, and has come even unto us, being guarded and preserved, without any forging of
Scriptures, by a very complete system of doctrine, and neither addition nor curtailment [in truths which she believes]; and [it
consists in] reading [the Word of God] without falsification, and a lawful and diligent exposition in harmony with the
Scriptures, both without danger and without blasphemy… (ibid. 4:33 [A.D. 189]).
Tertullian
For wherever both the true Christian rule and faith shall be shown to be, there will be the true Scriptures, and the true
expositions, of all the true Christian traditions (The Prescription of Heretics 19 [A.D. 200]).
Origen
Seeing there are many who think they hold the opinions of Christ, and yet some of these think differently from their
predecessors, yet as the teaching of the Church, transmitted in orderly succession from the Apostles, and remaining in the
churches to the present day, is still preserved, that alone is to be accepted as truth which differs in no respect from
ecclesiastical and apostolic tradition (On First Principles Bk. 1 Preface 2 [circa A.D. 225]).
Eusebius
While [Ignatius of Antioch] was making the journey through Asia under the strictest military guard, he strengthened the
diocese in each city where he stayed by spoken sermons and exhortations, and he especially exhorted them above all to be on
their guard against the heresies which then for the first time were prevalent and he urged them to hold fast to the tradition of
the Apostles to which he thought it necessary, for securities sake, to give form by written testimony (Ecclesiastical History,
3:36 [A.D. 325]).
Athanasius
Without prefixing Consulate, month, and day, [the Fathers] wrote concerning Easter, “It seemed good as follows,” for it did
then seem good that there should be a general compliance; but about the faith they wrote not, “It seemed good” but, “Thus
believes the Catholic Church”; and thereupon they confessed how they believed, in order to show that their own
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sentiments were not novel, but Apostolic; and what they wrote down was no discovery of theirs, but is the same as was taught
by the Apostles (Letter on the Councils of Ariminum and Seleucia [A.D. 359]).
Basil
Of the beliefs and practices whether generally accepted or publicly enjoined which are preserved in the Church some we
possess derived from written teaching; others we have received delivered to us “in mystery” by the tradition of the Apostles;
and both of these in relation to true religion have the same force. And these no one will contradict; - no one, at all events,
who is even moderately versed in the institutions of the Church. For were we to attempt to reject such customs as have no
written authority, on the ground that the importance they possess is small, we should unintentionally injure the Gospel in
these matters… (On the Holy Spirit 27 [A.D. 375]).
Jerome
Don’t you know that the laying on of hands after baptism and then the invocation of the Holy Spirit is a custom of the
Churches? Do you demand Scripture proof? You may find it in the Acts of the Apostles. And even if it did not rest on the
authority of Scripture the consensus of the whole world in this respect would have the force of a command. For many other
observances of the Churches, which are do to tradition, have acquired the authority of the written law (The Dialogue Against
the Luciferians 8 [A.D. 382]).
John Chrysostom
“So then brethren, stand fast, and hold the traditions which you were taught, whether by word, or by epistle of ours” (2
Thessalonians 2:15). Hence it is manifest, that they did not deliver all things by epistle, but many things also unwritten, and
in like manner both the one and the other are worthy of credit. Therefore let us think the tradition of the Church also worthy
of credit. It is a tradition, seek no farther (Homilies on Second Thessalonians [circa A.D. 400]).
Vincent of Lerins
I have often then inquired earnestly and attentively of very many men eminent for sanctity and learning, how and by what
sure and so to speak universal rule I may be able to distinguish the truth of Catholic faith from the falsehood of heretical
pravity; and I have always, and in almost every instance, received an answer to this effect: That whether I or any one else
should wish to detect the frauds and avoid the snares of heretics as they rise, and to continue sound and complete in the
Catholic faith, we must, the Lord helping, fortify our own belief n two ways: first, by the authority of the Divine Law, and
then, by the Tradition of the Catholic Church (Commonitory 2 [A.D. 434])
Theodoret
I have ever kept the faith of the Apostles undefiled… So have I learnt not only from the Apostles and the Prophets but also
from the interpreters of their writings, Ignatius, Eustathius, Athanasius, Basil, Gregory, John, and the rest of the lights of the
world; and before these from the holy Fathers in council at Nicaea, whose confession of the faith I preserve in its integrity,
like an ancestral inheritance [styling corrupt and enemies of the truth all who dare to transgress its decrees] (Letters no. 89
[circa A.D. 443]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
Justification
The Early Church Fathers believed we are justified by faith and works. The works in question are not accomplished by the
goodness of the individual, but by the grace of God.
Clement of Rome
Let us therefore join with those to whom grace is given by God. Let us clothe ourselves in concord, being humble and selfcontrolled, keeping ourselves far from all backbiting and slander, being justified by works and not by words. . . . Why was
our Father Abraham blessed? Was it not because of his deeds of justice and truth, wrought in faith? . . . So we, having been
called through his will in Christ Jesus, were not justified through ourselves or through our own wisdom or understanding or
piety or works which we wrought in holiness of heart, but through faith, whereby the almighty God justified all men. (Letter
to the Corinthians 30:3, 31:2, 32:34 [A.D. 110]).
Theophilus of Antioch
Give studious attention to the prophetic writings, and they will lead you on a clearer path to escape the eternal punishments
and to obtain the eternal good things of God. He who gave the mouth for speech and formed the ears for hearing and made
eyes for seeing will examine everything and will judge justly, granting recompense to each according to merit. To those who
seek immortality by the patient exercise of good works, he will give everlasting life, joy, peace, rest, and all good things,
which neither has eye seen nor ear heard, nor has it entered into the heart of man. For the unbelievers and for the
contemptuous, and for those who do not submit to the truth but assent to iniquity, when they have been involved in adulteries
and fornications and homosexuality and avarice and in lawless idolatries, there will be wrath and indignation, tribulation and
anguish, and in the end such men as these will be detained in everlasting fire (To Autolycas 1:14 [ca. A.D. 181]).
Clement of Alexandria
When we hear, 'Your faith has saved you,' we do not understand the Lord to say simply that they will be saved who have
believed in whatever manner, even if works have not followed. To begin with, it was to the Jews alone that he spoke this
phrase, who had lived in accord with the law and blamelessly and who had lacked only faith in the Lord (Stromateis or
Miscellanies 6:14:108:4 [post A.D. 202]).
Origen
Whoever dies in his sins, even if he profess to believe in Christ, does not truly believe in him; and even if that which exists
without works be called faith, such faith is dead in itself, as we read in the epistle bearing the name of James (Commentaries
on John 19:6 [A.D. 226-232]).
Cyprian
You, then, who are rich and wealthy, buy for yourself from Christ gold purified in fire, for with your filth, as if burned away
in the fire; you can be like pure gold, if you are cleansed by almsgiving and by works of justice. Buy yourself a white
garment so that, although you had been naked like Adam and were formerly frightful and deformed, you may be clothed in
the white garment of Christ. You who are a matron rich and wealthy, anoint not your eyes with the antimony of the devil, but
with the salve of Christ, so that you may at last come to see God, when you have merited before God both by your works and
by your manner of living (Works and Almsgiving 14 [A.D. 252]).
Aphracrtes
Great is the gift which he that is good has given to us. While not forcing us, and in spite of our sins he wants us to be
justified. While he is in no way aided by our good works, he heals us that we may be pleasing in his sight. When we do not
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wish to ask of him, he is angry with us. He calls out to all of us constantly; “Ask and receive, and when you seek, you shall
find” (Treatises 23:48 [A.D. 336-345]).
Gregory of Nyssa
Paul, joining righteousness to faith and weaving them together, constructs of them the breastplates for the infantryman,
armoring the soldier properly and safely on both sides. A soldier cannot be considered safely armored when either shield is
disjoined from the other. Faith without works of justice is not sufficient for salvation; neither is righteous living secure in
itself of salvation, if it is disjoined from faith (Homilies on Ecclesiastes 8 [ca. A.D. 335- 394]).
John Chrysostom
He that believes in the Son has everlasting life.” Is it enough, then, to believe in the Son,' someone will say, 'in order to have
everlasting life?' By no means! Listen to Christ declare this himself when he says, 'Not everyone who says to me, "Lord!
Lord!" shall enter into the kingdom of heaven'; and the blasphemy against the Spirit is alone sufficient to cast him into hell.
But why should I speak of a part of our teaching? For if a man believe rightly in the Father and in the Son and in the Holy
Spirit, but does not live rightly, his faith will avail him nothing toward salvation (Homilies on the Gospel of John 31:1[circa
A.D. 391]).
Jerome
But since in the Law no one is justified before God, it is evident that the just man lives by faith.' It should be noted that he
does not say that a man, a person, lives by faith, lest it be thought that he is condemning good works. Rather, he says the 'just'
man lives by faith. He implies thereby that whoever would be faithful and would conduct his life according to the faith can in
no other way arrive at the faith or live in it except first he be a just man of pure life, coming up to the faith by certain degrees
(Commentaries on Galatians 2:3:11 [A.D. 386]).
Augustine
“He was handed over for our offenses, and he rose again for our justification.” What does this mean, “for our justification?”
So that he might justify us, so that he might make us just. You will be a work of God, not only because you are a man, but
also because you are just. For it is better that you be just than that you are a man. If God made you a man, and you made
your-self just, something you were doing would be better than what God did. But God made you without any cooperation on
your part. You did not lend your consent so that God could make you. How could you have consented, when you did not
exist? But he who made you without your consent does not justify you without your consent. He made you without your
knowledge, but he does not justify you without your willing it (Sermons 169:13 [inter A.D. 391-430]).
But we know that God does not hear sinners: but if any man is a worshiper of God and does his will, that man God will hear.
He still speaks as one only anointed. For God does listen to sinners too. If God did not listen to sinners, it would have been all
in vain for the publican to cast down his eyes to the ground and strike his breast saying: “Lord, be merciful to me, a sinner.”
And that confession merited justification, just as the blind man merited enlightenment (Homilies on the Gospel of John 44:13
[A.D. 416]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
Baptism
The Early Church Fathers believed that being baptized was being born again. They baptized both adults and infants and they
used three methods; immersion, pouring and sprinkling.
The Didache
After the foregoing instructions, baptize in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, in living [running]
water. If you have no living water, then baptize in other water, and if you are not able in cold, then in warm. If you have
neither, pour water three times on the head, in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. Before baptism,
let the one baptizing and the one to be baptized fast, as also any others who are able. Command the one who is to be baptized
to fast beforehand for one or two days (Didache 7:1 [ca. A.D. 70]).
Justin Martyr
As many as are persuaded and believe that what we [Christians] teach and say is true, and undertake to be able to live
accordingly, and instructed to pray and to entreat God with fasting, for the remission of their sins that are past, we pray and
fast with them. Then they are brought by us where there is water and are regenerated in the same manner in which we were
ourselves regenerated. For, in the name of God, the Father... and of our Savior Jesus Christ, and of the Holy Spirit [Matt.
28:19], they then receive the washing with water. For Christ also said, “Unless you are born again, you shall not enter into the
kingdom of heaven” (First Apology 61 [A.D. 151]).
Irenaeus
He [Jesus] came to save all through himself – all, I say, who through him are reborn in God; infants, and children, and
youths, and old men. Therefore he passed through every age, becoming an infant for infants, sanctifying infants; a child for
children, sanctifying those who are of that age . . . [so that] he might be the perfect teacher in all things, perfect not only in
respect to the setting forth of truth, perfect also in respect to relative age (Against Heresies 2:22:4 [A.D. 189]).
Tertullian
[N]o one can attain salvation without baptism, especially in view of the declaration of the Lord, who says, “Unless a man
shall be born of water, he shall not have life" (On Baptism 12:1 [A.D. 203]).
When we are about to enter the water — no, just a little before — In the church and under the hand of the bishop, we
solemnly profess that we renounce the devil and his pomps and his angels. Thereupon we are immersed three times (The
Crown 3:2 [A.D. 211]).
Hippolytus
Where there is no scarcity of water the stream shall flow through the baptismal font or pour into it from above; but if water is
scarce, whether on a constant condition or on occasion, then use whatever water is available. Let them remove their clothing.
Baptize first the children, and if they can speak for themselves let them do so. Otherwise, let their parents or other relatives
speak for them (The Apostolic Tradition 21:16 [A.D.215]).
Recognitions of Clement
But you will perhaps say, 'What does the baptism of water contribute toward the worship of God?' In the first place, because
that which has pleased God is fulfilled. In the second place, because when you are regenerated and born again of water and of
God, the frailty of your former birth, which you have through men, is cut off, and so . . . you shall be able to attain salvation;
but otherwise it is impossible. For thus has the true prophet [Jesus] testified to us with an oath: 'Verily, I
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say to you, that unless a man is born again of water . . . he shall not enter into the kingdom of heaven" (Recognitions of
Clement 6:9 [A.D. 221]).
Origen
The Church received from the apostles the tradition of giving baptism even to infants. The apostles, to whom were committed
the secrets of divine sacraments, knew there is in everyone innate strains of [original] sin, which must be washed away
through water and the Spirit (Commentaries on Romans 5:9 [A.D. 248]).
Cornelius I
As [the heretic Novatian] seemed about to die, he received baptism in the bed where he lay, by pouring. . . . (Letter to Fabius
of Antioch 6:43 [A.D. 251]).
Cyprian
[l]t behooves those to be baptized . . . so that they are prepared, in the lawful and true and only baptism of the holy Church,
by divine regeneration, for the kingdom of God . . . because it is written “Except a man be born of water and of the Spirit, he
cannot enter into the kingdom of God" (Epistles 72 [73]: 21 [A.D. 252]).
As to what pertains to the case of infants: You [Fidus] said that they ought not to be baptized within the second or third day
after their birth, that the old law of circumcision must be taken into consideration, and that you did not think that one should
be baptized and sanctified within the eighth day after his birth. In our council it seemed to us far otherwise. No one agreed to
the course which you thought should be taken. Rather, we all judge that the mercy and grace of God ought to be denied to no
man born" (Letters 64:2 [A.D. 253]).
In the saving sacraments, when necessity compels and when God bestows his pardon, divine benefits are bestowed fully upon
believers, nor ought anyone be disturbed because the sick are poured upon or sprinkled when they receive the Lord's grace"
(Letter to a Certain Magnus 69(76):12 [A.D. 254]).
Ambrose
The Church was redeemed at the price of Christ's blood. Jew or Greek, it makes no difference; but if he has believed, he must
circumcise himself from his sins [in baptism (Col. 2:11-12)] so that he can be saved . . . for no one ascends into the kingdom
of heaven except through the sacrament of baptism.... “Unless a man be born again of water and the Holy Spirit, he cannot
enter the kingdom of God" (On Abraham 2:11:79-84 [A.D. 387]).
Augustine
It is this one Spirit who makes it possible for an infant to be regenerated . . . when that infant is brought to baptism; and it is
through this one Spirit that the infant so presented is reborn. For it is not written, “Unless a man be born again by the will of
his parents” or “by the faith of those presenting him or ministering to him,” but, “Unless a man be born again of water and
the Holy Spirit.” The water, therefore, manifesting exteriorly the sacrament of grace, and the Spirit effecting interiorly the
benefit of grace, both regenerate in one Christ that man who was generated in Adam (Letters 98:2 [A.D. 408]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
The Mass
The Early Church Fathers believed and taught that the Mass was a true sacrifice. It was not a new sacrifice but a participation
in the one sacrifice of Christ on the cross.
The Didache
Assemble on the Lord’s Day, and break bread and offer the Eucharist: but first make confession of your faults, so that your
sacrifice may be a pure one. Anyone who has a difference with his fellow is not to take part with you until he has been
reconciled, so as to avoid any profanation of your sacrifice [Matt. 5:23—24]. For this is the offering of which the Lord has
said, "Everywhere and always bring me a sacrifice that is undefiled, for I am a great king, says the Lord, and my name is
the wonder of nations" [Mal. 1:11, 14] (Didache 14 [A.D. 70]).
Clement 1
Our sin will not be small if we eject from the episcopate those who blamelessly and holily have offered its sacrifices.
Blessed are those presbyters who have already finished their course, and who have obtained a fruitful and perfect release
(Letter to the Corinthians 44:4-5 [A.D. 80]).
Ignatius of Antioch
Make certain, therefore, that you all observe one common Eucharist; for there is but one body of our Lord Jesus Christ, and
but one cup of union with his blood, and one single altar of sacrifice —even as there is also but one bishop, with his clergy
and my own fellow servitors, the deacons. This will ensure that all your doings are in full accord with the will of God (Letter
to the Philadelphians 4 [A.D. 110]).
Justin Martyr
God speaks by the mouth of Malachi, one of the twelve [minor prophets], as I said before, about the sacrifices at that time
presented by you: "I have no pleasure in you, says the Lord, and I will not accept your sacrifices at your hands; for from the
rising of the sun to the going down of the same, my name has been glorified among the Gentiles, and in every place incense
is offered to my name, and a pure offering, for my name is great among the Gentiles" [Mal. 1:10-11]. He then speaks of those
Gentiles, namely us [Christians] who in every place offer sacrifices to him, that is, the bread of the Eucharist and also the cup
of the Eucharist (Dialogue with Trypho 41 [A.D. 155]).
Irenaeus
He took from among creation that which is bread, and gave thanks, saying, "This is my body." The cup likewise, which is
from among the creation to which we belong, he confessed to be his blood. He taught the new sacrifice of the new covenant,
of which Malachi, one of the twelve [minor] prophets, had signified beforehand: "You do not do my will, says the Lord
Almighty, and I will no accept a sacrifice at your hands. For from the rising of the sun to its setting my name is glorified
among the Gentiles, and in every place incense is offered to my name, and a pure sacrifice; for great is my name among the
Gentiles, says the Lord Almighty" [Mal. 1:10-11]. By these words he makes it plain that the former people will cease to make
offerings to God but that in every place sacrifice will be offered to him, and indeed, a pure one, for his name is glorified
among the Gentiles (Against Heresies 4:17:5 [A.D. 189]).
Cyprian
If Christ Jesus, our Lord and God, is himself the high priest of God the Father; and if he offered himself as a sacrifice to the
Father; and if he commanded that this be done in commemoration of himself, then certainly the priest, who imitates that
which Christ did, truly functions in place of Christ (Letters 63:14 [A.D 253]).
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Serapion
Accept therewith our hallowing too, as we say, "Holy, holy, holy Lord Sabaoth, heaven and earth is full of your glory."
Heaven is full, and full is the earth, with your magnificent glory, Lord of virtues. Full also is this sacrifice, with your strength
and your communion; for to you we offer this living sacrifice, this unbloody oblation (Prayer of the Eucharistic Sacrifice
13:12-16 [A.D.350]).
Cyril
Then, having sanctified ourselves by these spiritual hymns, we beseech the merciful God to send forth his Holy Spirit upon
the gifts lying before him, that he may make the bread the body of Christ and the wine the blood of Christ, for whatsoever the
Holy Spirit has touched is surely sanctified and changed. Then, upon the completion of the spiritual sacrifice, the bloodless
worship, over that propitiatory victim we call upon God for the common peace of the churches, for the welfare of the world,
for kings, for soldiers and allies, for the sick, for the afflicted; and in summary, we all pray and offer this sacrifice for all who
are in need (Catechetical Lectures 23:7-8 [A.D. 350]).
Ambrose
We saw the prince of priests coming to us, we saw and heard him offering his blood for us. We follow, inasmuch as we are
able, being priests, and we offer the sacrifice on behalf of the people. Even if we are of but little merit, still, in the sacrifice,
we are honorable. Even if Christ is not now seen as the one who offers the sacrifice, nevertheless it is he himself that is
offered in sacrifice here on earth when the body of Christ is offered. Indeed, to offer himself he is made visible in us, he
whose word makes holy the sacrifice that is offered (Commentaries on twelve Psalms of David 38:25 [A.D. 389]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
The Real Presence
The Early Church Fathers believed that the Eucharist, while retaining the appearance of bread and wine, was the actual body
and blood of Jesus Christ.
Ignatius of Antioch
Take note of those who hold heterodox opinions on the grace of Jesus Christ which has come to us, and see how contrary
their opinions are to the mind of God. . . . They abstain from the Eucharist and from prayer because they do not confess that
the Eucharist is the flesh of our Savior Jesus Christ, flesh which suffered for our sins and which that Father, in his goodness,
raised up again. They who deny the gift of God are perishing in their disputes (Letter to the Smyrnaeans 6:2-7:1 [A.D. 110]).
. . . and are now ready to obey your bishop and clergy with undivided minds and to share in the one common breaking of
bread – the medicine of immortality, and the sovereign remedy by which we escape death and live in Jesus Christ for
evermore (Letter to the Ephesians 20 [A.D. 110]).
Justin Martyr
We call this food Eucharist, and no one else is permitted to partake of it, except one who believes our teaching to be true and
who has been washed in the washing which is for the remission of sins and for regeneration [i.e., has received baptism] and is
thereby living as Christ enjoined. For not as common bread nor common drink do we receive these, but since Jesus Christ our
Savior was made incarnate by the word of God and had both flesh and blood for our salvation, so too, as we have been
taught, the food which has been made into the Eucharist by the Eucharistic prayer set down by him, and by the change of
which our blood and flesh is nurtured, is both the flesh and the blood of that incarnated Jesus (First Apology 66 [A.D. 151]).
Irenaeus
He has declared the cup, a part of creation, to be his own blood) from which he causes our blood to flow; and the bread, a part
of creation, he has established as his own body, from which he gives increase unto our bodies. When, therefore, the mixed
cup [wine and water] and the baked bread receive the Word of God and become the Eucharist, the body of Christ, and from
these the substance of our flesh is increased and supported) how can they say that the flesh is not capable of receiving the gift
of God, which is eternal life —flesh which is nourished by the body and blood of the Lord and is in fact a member of him?
(Against Heresies 5:2 [A.D. 189]).
Clement of Alexandria
“Eat my flesh)” [Jesus] says, “and drink my blood.” The Lord supplies us with these intimate nutrients, he delivers over his
flesh and pours out his blood, and nothing is lacking for the growth of his children (The Instructor of Children 1:6:43:3 [A.D.
191]).
Hippolytus
"And she [Wisdom] has furnished her table” [Proverbs 9:1] . . . refers to his [Christ's] honored and undefiled body and blood,
which day by day are administered and offered sacrificially at the spiritual divine table, as a memorial of that first and evermemorable table of the spiritual divine supper [i.e., the Last Supper] (Fragment from Commentary on Proverbs [A.D. 217]).
Aphraahat
After having spoken thus [at the Last Supper], the Lord rose up from the place where he had made the Passover and had
given his body as food and his blood as drink, and he went with his disciples to the place where he was to be arrested. But he
ate of his own body and drank of his own blood, while he was pondering on the dead. With His own hands the Lord
presented his own body to be eaten, and before he was crucified he gave his blood as drink (Treatises 12:6 [A.D. 340]).
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Cyril of Jerusalem
The bread and the wine of the Eucharist before the holy invocation of the adorable Trinity were simple bread and wine, but
the invocation having been made, the bread becomes the body of Christ and the wine the blood of Christ (Catechetical
Lectures 19:7 [A.D. 350]).
Do not, therefore, regard the bread and wine as simply that, for they are, according to the Master's declaration, the body and
blood of Christ. Even though the senses suggest to you the other, let faith make you firm. Do not judge in this matter by taste,
but be fully assured by faith, not doubting that you have been deemed worthy of the body and blood of Christ. . . [Since you
are] fully convinced that the apparent bread is not bread, even though it is sensible to the taste, but the body of Christ, and
that the apparent wine is not wine, even though the taste would have it so. . . partake of that bread as something spiritual, and
put a cheerful face on your soul (ibid„ 22:6,9).
Theodore
When [Christ] gave the bread he did not say, “This is the symbol of my body” but, “This is my body.” In the same way when
he gave the cup of his blood he did not say. “This is the symbol of my blood,” but, “This is my blood,” for he wanted us to
look upon the [Eucharistic elements] after their reception of grace and the coming of the Holy Spirit not according to their
nature, but receive them as they are, the body and blood of our Lord. We ought . . . not regard [the elements] merely as bread
and cup) but as the body and blood of the Lord, into which they were transformed by the descent of the Holy Spirit
(Catechetical Homilies 5:1 [A.D. 405]).
Ambrose of Milan
Perhaps you may be saying, “I see something else; how can you assure me that I am receiving the body of Christ?” It but
remains for us to prove it. And how many are the examples we might use! . . . Christ is in that sacrament, because it is the
body of Christ (The Mysteries 9:50, 58 [A.D. 390]).
Augustine
I promised you [new Christians], who have now been baptized, a sermon in which I would explain the sacrament of the
Lord's table, which you now look upon and of which you last night were made participants. You ought to know that you have
received what you are going to receive, and what you ought to receive daily. That bread which you see on the altar having
been sanctified by the word of God is the body of Christ, That chalice, or rather, what is in that chalice, having been
sanctified by the word of God, is the blood of Christ (Sermons 227 [A.D. 411]).
What you see is the bread and the chalice, that is what your own eyes report to you. But what your faith obliges you to accept
is that the bread is the body of Christ and the chalice is the blood of Christ. This has been said very briefly, which may
perhaps be sufficient for faith, yet faith does not desire instruction (ibid. 272).
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The Early Church Fathers on
Confession/Reconciliation
The Early Church Fathers taught that Christ conferred His authority to forgive sins to His priests.
The Didache
Confess your sins in church, and do not go up to your prayer with an evil conscience. This is the way of life. . . , On the
Lord's Day gather together, break bread, and give thanks, after confessing your transgressions so that your sacrifice may be
pure (Didache 4:14,14:1 [A.D.70]).
The Letter of Barnabas
You shall judge righteously. You shall not make a schism, but you shall pacify those that contend by bringing them together.
You shall confess your sins. You shall not go to prayer with an evil conscience. This is the way of light (Letter of Barnabas
19 [A.D. 74]).
Ignatius of Antioch
For as many as are of God and of Jesus Christ are also with the bishop. And as many as shall, in the exercise of penance,
return into the unity of the Church, these, too, shall belong to God, that they may live according to Jesus Christ (Letter to the
Philadelphians 3 [A.D. 110]).
For where there is division and wrath, God does not dwell. To all them that repent, the Lord grants forgiveness, if they turn in
penitence to the unity of God, and to communion with the bishop (ibid. 8).
Irenaeus
[The Gnostic disciples of Marcus] have deluded many women. . . Their consciences have been branded as with a hot iron.
Some of these women make a public confession, but others are ashamed to do this, and in silence, as if withdrawing from
themselves the hope of life of God, they either apostatize entirely or hesitate between two courses (Against Heresies 1:22
[A.D. 189]).

Tertullian
[Regarding confession, some] flee from this work as being an exposure of themselves, or they put it off from day to day. I
presume they are more mindful of modesty than of salvation, like those who contract a disease in the more shameful parts of
the body and shun making themselves known to the physicians; and thus they perish along with their own bashfulness
(Repentance 10:1 [A.D. 203]).
The Church has the power of forgiving sins. This I acknowledge and adjudge (ibid. 21).
Hippolytus
[The bishop conducting the ordination of the new bishop shall pray:] God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. . . pour forth
now that power which comes from you, from your Royal Spirit, which you gave to your beloved Son, Jesus Christ, and
which he bestowed upon his holy apostles
. . . and grant this your servant, whom you have chosen for the episcopate, [the power] to feed your holy flock and to serve
without blame as your high priest, ministering night and day to propitiate unceasingly before your face and to offer to you
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the gifts of your holy Church, and by the Spirit of the high priesthood to have the authority to forgive sins, in accord with
your command (Apostolic Tradition 3 [A.D. 215]).
Origen
[A filial method of forgiveness], albeit hard and laborious [is] the remission of sins through penance, when the sinner . . .
does not shrink from declaring his sin to a priest of the Lord and from seeking medicine, after the manner of him who say, "I
said, to the Lord, I will accuse myself of my iniquity” (Homilies in Leviticus 2:4 [A.D. 248]).
Cyprian
The Apostle [Paul] likewise bears witness and says: "Whoever eats the bread or drinks the cup of the Lord unworthily will be
guilty of the body and blood of the Lord "[I Cor. 11:27]. But [the impenitent] spurn and despise all these warnings; before
their sins are expiated, before they have made a confession of their crime, before their conscience has been purged in the
ceremony and at: the hand of the priest . . . they do violence to his body and blood, and with their hands and mouth they sin
against the Lord more than when they denied him (The Lapsed 15:1-3 (A.D. 251]).
Of how much greater faith and salutary fear are they who . . . confess their sins to the priests of God in a straightforward
manner and in sorrow, making an open declaration of conscience. . . I beseech you, brethren; let everyone who has sinned
confess his sin while he is still in this world, while his confession is still admissible, while the satisfaction and remission
made through the priests are still pleasing before the Lord (ibid. 28).
Sinners may do penance For a set time, and according to the rules of discipline come to public confession, and by imposition
of the hand of the bishop and clergy receive the right of Communion. [But now some] with their time [of penance] still
unfulfilled . . . they are admitted to Communion, and their name is presented and while the penitence is not yet performed,
confession is not yet made, the hands of the bishop and clergy are not yet laid upon them, the Eucharist is given to them;
although it is written, "Whosoever shall eat the bread and drink the cup of the Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of the body
and blood of the Lord" [I Cor. 11:27] (Letters 9:2 [A.D. 253])
John Chrysostom
Priests have received a power which God has given neither to angels nor to archangels. It was said to them: "Whatsoever you
shall bind on earth shall be bound in heaven; and whatsoever you shall loose, shall be loosed." Temporal rulers have indeed
the power of binding: but they can only bind the body. Priests, in contrast, can bind with a bond which pertains to the soul
itself and transcends the very heavens. Did [God] not give them all the powers of heaven? "Whose sins you shall forgive," he
says, "they are forgiven them; whose sins you shall retain, they are retained." The Father has given all judgment to the Son.
And now I see the Son placing all this power in the hands of men [Matt. 10:40; John 20:21-23]. They are raised to this
dignity as if they were already gathered up to heaven (The Priesthood 3:5 [A.D. 387]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
Purgatory
The Early Church Fathers believed in purgatory and prayers for the dead.
Clement of Alexandria
The believer through discipline divests himself of his passions and passes to the mansion which is better than the former one,
passes to the greatest torment, taking with him the characteristic of repentance for the faults he may have committed after
baptism. He is tortured then still more, not yet attaining what he sees others have acquired. The greatest torments are assigned
to the believer, for God's righteousness is good, and His goodness righteous, and though these punishments cease in the
course of the expiation and purification of each one, "yet" etc. (Patres Groeci. IX, col. 332 [A.D. 150-215]).
Origen
If a man departs this life with lighter faults, he is condemned to fire which burns away the lighter materials, and prepares the
soul for the kingdom of God, where nothing defiled may enter. For if on the foundation of Christ you have built not only gold
and silver and precious stones (I Cor., 3); but also wood and hay and stubble, what do you expect when the soul shall be
separated from the body? Would you enter into heaven with your wood and hay and stubble and thus defile the kingdom of
God; or on account of these hindrances would you remain without and receive no reward for your gold and silver and
precious stones? Neither is this just. It remains then that you be committed to the fire which will burn the light materials; for
our God to those who can comprehend heavenly things is called a cleansing fire. But this fire consumes not the creature, but
what the creature has himself built, wood, and hay and stubble. It is manifest that the fire destroys the wood of our
transgressions and then returns to us the reward of our great works. (Patres Groeci. XIII, col. 445, 448 [A.D. 185-232]).
Abercius
The citizen of a prominent city, I erected this while I lived, that I might have a resting place for my body. Abercius is my
name, a disciple of the chaste shepherd who feeds his sheep on the mountains and in the fields, who has great eyes surveying
everywhere, who taught me the faithful writings of life. Standing by, I, Abercius, ordered this to be inscribed; truly I was in
my seventy-second year. May everyone who is in accord with this and who understands it pray for Abercius (Epitaph of
Abercius [A.D. 190]).
Tertullian
That allegory of the Lord [Matt. 5:25-26] . . . is extremely clear and simple in its meaning . . . [beware lest as] a transgressor
of your agreement, before God the judge . . . and lest this judge deliver you over to the angel who is to execute the sentence,
and he commit you to the prison of hell, out of which there will be no dismissal until the smallest even of your delinquencies
be paid off in the period before the resurrection. What can be a more fitting sense than this? What a truer interpretation? (The
Soul 35 [A.D. 210]).
The faithful widow prays for the soul of her husband, and begs for him in the interim repose, and participation in the first
resurrection, and offers prayers on the anniversary of his death (Monogamy 10 [A.D. 213]).
Cyprian
It is one thing to stand for pardon, another thing to attain to glory; it is one thing, when cast into prison, not to go out thence
until one has paid the uttermost farthing; another thing at once to receive the wages of faith and courage. It is one thing,
tortured by long suffering for sins, to be cleansed and long purged by fire; another to have purged all sins by suffering. It is
one thing, in fine, to be in suspense till the sentence of God at the Day of Judgment; another to be at once crowned by the
Lord (Letters 51[55]:20 [A.D. 253]).
Cyril of Jerusalem
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Then we make mention also of those who have already fallen asleep: first, the patriarchs, prophets, apostles, and martyrs, that
through their prayers and supplications God would receive our petition, next, we make mention also of the holy fathers and
bishops who have already fallen asleep, and, to put it simply, of all among us who have already fallen asleep. For we believe
that it will be of very great benefit to the souls of those for whom the petition is carried up, while this holy and most solemn
sacrifice is laid out (Catechetical Lectures 23:5:9 [A.D. 350]).
John Chrysostom
Let us help and commemorate them. If Job's sons were purified by their father's sacrifice [Job l:5), why would we doubt that
our offerings for the dead bring them some consolation? Let us not hesitate to help those who have died and to offer our
prayers for them (Homilies on First Corinthians 41:5 [A.D. 392]).
Not in vain was it decreed by the apostles that in the awesome mysteries remembrance should be made of the departed. They
knew that here there was much gain for them, much benefit. When the entire people stands with hands uplifted, a priestly
assembly, and that awesome sacrificial victim is laid out, how, when we are calling upon God, should we not succeed in their
defense? But this is done for those who have departed in the faith, while even the catechumens are not reckoned as worthy of
this consolation, but are deprived of every means of assistance except one. And what is that? We may give alms to the poor
on their behalf (Homilies on Philippians 3:9-10 [A.D. 402]).
Ambrose of Milan
Give perfect rest to thy servant Theodosius, that rest which thou hast prepared for thy saints… I have loved him, and
therefore will I follow him into the land of the living; nor will I leave him until by tears and prayers I shall lead him wither
his merits summon him, unto the holy mountain of the Lord (Funeral Sermon of Theodosius 36-37 [A.D. 395]).
Augustine
There is an ecclesiastical discipline, as the faithful know, when the names of the martyrs are read aloud in that place at the
altar of God, where prayer is not offered for them. Prayer, however, is offered for other dead who are remembered. It is
wrong to pray for a martyr, to whose prayers we ought ourselves be commended (Sermons 159:1 [A.D. 411]).
Temporal punishments are suffered by some in this life only, by some after death, by some both here and hereafter, but all of
them before that last and strictest judgment. But not all who suffer temporal punishments after death will come to eternal
punishments, which are to follow after that judgment (The City of God 21:13 [A.D. 419]).
That there should be some fire even after this life is not incredible, and it can be inquired into and either be discovered or left
hidden whether some of the faithful may be saved, some more slowly and some more quickly in the greater or lesser degree
in which they loved the good things that perish, through a certain purgatorial fire (Handbook on Faith, Hope, and Charity
l8:69 [A.D. 421]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
Intercession of the Saints
The Early Church Fathers believed that the saints in heaven could be asked to pray for those of us still on earth.
Origen
But not the high priest [Christ] alone prays for those who pray sincerely, but also the angels... as also the souls of the saints
who have already fallen asleep (On Prayer II [A.D. 233]).
Pectorius
Aschandius, my father, dearly beloved of my heart, with my sweet mother and my brethren, remember your Pectorius in the
peace of the Fish [Christ] (Epitaph [A.D. 250]).
Cyprian
Let us remember one another in concord and unanimity. Let us on both sides always pray for one another. Let us relieve
burdens and afflictions by mutual love, that if one of us, by the swiftness of divine condescension, shall go hence the first,
our love may continue in the presence of the Lord, and our prayers for our brethren and sisters not cease in the presence of
the Father's mercy (Letters 56[60]:5 [A.D. 252]).
Anonymous
Atticus, sleep in peace, secure in your safety, and pray anxiously for our sins (funerary inscription near St. Sabina's in Rome
[A.D. 300]).
Anonymous
Pray for your parents, Matronata Matrona. She lived one year, fifty-two days (ibid.).
Cyril of Jerusalem
Then [during the Eucharistic prayer] we make mention also of those who have already fallen asleep: first, the patriarchs,
prophets, apostles, and martyrs, that through their prayers and supplications God would receive our petition... (Catechetical
Lectures 23:9 [A.D. 350]).
Anonymous
Mother of God, [listen to] my petitions; do not disregard us in adversity, but rescue us from danger (Rylands Papyrus 3 [A.D.
350]).
Hilary of Poitiers
To those who would fain to stand, neither the guardianship of saints nor the defenses of angels are wanting (Commentary on
the Psalms 124:5:6 [A.D. 365]).
Ephraem of Syria
Remember me, you heirs of God, you brethren of Christ; supplicate the Savior earnestly for me, that I may be freed through
Christ from him that fights against me day by day (De Timore, Anim. in fin. [A.D. 370]).
Liturgy of St. Basil
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By the command of your only-begotten Son we communicate with the memory of your saints . . . by whose prayers and
supplications have mercy upon us all, and deliver us for the sake of your holy name (Liturgy of St. Basil [A.D. 373]).

Gregory Nazianzen
Yes, I am well assured that [my father's] intercession is of more avail now than was his instruction in former days, since he is
closer to God, now that he has shaken off his bodily fetters, and freed his mind from the clay that obscured it, and holds
conversation naked with the nakedness of the prime and purest mind . . . (Orations 18:4 [A.D. 374]).
May you [Cyprian] look down from above propitiously upon us, and guide our word and life; and shepherd this sacred flock .
. . gladden the Holy Trinity, before which you stand (Orations 17 [24] [A.D. 376]),
Gregory of Nyssa
Do you, [Ephraem] that art standing at the divine altar . . . bear us all in remembrance, petitioning for us the remission of sins,
and the fruition of an everlasting kingdom (Sermon on Ephraem the Syrian [A.D. 380]).
Ambrose of Milan
May Peter, who wept so efficaciously for himself, weep for us and turn towards us Christ's benign countenance (Hexameron
5:25:90 [A.D. 388]).
John Chrysostom
He that wears the purple . . . stands begging of the saints to be his patrons with God, and he that wears a diadem begs the
tent-maker [Paul] and the fisherman [Peter] as patrons, even though they be dead" (Homilies on 2 Corinthians 26 [A.D.
392]).
When you perceive that God is chastening you, fly not to his enemies . . . but to his friends, the martyrs, the saints, and those
who were pleasing to him, and who have great power [in God] (Orations 8:6 [A.D. 396]).
Augustine
A Christian people celebrate together in religious solemnity the memorials of the martyrs, both to encourage their being
imitated and so that it can share in their merits and be aided by their prayers (Against Faustus the Manichean [A.D. 400]).
Jerome
You say in your book that while we live we are able to pray for each other, but afterwards when we have died, the prayer of
no person for another can be heard . . . But if the apostles and martyrs while still in the body can pray for others, at a time
when they ought still be solicitous about themselves, how much more will they do so after their crowns, victories, and
triumphs? (Against Vigilantius 6 [A.D. 406]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
Mary’s Perpetual Virginity
The Early Church Fathers believed that Mary remained a virgin after she gave birth to Jesus.
Origen
The Book [the Protoevangelium] of James [records] that the brethren of Jesus were sons of Joseph by a former wife, whom
he married before Mary. Now those who say so wish to preserve the honor of Mary in virginity to the end, so that body of
hers which was appointed to minister to the Word . . . might not know intercourse with a man after the Holy Spirit came into
her and the power from on high overshadowed her. And I think it in harmony with reason that Jesus was the first fruit among
men of the purity which consists in [perpetual] chastity, and Mary was among women. For it were not pious to ascribe to any
other than to her the first fruit of virginity (Commentary on Matthew 2:17 [A.D. 248]).
Hilary of Poitiers
If they [the brethren of the Lord] had been Mary's sons and not those taken from Joseph's former marriage, she would never
have been given over in the moment of the passion [crucifixion] to the apostle John as his mother, the Lord saying to each,
"Woman, behold your son," and to John,
"Behold your mother" [John 19:26-27], as he bequeathed filial love to a disciple as a consolation to the one desolate
(Commentary on Matthew 1:4 [A.D. 354]).
Athanasius
Let those, therefore, who deny that the Son is by nature from the Father and proper to his essence deny also that He took true
human flesh from the ever-virgin Mary (Discourses against the Arians 2:70 [A.D. 360]).
Epiphanius
We believe in one God, the Father almighty, maker of all things, both visible and invisible; and in one Lord Jesus Christ, the
Son of God . . . who for us men and for our salvation came down and took flesh, that is, was born perfectly of the holy evervirgin Mary by the Holy Spirit (The Man Well-Anchored 120 [A.D. 374]).
Jerome
But as regards Victorinus, I assert what has already been proven from the gospel—that he [Victorinus] spoke of the brethren
of the Lord not as being sons of Mary but brethren in the sense I have explained, that is to say, brethren in point of kinship,
not by nature. (Against Helvidius: The Perpetual Virginity of Mary 19 [A.D. 383]).
Didymus the Blind
It helps us to understand the terms "firstborn" and "only begotten" when the Evangelist tells that Mary remained a virgin
"until she brought forth her firstborn son" [Matt. 1:25]; for neither did Mary, who is to be honored and praised above all
others, marry anyone else, nor did she ever become the mother of anyone else, but even after childbirth she remained always
and forever an immaculate virgin" (The Trinity 3:4 [A.D. 386]).
Ambrose of Milan
Imitate her [Mary], holy mothers, who in her only dearly beloved Son set forth so great an example of maternal virtue; for
neither have you sweeter children [than Jesus], nor did the virgin seek the consolation of being able to bear another son
(Letters 63:111 [A.D. 388])
Pope Siricius I
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You had good reason to be horrified at the thought that another birth might issue from the same virginal womb from which
Christ was born according to the Flesh. For the Lord Jesus would never have chosen to be born of a virgin if he had ever
judged that she would be so incontinent as to contaminate with the seed of human intercourse the birthplace of the Lord's
body, chat court of the eternal King (Letter to Bishop Anysius [A.D. 392]).
Augustine
In being born of a virgin who chose to remain a virgin even before she knew who was to be born other, Christ wanted to
approve virginity rather than to impose it. And he wanted virginity to be of free choice even in that woman in whom he took
upon himself the form of a slave (Holy Virginity 4:4 [A.D. 401]).
Leporius
We confess, therefore, that our Lord and God, Jesus Christ, the only Son of God, born of the Father before the ages, and in
times most recent, made man of the Holy Spirit and the ever-virgin Mary (Document of Amendment 3 [A.D. 426]).
Cyril of Alexandria
The Word himself, coming into the Blessed Virgin herself, assumed for himself his own temple from the substance of the
Virgin and came forth from her a man in all that could be externally discerned, while interiorly He was true God. Therefore
he kept his Mother a virgin even after her childbearing (Against Those Who Do Not Wish to Confess That the Holy Virgin is
the Mother of God 4 [A.D. 430]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
The Immaculate Conception
The Early Church Fathers believed that Mary was full of grace and thus sinless.
Justin Martyr
[Jesus] became man by the Virgin so that the course that was taken by disobedience in the beginning through the agency of
the serpent might be also the very course by which it would be put down. Eve, a virgin and undefiled, conceived the word of
the serpent and bore disobedience and death. But the Virgin Mary received faith and joy when the angel Gabriel announced
to her the glad tidings that the Spirit of the Lord would come upon her and the power of the Most High would overshadow
her, for which reason the Holy One being born of her is the Son of God. And she replied, "Be it done unto me according to
your word" (Luke 1:38) (Dialogue with Trypho 100 [A.D. 155]).
Irenaeus
Consequently, then, Mary the Virgin is found to be obedient, saying, "Behold, 0 Lord, your handmaid; be it done to me
according to your word." Eve . . . who was then still a virgin although she had Adam for a husband — for in paradise they
were both naked but were not ashamed; for, having been created only a short time, they had no understanding of the
procreation of children . . . having become disobedient [sin], was made the cause of death for herself and for the whole
human race; so also Mary, betrothed to a man but nevertheless still a virgin, being obedient [no sin], was made the cause of
salvation for herself and for the whole human race. . . . Thus, the knot of Eve's disobedience was loosed by the obedience of
Mary. What the virgin Eve had bound in unbelief, the Virgin Mary loosed through faith (Against Heresies 3:22:24 [A.D.
189]).
Origen
This Virgin Mother of the Only-begotten of God is called Mary, worthy of God, immaculate of the immaculate, one of the
one (Homily 1 [A.D. 244]).
Hippolytus
He [Jesus] was the ark formed of incorruptible wood. For by this is signified that His tabernacle [Mary] was exempt from
defilement and corruption (Orat. In Illud, Dominus pascit me, in Gallandi, Bibl. Patrum, II, 496 ante [A.D. 235]).
Ephraim the Syrian
You alone and your Mother are more beautiful than any others, for there is neither blemish in you nor any stains upon your
Mother. Who of my children can compare in beauty to these? (Nisibene Hymns 27:8 [A. D. 361]).
Ambrose of Milan
Come, then, and search out your sheep, not through your servants or hired men, but do it yourself. Lift me up bodily and in
the flesh, which is fallen in Adam. Lift me up not from Sarah but from Mary, a Virgin not only undefiled but a Virgin whom
grace had made inviolate, free of every stain of sin (Commentary on Psalm 118:22-30 [A.D. 387]).
Gregory Nazianzen
He was conceived by the virgin, who had been first purified by the Spirit in soul and body; for, as it was fitting that
childbearing should receive its share of honor, so it was necessary that virginity should receive even greater honor (Sermon
38 [d. A.D. 390]).
Augustine
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We must except the Holy Virgin Mary, concerning whom I wish to raise no question when it touches the subject of sins, out
of honor to the Lord; for from Him we know what abundance of grace for overcoming sin in every particular was conferred
upon her who had the merit to conceive and bear Him who undoubtedly had no sin (Nature and Grace 36:42 [A.D. 415]).
Theodotus of Ancrya
A virgin, innocent, spotless, free of all defect, untouched, unsullied, holy in soul and body, like a lily sprouting among thorns
(Homily 6:11[ante A.D. 446]).
Proclus of Constantinople
As He formed her without any stain of her own, so He proceeded from her contracting no stain (Homily 1[ante A.D. 446]).
Jacob of Sarug
[T]he very fact that God has elected her proves that none was ever holier than Mary, if any stain had disfigured her soul, if
any other virgin had been purer and holier, God would have selected her and rejected Mary[ante A.D. 521].
Romanos the Melodist
Then the tribes of Israel heard that Anna had conceived the immaculate one. So everyone took part in the rejoicing. Joachim
gave a banquet, and great was the merriment in the garden. He invited the priests and Levites to prayer; then he called Mary
into the center of the crowd, that she might be magnified (On the Birth of Mary 1 [d. ca A.D. 560]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
The Assumption
The doctrine of the Assumption was one that developed over time. It was not something new but rather the logical result of
what was already known (Mary’s Immaculate Conception).
Pseudo – Melito
If therefore it might come to pass by the power of your grace, it has appeared right to us your servants that, as you, having
overcome death, do reign in glory, so you should raise up the body of your Mother and take her with you, rejoicing, into
heaven. Then said the Savior [Jesus]: "Be it done according to your will" (The Passing of the Virgin 16:2-17 [A.D. 300]).
Timothy of Jerusalem
Therefore the Virgin is immortal to this day, seeing that he who had dwelt in her transported her to the regions of her
assumption (Homily on Simeon and Anna [A.D. 400]).
John the Theologian
The Lord said to his Mother, "Let your heart rejoice and be glad. For every favor and every gift has been given to you from
my Father in heaven and from me and from the Holy Spirit. Every soul that calls upon your name shall not be ashamed, but
shall find mercy and comfort and support and confidence, both in the world that now is and in that which is to come, in the
presence of my Father in the heavens". . . And from that time forth all knew that the spotless and precious body had been
transferred to paradise (The Dormition of Mary [A.D. 400]).
Gregory of Tours
[T]he Apostles took up her body on a bier and placed it in a tomb; and they guarded it, expecting the Lord to come. And
behold, again the Lord stood by them; and the holy body having been received, He commanded that it be taken in a cloud
into paradise: where now, rejoined to the soul, [Mary] rejoices with the Lord's chosen ones. . . (Eight Books of Miracles 1:4
[A.D. 575]).
Theoteknos of Livias
It was fitting ... that the most holy-body of Mary, God-bearing body, receptacle of God, divinised, incorruptible, illuminated
by divine grace and full glory ... should be entrusted to the earth for a little while and raised up to heaven in glory, with her
soul pleasing to God (Homily on the Assumption [ca. A.D. 600]).
Modestus of Jerusalem
As the most glorious Mother of Christ, our Savior and God and the giver of life and immortality, has been endowed with life
by him, she has received an eternal incorruptibility of the body together with him who has raised her up from the tomb and
has taken her up to himself in a way known only to him (Encomium in dormitionnem Sanctissimae Dominae nostrae
Deiparae semperque Virginis Mariae [ante A.D. 634]).
Germanus of Constantinople
You are she who, as it is written, appears in beauty, and your virginal body is all holy, all chaste, entirely the dwelling place
of God, so that it is henceforth completely exempt from dissolution into dust. Though still human, it is changed into the
heavenly life of incorruptibility, truly living and glorious, undamaged and sharing in perfect life (Sermon I [A.D. 683]).
John Damascene
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It was fitting that the she, who had kept her virginity intact in childbirth, should keep her own body free from all corruption
even after death. It was fitting that she, who had carried the Creator as a child at her breast, should dwell in the divine
tabernacles. It was fitting that the spouse, whom the Father had taken to himself, should live in the divine mansions. It was
fitting that she, who had seen her Son upon the cross and who had thereby received into her heart the sword of sorrow which
she had escaped when giving birth to him, should look upon him as he sits with the Father, It was fitting that God's Mother
should possess what belongs to her Son, and that she should be honored by every creature as the Mother and as the handmaid
of God (Dormition of Mary [A.D. 697])
Gregorian Sacramentary
Venerable to us, O Lord, is the festivity of this day on which the holy Mother of God suffered temporal death, but still could
not be kept down by the bonds of death, who has begotten Thy Son our Lord incarnate from herself (Gregorian
Sacramentary, Veneranda [ante A.D. 795]).
Copyright © 2004 StayCatholic.com

107

The Early Church Fathers on
The Mother of God
The Early Church Fathers had no problem referring to Mary as the Mother of God. They saw it as a natural consequence of
the Incarnation.
Irenaeus
The Virgin Mary, being obedient to his word, received from an angel the glad tidings that she would bear God (Against
Heresies, 5:19:1 [A.D. 189]).
Hippolytus
[T]o all generations they [the prophets] have pictured forth the grandest subjects for contemplation and for action. Thus, too,
they preached of the advent of God in the flesh to the world, his advent by the spotless and God-bearing (theotokos) Mary in
the way of birth and growth, and the manner of his life and conversation with men, and his manifestation by baptism, and the
new birth that was to be to all men, and the regeneration by the laver [of baptism] (Discourse on the End of the World 1 [A.D.
217]).
Gregory the Wonderworker
For Luke, in the inspired Gospel narratives, delivers a testimony not to Joseph only, but also to Mary, the Mother of God, and
gives this account with reference to the very family and house of David (Four Homilies 1 [A.D. 262]).
It is our duty to present to God, like sacrifices, all the festivals and hymnal celebrations; and first of all, [the feast of] the
Annunciation to the holy Mother of God, to wit, the salutation made to her by the angel, “Hail, full of grace!” (ibid., 2).
Peter of Alexandria
They came to the church of the most blessed Mother of God, and ever-virgin Mary, which, as we began to say, he had
constructed in the western quarter, in a suburb, for a cemetery of the martyrs (The Genuine Acts of Peter of Alexandria [A.D.
305]).
Methodius
Hail to you forever, you virgin Mother of God, our unceasing joy, for unto you do I again return. . . . Hail, you fount of the
Son’s love for man. . . . Wherefore, we pray you, the most excellent among women, who boast in the confidence of your
maternal honors, that you would unceasingly keep us in remembrance. O holy Mother of God, remember us, I say, who make
our boast in you, and who in august hymns celebrate your memory, which will ever live, and never fade away (Oration on
Simeon and Anna 7 [A.D. 305]).
Cyril of Jerusalem
The Father bears witness from heaven to his Son. The Holy Spirit bears witness, coming down bodily in the form of a dove.
The archangel Gabriel bears witness, bringing the good tidings to Mary. The Virgin Mother of God bears witness
(Catechetical Lectures 10:19 [A.D. 350]).
Ephraim the Syrian
Though still a virgin she carried a child in her womb, and the handmaid and work of his wisdom became the Mother of God
(Songs of Praise 1:20 [A.D. 351]).
Athanasius
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The Word begotten of the Father from on high, inexpressibly, inexplicably, incomprehensibly, and eternally, is he that is born
in time here below of the Virgin Mary, the Mother of God (The Incarnation of the Word of God 8 [A.D. 365]).
Epiphanius of Salamis
Being perfect at the side of the Father and incarnate among us, not in appearance but in truth, he [the Son] reshaped man to
perfection in himself from Mary the Mother of God through the Holy Spirit (The Man Well-Anchored 75 [A.D. 374]).
Ambrose of Milan
The first thing which kindles ardor in learning is the greatness of the teacher. What is greater than the Mother of God? What
more glorious than she whom Glory Itself chose? (The Virgins 2:2[7] [A.D. 377]).
Gregory of Nazianz
If anyone does not agree that holy Mary is Mother of God, he is at odds with the Godhead (Letter to Cledonius the Priest 101
[A.D. 382]).
Jerome
As to how a virgin became the Mother of God, he [Rufinus] has full knowledge; as to how he himself was born, he knows
nothing (Against Rufinus 2:10 [A.D. 401]).
Theodore of Mopsuestia
When, therefore, they ask, ‘Is Mary mother of man or Mother of God?’ we answer, ‘Both!’ The one by the very nature of
what was done and the other by relation (The Incarnation 15 [A.D. 405]).
Cyril of Alexandria
I have been amazed that some are utterly in doubt as to whether or not the holy Virgin is able to be called the Mother of God.
For if our Lord Jesus Christ is God, how should the holy Virgin who bore him not be the Mother of God? (Letter to the
Monks of Egypt 1 [A.D. 427]).
John Cassian
You cannot then help admitting that the grace comes from God. It is God, then, who has given it. But it has been given by our
Lord Jesus Christ. Therefore the Lord Jesus Christ is God. But if he is God, as he certainly is, then she who bore God is the
Mother of God (On the Incarnation of Christ Against Nestorius 2:2 [A.D. 429]).
Council of Ephesus
We confess, then, our Lord Jesus Christ, the only begotten Son of God, perfect God and perfect man, of a rational soul and a
body, begotten before all ages from the Father in his Godhead, the same in the last days, for us and for our salvation, born of
Mary the Virgin according to his humanity, one and the same consubstantial with the Father in Godhead and consubstantial
with us in humanity, for a union of two natures took place. Therefore we confess one Christ, one Son, one Lord. According to
this understanding of the unconfused union, we confess the holy Virgin to be the Mother of God because God the Word took
flesh and became man and from his very conception united to himself the temple he took from her (Formula of Union [A.D.
431]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
Contraception
The Early Church Fathers were undivided in their condemnation of artificial birth control. In fact, all Christian churches were
in agreement on this until 1930.
Letter of Barnabas
Moreover, he [Moses] has rightly detested the weasel [Lev. 11:29]. For he means, “Thou shalt not be like to those whom we
hear of as committing wickedness with the mouth with the body through uncleanness [orally consummated sex]; nor shalt
thou be joined to those impure women who commit iniquity with the mouth with the body through uncleanness” (Letter of
Barnabas 10:8 [A.D. 74]).
Clement of Alexandria
Because of its divine institution for the propagation of man, the seed is not to be vainly ejaculated, nor is it to be damaged,
nor is it to be wasted (The Instructor of Children 2:10:91:2 [A.D. 191]).
To have coitus other than to procreate children is to do injury to nature (ibid. 2:10:95:3).
Hippolytus
[Christian women with male concubines], on account of their prominent ancestry and great property, the so-called faithful
want no children from slaves or lowborn commoners, they use drugs of sterility [oral contraceptives] or bind themselves
tightly in order to expel a fetus which has already been engendered [abortion] (Refutation of All Heresies 9:7 [A.D. 225]).
Lactantius
[Some] complain of the scantiness of their means, and allege that they have not enough for bringing up more children, as
though, in truth, their means were in [their] power . . . or God did not daily make the rich poor and the poor rich. Wherefore,
if any one on any account of poverty shall be unable to bring up children, it is better to abstain from relations with his wife
(Divine Institutes 6:20 [A.D. 307]).
God gave us eyes not to see and desire pleasure, but to see acts to be performed for the needs of life; so too, the genital
['generating'] part of the body, as the name itself teaches, has been received by us for no other purpose than the generation of
offspring (ibid. 6:23:18).
Epiphanius
They [certain Egyptian heretics] exercise genital acts, yet prevent the conceiving of children. Not in order to produce
offspring, but to satisfy lust, are they eager for corruption (Medicine Chest Against Heresies 26:5:2 [A.D. 375]).
John Chrysostom
[l]n truth, all men know that they who are under the power of this disease [the sin of covetousness] are wearied even of their
father's old age [wishing him to die so they can inherit]; and that which is sweet) and universally desirable, the having of
children, they esteem grievous and unwelcome. Many at least with this view have even paid money to be childless, and have
mutilated nature, not only killing the newborn, but even acting to prevent their beginning to live [sterilization] (Homilies on
Matthew 28:5 [A.D. 391]).
Why do you sow where the field is eager to destroy the fruit, where there are medicines of sterility [oral contraceptives],
where there is murder before birth?. . . Indeed, it is something worse than murder, and I do not know what to call it; for
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she does not kill what is formed but prevents its formation. What then? Do you condemn the gift of God and Fight with his
[natural] laws? (Homilies on Romans 24 [A.D. 391]).
Jerome
But I wonder why he [the heretic Jovinianus] set Judah and Tamar before us for an example, unless perchance even harlots
give him pleasure; or Onan, who was slain because he grudged his brother seed. Does he imagine that we approve of any
sexual intercourse except for the procreation of children? (Against Jovinian 1:19 [A.D. 393]).
You may see a number of women who are widows before they are wives. Others, indeed, will drink sterility [oral
contraceptives] and murder a man not yet born, [and some commit abortion] (Letters 22:13 [A.D. 396]).
Augustine
This proves that you [Manicheans] approve of having a wife, not for the procreation of children, but for the gratification of
passion. In marriage, as the marriage law declares, the man and woman come together for the procreation of children.
Therefore, whoever makes the procreation of children a greater sin than copulation, forbids marriage and makes the woman
not a wife but a mistress, who for some gifts presented to her, is joined to the man to gratify his passion (The Morals of the
Manichees 18:65 [A.D. 388]).
You [Manicheans] make your auditors adulterers of their wives when they take care lest the women with whom they copulate
conceive. They take wives according to the laws of matrimony by tablets announcing that the marriage is contracted to
procreate children; and then, fearing because of your [religious] law [against childbearing] . . . they copulate in a shameful
union only to satisfy lust for their wives. They are unwilling to have children, on whose account alone marriages are made.
How is it, then, that you are not those prohibiting marriage, as the apostle predicted of you so long ago [I Tim. 4:1-4], when
you try to take from marriage what marriage is? When this is taken away, husbands are shameful lovers, wives are harlots,
bridal chambers are brothels, fathers-in-law are pimps (Against Faustus 15:7 [A.D. 400]).
For thus the eternal law, that is, the will of God creator of all creatures, taking counsel for the conservation of natural order,
not to serve lust, but to see to the preservation of the race, permits the delight of mortal flesh to be released from the control
of reason in copulation only to propagate progeny (ibid. 22:30).
Caesarius
Who is he who cannot warn that no woman may take a potion [an oral contraceptive or an abortifacient] so that she is unable
to conceive or condemns in herself the nature which God willed to be fecund? As often as she could have conceived or given
birth, of that many homicides she will be held guilty, and, unless she undergoes suitable penance, she will be damned by
eternal death in hell. If a women does not wish to have children, let her enter into a religious agreement with her husband; for
chastity is the sole sterility of a Christian woman (Sermons
1:12 [A.D. 522]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
Divorce and Remarriage
The Early Church Fathers taught that a legitimate marriage lasted to death. And if separation became necessary a person was
to remain single as long as the former spouse was alive.
Hermas
What then shall the husband do, if the wife continue in this disposition [adultery]? Let him divorce her, and let the husband
remain single. But if he divorces his wife and marries another, he too commits adultery (Shepherd 4:1:6 [A.D. 80]).
Justin Martyr
In regard to chastity, [Jesus] has this to say: If anyone look with lust at a woman, he has already before God committed
adultery in his heart. “And, whoever marries a woman who has been divorced from another husband, commits adultery.”
According to our Teacher, just as they are sinners who contract a second marriage, even though it be in accord with human
law, so also are they sinners who look with lustful desire at a woman. He repudiates not only one who actually commits
adultery, but even one who wishes to do so; for not only our actions are manifest to God, but even our thoughts (First
Apology 15 [A.D. 151]).
Clement of Alexandria
That Scripture counsels marriage, however, and never allows any release from the union is expressly contained in the law:
“You shall not divorce a wife, except for reason of immorality.”
And it regards as adultery the marriage of a spouse, while the one from whom a separation was made is still alive. “Whoever
takes a divorced woman as wife commits adultery,” it says: “for if anyone divorces his wife, he debauches her”; that is, he
compels her to commit adultery. And not only does he that divorces her become the cause of this, but also he that takes the
woman and gives her the opportunity of sinning; for if he did not take her, she would return to her husband (Miscellanies
2:23:145:3 [A.D. 208]).
Origen
Just as a woman is an adulteress, even though she seems to be married to a man, while a former husband yet lives, so also the
man who seems to marry her [and] who has been divorced does not marry her, but, according to the declaration of our Savior,
he commits adultery with her (Commentaries on Matthew 14:24 [A.D. 248]).
Council of Elvira
Likewise, a woman of the faith [i.e., a baptized person] who has left an adulterous husband of the faith and marries another,
her marrying in this manner is prohibited. If she has so married, she may not at any more receive communion — unless he
that she has left has since departed from this world (canon 9 [A.D. 324]).
If she whom a catechumen [an unbaptized person studying the faith] has left shall have married a husband, she is able to be
admitted to the fountain of baptism. This shall also be observed in the instance where it is the woman who is the catechumen.
But if a woman of the faithful is taken in marriage by a man who left an innocent wife, and if she knew that he had a wife
whom he had left without cause, it is determined that Communion is not to be given to her even at death (canon 10).
Ambrose of Milan
No one is permitted to know a woman other than his wife. The marital right is given you for this reason: lest you fall into the
snare and sin with a strange woman. “If you are bound to a wife, do not seek a divorce”; for you are not permitted, while your
wife lives, to marry another (Abraham 1:7:59 [A.D. 387]).
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You dismiss your wife, therefore, as if by right and without being charged with wrong doing and you suppose it is proper for
you to do so because no human law forbids it; but divine law forbids it. Anyone who obeys men ought to stand in awe of
God. Hear the law of the Lord, which even they who propose our laws must obey: “What God has joined together let no man
put asunder" (Commentary on Luke 8:5 [A.D. 389]).
Jerome
Wherever there is fornication and a suspicion of fornication a wife is freely dismissed. Because it is always possible that
someone may calumniate the innocent and, for the sake of a second joining in marriage, act in criminal fashion against the
first, it is commanded that when the first wife is dismissed a second may not be taken while the first lives (Commentaries on
Matthew 3:19:9 [A.D. 398]).
Pope Innocent I
[T]he practice is observed by all of regarding as an adulteress a woman who marries a second time while her husband yet
lives, and permission to do penance is not granted her until one of them is dead (Letters 2:13:15 [A.D. 408]).
Augustine
Neither can it rightly be held that a husband who dismisses his wife because of fornication and marries another does not
commit adultery. For there is also adultery on the part of those who, after the repudiation of their former wives because of
fornication, marry others. This adultery, nevertheless, is certainly less serious than that of men who dismiss their wives for
reasons other than fornication and take other wives. Therefore, when we say; "Whoever marries a woman dismissed by her
husband for reason other than fornication commits adultery,” undoubtedly we speak the truth. But we do not thereby acquit
of this crime the man who marries a woman who was dismissed because of fornication. We do not doubt in the least that both
are adulterers. We do indeed pronounce him an adulterer who dismissed his wife for cause other than fornication and marries
another, nor do we thereby defend from the taint of this sin the man who dismissed his wife because of fornication and
marries another. We recognize that both are adulterers, though the sin of one is graver than that of the other. No one is so
unreasonable to say that a man who marries a woman whose husband has dismissed her because of fornication is not an
adulterer, while maintaining that a man who marries a woman dismissed without the ground of fornication is an adulterer.
Both of these men are guilty of adultery (Adulterous Marriages 1:9:9 [A.D. 419]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
Salvation Outside the Church
The Early Church Fathers taught that those outside of the Church had no hope of salvation. However, they made allowance
for those who didn’t know any better or had no means to comply.
Ignatius of Antioch
Be not deceived, my brethren: If anyone follows a maker of schism [i.e., is a schismatic], he does not inherit the kingdom of
God; if anyone walks in strange doctrine [i.e., is a heretic], he has no part in the Passion [of Christ]. Take care, then, to use
one Eucharist, so that whatever you do, you do according to God: For there is one flesh of our Lord Jesus Christ, and one cup
in the union of his blood; one altar, as there is one bishop, with the presbytery and my fellow servants, the deacons (Letter to
the Philadelphians 3:3-4:1 [A.D. 110]).
Justin Martyr
We have been taught that Christ is the first-begotten of God, and we have declared him to be the Logos of which all mankind
partakes [John 1:9]. Those, therefore, who lived according to reason [Greek, logos} were really Christians, even though they
were thought to be atheists, such as, among the Greeks, Socrates, Heraclitus, and others like them. . . . Those who lived
before Christ but did not live according to reason [logos] were wicked men, and enemies of Christ, and murderers of those
who did live according to reason [logos], whereas those who lived then or who live now according to reason [logos] are
Christians. Such as these can be confident and unafraid (First Apology 46 [A.D. 151]).
Irenaeus
In the Church God has placed apostles, prophets, teachers, and every other working of the Spirit, of whom none of those are
sharers who do not conform to the Church, but who defraud themselves of life by an evil mind and even worse way of acting.
Where the Church is, there is the Spirit of God; where the Spirit of God is, there is the Church and all grace (Against Heresies
3:24:1[A.D. 189]).
[The spiritual man] shall also judge those who give rise to schisms, who are destitute of the love of God, and who look to
their own special advantage rather than to the unity of the Church; and who for trifling reasons, or any kind of reason which
occurs to them, cut in pieces and divide the great and glorious body of Christ, and so far as in them lies, destroy it — men
who prate of peace while they give rise to war, and do in truth strain out a gnat, but swallow a camel. For they can bring
about no "reformation" of enough importance to compensate for the evil arising from their schism. . . . True knowledge is that
which consists in the doctrine of the apostles, and the ancient constitution of the Church throughout all the world, and the
distinctive manifestation of the body of Christ according to the successions of the bishops, by which they have handed down
that Church which exists in every place [i.e., the Catholic Church] (ibid., 4:33:7-8).
Origen
There was never a time when God did not want men to be just; he was always concerned about that. Indeed, he always
provided beings endowed with reason with occasions for practicing virtue and doing what is right. In every generation the
Wisdom of God descended into those souls which he found holy and made them to be prophets and friends of God (Against
Celsus 4:7 [A.D. 248]).
If someone from this people wants to be saved, let him come into this house so that he may be able to attain his salvation. . . .
Let no one, then, be persuaded otherwise, nor let anyone deceive himself: Outside of this house, that is, outside of the
Church, no one is saved; for, if anyone should go out of it, he is guilty of his own death (Homilies on Joshua 3:5 [A.D. 250]).
Cyprian of Carthage
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Whoever is separated from the Church and is joined to an adulteress [a schismatic church] is separated from the promises of
the Church, nor will he that forsakes the Church of Christ attain to the rewards of Christ. He is an alien, a worldling, and an
enemy. He cannot have God for his Father who has not the Church for his mother (The Unity of the Catholic Church 6, 1st
ed. [A.D. 251]).
Let them not think that the way of life or salvation exists for them, if they have refused to obey the bishops and priests, since
the Lord says in the book of Deuteronomy: "And any man who has the insolence to refuse to listen to the priest or judge,
whoever he may be in those days, that man shall die" [Deut. 17:12-13]. And then, indeed, they were killed with the sword . . .
but now the proud and insolent are killed with the sword of the Spirit, when they are cast out from the Church. For they
cannot live outside, since there is only one house of God, and there can be no salvation for anyone except in the Church
(Letters 61[4]:4 [A.D. 253]).
The baptism of public witness [desire] and of blood cannot profit a heretic [one who holds the faith and then abandons it]
unto salvation, because there is no salvation outside the Church (Letters 72 [73]:21 [A.D. 253]).
Lactanius
It is, therefore, the Catholic Church alone that retains true worship. This is the fountain of truth; this, the domicile of faith;
this, the temple of God. Whoever does not enter there or whoever does not go out from there, he is a stranger to the hope of
life and salvation. . . Because, however, all the various groups of heretics are confident that they are the Christians and think
that theirs is the Catholic Church, let it be known that this is the true Church, in which there is confession and penance and
which takes a health-promoting care of the sins and wounds to which the weak flesh is subject (Divine Institutes 4:30:11-13
[A.D. 307]).
Jerome
Heretics bring sentence upon themselves since they by their own choice withdraw from the Church, a withdrawal which,
since they are aware of it, constitutes damnation. Between heresy and schism there is this difference: that heresy involves
perverse doctrine, while schism separates one from the Church on account of disagreement with the bishop. Nevertheless,
there is no schism which does not trump up a heresy to justify its departure from the Church (Commentary on Titus 3:10-11
[A.D. 386]).
Augustine
We believe also in the holy Church, that is, the Catholic Church. For heretics violate the faith itself by a false opinion about
God; schismatics, however, withdraw from fraternal love by hostile separations, although they believe the same things we do.
Consequently; neither heretics nor schismatics belong to the Catholic Church, not heretics, because the Church loves God,
and not schismatics, because the Church loves neighbor (Faith and the Creed 10:21 [A.D. 393]).
When we speak of within and without in relation to the Church, it is the position of the heart that we must consider, not that
of the body. . . All who are within [the Church] in heart are saved in the unity of the ark (On Baptism, Against the Donatists
5:28[39] [A.D. 400]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
The Divinity of Christ
The Early Church Fathers believed and taught that Jesus Christ, as the second person of the Trinity, was God.
Ignatius of Antioch
Ignatius, also called Theophorus, to the Church at Ephesus in Asia . . . predestined from eternity for a glory that is lasting and
unchanging, united and chosen through true suffering by the will of the Father in Jesus Christ our God (Letter to the
Ephesians 1 [A.D. 110]).
For our God, Jesus Christ, was conceived by Mary in accord with God's plan: of the seed of David, it is true, but also of the
Holy Spirit (ibid., 18:2).
To the Church beloved and enlightened after the love of Jesus Christ, our God, by the will of him that has willed everything
which is (Letter to the Romans 1 [A.D. 110]).
Aristides
[Christians] are they who, above every people of the earth, have found the truth, for they acknowledge God, the Creator and
maker of all things, in the only-begotten Son and in the
Holy Spirit (Apology 16 [A.D. 140]).
Tatian the Syrian
We are not playing the fool, you Greeks, nor do we talk nonsense, when we report that God was born in the form of a man
(Address to the Greeks 21 [A.D. 170]).
Melito of Sardis
It is no way necessary in dealing with persons of intelligence to adduce the actions of Christ after his baptism as proof that
his soul and his body, his human nature, were like ours, real and not phantasmal. The activities of Christ after his baptism,
and especially his miracles, gave indication and assurance to the world of the deity hidden in his flesh. Being God and
likewise perfect man, he gave positive indications of his two natures: of his deity by the miracles during the three years
following after his baptism, of his humanity in the thirty years which came before his baptism during which, by reason of his
condition according to the flesh, he concealed the signs of his deity, although he was the true God existing before the ages
(Fragment in Anastasius of Sinai's The Guide 13 [A.D. 177]).
Irenaeus
For the Church, although dispersed throughout the whole world even to the ends of the earth, has received from the apostles
and from their disciples the faith in one God, Father Almighty, the creator of heaven and earth and sea and all that is in them;
and in one Jesus Christ, the Son of
God, who became flesh for our salvation; and in the Holy Spirit, who announced through the prophets the dispensations and
the comings, and the birth from a Virgin, and the passion, and the resurrection from the dead, and the bodily ascension into
heaven of the beloved Christ Jesus
our Lord, and his coming from heaven in the glory of the Father to reestablish all things; and the raising up again of all flesh
of all humanity, in order that to Jesus Christ our Lord and God and Savior and King, in accord with the approval of the
invisible Father, every knee shall bend of those in heaven and on earth and under the earth (Against Heresies 1:10:1 [A.D.
189]).
Clement of Alexandria
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The Word, then, the Christ, is the cause both of our ancient beginning — for he was in God — and of our well-being. And
now this same Word has appeared as man. He alone is both God and man, and the source of all our good things (Exhortation
to the Greeks 1:7:1 [A.D. 190]).
Despised as to appearance but in reality adored, [Jesus is") the expiator, the Savior, the soother, the divine Word, he that is
quite evidently true God, he that is put on a level with the Lord of the universe because he was his Son (ibid.,10:110:1).
Tertullian
The origins of both his substances display him as man and as God: From the one, born, and from the other, not born (The
Flesh of Christ 5:6-7 [A.D. 210]).
That there are two gods and two Lords, however, is a statement which we will never allow to issue from our mouth; not as if
the Father and the Son were not God, nor the Spirit God, and each of them God; but formerly two were spoken of as gods and
two as Lords, so that when Christ would come, he might both be acknowledged as God and be called Lord, because he is the
Son of him who is both God and Lord (Against Praxeas 13:6 [A.D. 216]).
Origen
Although he was God, he took flesh; and having been made man, he remained what he was: God (The Fundamental
Doctrines 1:0:4 [A.D. 225]).
Hippolytus
Only [God's] Word is from himself and is therefore also God, becoming the substance of God (Refutation of All Heresies
10:33 [A.D. 228]).
For Christ is the God over all, who has arranged to wash away sin from mankind, rendering the old man new (ibid. 10:34).
Cyprian of Carthage
One who denies that Christ is God cannot become his temple [of the Holy Spirit . . . (Letters 73:12 [A.D. 253]).
Arnobius
"Well, then," some raging, angry, and excited man will say, "is that Christ your God?" "God indeed" we shall answer, "and
God of the hidden powers" (Against the Pagans 1:42 [A.D. 305]).
Lactantius
He was made both Son of God in the spirit and Son of man in the flesh, that is, both God and man (Divine Institutes 4:13:5
[A.D. 307]).
Council of Nicea 1
We believe in one Lord, Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God, God from God, light from light, true God from true God,
begotten, not made, one in being with the Father. Through Him all things were made (Creed of Nicea [A.D. 325]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
The Trinity
Groups such as the Jehovah’s Witnesses and Oneness Pentecostals dispute the doctrine of the Trinity. Jehovah’s Witnesses
even go so far as to claim that the doctrine of the Trinity was unknown to the Early Church Fathers.
Athenagoras
For, as we acknowledge a God, and a Son his Logos, and a Holy Spirit, united in essence, - the Father, the Son, the Spirit
because the Son is intelligence, reason, wisdom of the Father, and the Spirit an effluence, as light from fire; so also do we
apprehend the existence of other powers, which exercise dominion about matter, and by means of it (A Plea for the
Christians, 2:18 [A.D. 177]).
Irenaeus
For the Son, who is the Word of God, arranged these things beforehand from the beginning, the Father being in no want of
angels, in order that He might call the creation into being, and form man, for whom also the creation was made; nor, again,
standing in need of any instrumentality for the framing of created things, or for the ordering of those things which had
reference to man; while, [at the same time,] He has a vast and unspeakable number of servants. For His offspring and His
similitude do minister to Him in every respect; that is, the Son and the Holy Spirit, the Word and Wisdom; whom all the
angels serve, and to whom they are subject (Against Heresies 4:7:4 [A.D. 180-190]).
Theophilus of Antioch
The three days which were before the luminaries, are types of the Trinity, of God, and His Word, and His Wisdom (To
Autolycus 2:18 [A.D. 181]).
Clement of Alexandria
And the address in the Timœus calls the creator, Father, speaking thus: ‘Ye gods of gods, of whom I am Father; and the
Creator of your works.’ So that when he says, ‘Around the king of all, all things are, and because of Him are all things; and
he [or that] is the cause of all good things; and around the second are the things second in order; and around the third, the
third,’ I understand nothing else than the Holy Trinity to be meant; for the third is the Holy Spirit, and the Son is the second,
by whom all things were made according to the will of the Father (The Stromata 5:14 [A.D. 202]).
Hippolytus
A man, therefore, even though he will it not, is compelled to acknowledge God the Father Almighty, and Christ Jesus the Son
of God, who, being God, became man, to whom also the Father made all things subject, Himself excepted, and the Holy
Spirit; and that these, therefore, are three. But if he desires to learn how it is shown still that there is one God, let him know
that His power is one. As far as regards the power, therefore, God is one. But as far as regards the economy there is a
threefold manifestation, as shall be proved afterwards when we give account of the true doctrine (Against the Heresy of One
Noetus 8 [A.D. 200-210]).
Tertullian
…All are of One, by unity (that is) of substance; while the mystery of the dispensation is still guarded, which distributes the
Unity into a Trinity, placing in their order the three Persons – the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost: three, however, not in
condition, but in degree; not in substance, but in form; not in power, but in aspect; yet of one substance, and of one condition,
and of one power, inasmuch as He is one God, from whom these degrees and forms and aspects are reckoned, under the name
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost (Against Praxeus 2 [A.D. 213]).
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…all the Scriptures attest the clear existence of, and distinction in (the Persons of) the Trinity, and indeed furnish us with our
Rule of faith…. (Against Praxeus 11[A.D. 213]).
Origen
…the divine benefits [are] bestowed upon us by Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, which Trinity is the fountain of all holiness….
(On First Principles 1:4:2 [A.D. 220-230]).
And under this rule must be brought also the understanding of the sacred Scripture, in order that its statements may be judged
not according to the worthlessness of the letter, but according to the divinity of the Holy Spirit, by whose inspiration they
were caused to be written (On First Principles 4:27 [A.D. 220-230]).
Now this expression which we employ – ‘that there never was a time when He did not exist’ – is to be understood with an
allowance. For these very words ‘when’ or ‘never’ have a meaning that relates to time, whereas the statements made
regarding Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are to be understood as transcending all time, all ages, and all eternity. For it is the
Trinity alone which exceeds the comprehension not only of temporal but even of eternal intelligence; while other things
which are not included in it are to be measured by times and ages (On First Principles 4:28 [A.D. 220-230]).
Gregory Thaumaturgus
There is a perfect Trinity, in glory and eternity and sovereignty, neither divided nor estranged. Wherefore there is nothing
either created or in servitude in the Trinity; nor anything superinduced, as if at some former period it was non-existent, and at
some later period it was introduced. And thus neither was the Son ever wanting to the Father, nor the Spirit to the Son; but
without variation and without change, the same Trinity abides forever (Declaration of Faith [circa A.D. 250]).
Gregory Nazianzen
But [the faithful] worship the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, one Godhead; God the Father, God the Son and (do not
be angry) God the Holy Spirit, one nature in three personalities, intellectual, perfect, self-existent, numerically separate, but
not separate in godhead (Orations 33 [A.D 374]).
Epiphanius
[The Antiochenes] confess the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit to be consubstantial, three hypostases, one essence, one
divinity. That is the true faith which has been handed down by the fathers… (Against the Heresies of the Panarians 73 [A.D.
374-377]).
Ambrose of Milan
The substance of the Trinity is, so to say, a common Essence in that which is distinct, an incomprehensible, ineffable
Substance. We hold the distinction, not the confusion of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; a distinction without separation; a
distinction without plurality; and thus we believe in Father, Son and Holy Spirit as each existing from and to eternity in this
divine and wonderful Mystery: not in two Fathers, nor in two Sons, nor in two Spirits (To Gratian, On the Christian Faith 4:8
[A.D. 381]).
Augustine
As regards this question, then, let us believe that the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit is one God, the Creator and
Ruler of the whole creature; and that the Father is not the Son, nor the Holy Spirit either the Father or the Son, but a trinity of
persons mutually interrelated, and a unity of an equal essence (On the Trinity 9:1 [A.D. 428]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
Hell
The Early Church Fathers taught that any one who dies in a state of mortal sin will suffer for all eternity in hell
Ignatius of Antioch
Corrupters of families will not inherit the kingdom of God. And if they who do these things according to the flesh suffer
death, how much more if a man corrupt by evil reaching the faith of God for the sake of which Jesus Christ was crucified? A
man become so foul will depart into unquenchable fire, and so will anyone who listens to him (Letter to the Ephesians 16:1-2
[A.D. 110]).
Second Clement
If we do the will of Christ, we shall obtain rest; but if not, if we neglect his commandments, nothing will rescue us from
eternal punishment (Second Clement 5:5 [A.D. 150]).
Justin Martyr
No more is it possible for the evildoer, the avaricious, and the treacherous to hide from God than it is for the virtuous. Every
man will receive the eternal punishment or reward which his actions deserve. Indeed, if all men recognized this, no one
would choose evil even for a short time, knowing that he would incur the eternal sentence of fire. On the contrary, he would
take every means to control himself and to adorn himself in virtue, so that he might obtain the good gifts of God and escape
the punishments (First Apology 12 [A.D. 151]).
[Jesus] shall come from the heavens in glory with his angelic host, when he shall raise the bodies of all the men who ever
lived. Then he will clothe the worthy in immortality; but the wicked, clothed in eternal sensibility, he will commit to the
eternal fire, along with the evil demons (ibid. 52).
The Martyrdom of Polycarp
Fixing their minds on the grace of Christ, [the martyrs] despised worldly tortures and purchased eternal life with but a single
hour. To them, the fire of their cruel torturers was cold. They kept before their eyes their escape from the eternal and
unquenchable fire (Martyrdom of Polycarp 2:3 [A.D. 155]).
Athenagoras
We [Christians] are persuaded that when we are removed from this present life we shall live another life, better than the
present one. . . . Then we shall abide near God and with God, changeless and free from suffering in the soul . . . or if we fall
with the rest [of mankind], a worse one and in fire; for God has not made us as sheep or beasts of burden, a mere incidental
work, that we should perish and be annihilated (Plea for the Christians 31 [A.D. 177]).
Theophilus of Antioch
Give studious attention to the prophetic writings [the Bible] and they will lead you on a clearer path to escape the eternal
punishments and to obtain the eternal good things of God.... [God] will examine everything and will judge justly, granting
recompense to each according to merit. To those who seek immortally by the patient exercise of good works, he will give
everlasting life, joy, peace, rest, and all good things. . . , For the unbelievers and for the contemptuous and for those who do
not submit to the truth but assent to iniquity, when they have been involved in adulteries, and fornications, and
homosexualities, and avarice, and in lawless idolatries, there will be wrath and indignation, tribulation and anguish; and in
the end, such men as these will be detained in everlasting fire (To Autolycus 1:14 [A.D. 181]).
Irenaeus
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The penalty increases for those who do not believe the Word of God and despise his coming. . . . It is not merely temporal,
but eternal. To whomsoever the Lord shall say, "Depart from me, accursed ones, into the everlasting fire," they will be
damned forever (Against Heresies 4:28:2 [A.D. 189]).
Hippolytus
Standing before [Christ's] judgment, all of them, men, angels, and demons, crying out in one voice, shall say: "Just is your
judgment!" And the righteousness of that cry will be apparent in the recompense made to each. To those who have done well,
everlasting enjoyment shall be given; while to the lovers of evil shall be given eternal punishment. The unquenchable and
unending fire awaits these latter, and a certain fiery worm which does not die and which does not waste the body but
continually bursts forth from the body with unceasing pain. No sleep will give them rest; no night will soothe them; no death
will deliver them from punishment; no appeal of interceding friends will profit them (Against the Greeks 3 [A.D. 212]).
Minucius Felix
I am not ignorant of the fact that many, in the consciousness of what they deserve, would rather hope than actually believe
that there is nothing for them after death. They would prefer to be annihilated rather than be restored for punishment. . . . Nor
is there measure nor end to these torments. That clever fire burns the limbs and restores them, wears them away and yet
sustains them, just as fiery thunderbolts strike bodies but do not consume them (Octavius 34:12-5:3 [A.D. 226]).
Cyprian of Carthage
An ever-burning Gehenna and the punishment of being devoured by living flames will consume the condemned; nor will
there be any way in which the tormented can ever have respite or be at an end. Souls along with their bodies will be preserved
for suffering in unlimited agonies. . . . The grief at punishment will then be without the fruit of repentance; weeping will be
useless, and prayer ineffectual. Too late will they believe in eternal punishment, who would not believe in eternal life (To
Demetrian 24 [A.D. 252]).
Cyril of Jerusalem
We shall be raised therefore, all with our bodies eternal, but not all with bodies alike; For if a man is righteous, he will
receive a heavenly body, that he may be able worthily to hold converse with angels; but if a man is a sinner, he shall receive
an eternal body, fitted to endure the penalties of sins, that he may burn eternally in fire, nor ever be consumed. And
righteously will God assign this portion to either company; for we do nothing without the body. We blaspheme with the
mouth, and with the mouth we pray. With the body we commit fornication, and with the body we keep chastity. With the
hand we rob, and by the hand we bestow alms; and the rest in like manner. Since then the body has been our minister in all
things, it shall also share with us in the future the fruits of the past (Catechetical Lectures 18:19 [A.D. 350]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
The Sabbath/Lords Day
Contrary to the teaching of Seventh Day Adventists the early Church gathered for worship on the Lord’s Day (Sunday), not
Saturday, in honor of the day our Lord rose from the dead.
The Didache
But every Lord's day . . . gather yourselves together and break bread, and give thanksgiving after having confessed your
transgressions, that your sacrifice may be pure. But let no one that is at variance with his fellow come together with you until
they be reconciled, that your sacrifice may not be profaned (Didache 14 [A.D. 70]).
Ignatius of Antioch
[T]hose who were brought up in the ancient order of things [i.e., Jews] have come to the possession of a new hope, no
longer observing the Sabbath, but living in the observance of the Lord's day, on which also our life has sprung up again by
him and by his death (Letter to the Magnesians 8 [A.D. 110]).
The Didascalia
The apostles further appointed; On the first day of the week let there be service, and the reading of the holy scriptures, and
the oblation [sacrifice of the Mass], because on the first day of the week [Sunday] our Lord rose from the place of the dead,
and on the first day of the week he arose upon the world, and on the first day of the week he ascended up to heaven, and on
the first day of the week he will appear at last with the angels of heaven (Didascalia 2 [A.D. 225]).
Victorinus
The sixth day [Friday] is called parasceve, that is to say, the preparation of the kingdom. . . . On this day also, on account of
the passion of the Lord Jesus Christ, we make either a station to God or a fast. On the seventh day he rested from all his
works, and blessed it, and sanctified it. On the former day we are accustomed to fast rigorously, that on the Lord's Day we
may go forth to our bread with giving of thanks. Let the parasceve become a rigorous fast, lest we should appear to observe
any Sabbath with the Jews . . . which Sabbath he [Christ] in his body abolished (The Creation of the World [A.D. 300]).
Eusebius
They [the early saints of the Old Testament] did not care about circumcision of the body, neither do we [Christians]. They did
not care about observing Sabbaths, nor do we. They did not avoid certain kinds of food, neither did they regard the other
distinctions which Moses first delivered to their posterity to be observed as symbols; nor do Christians of the present day do
such things (Church History 1:4:8 [A.D. 312]).
[T]he day of his [Christ's] light . . . was the day of his resurrection from the dead, which they say, as being the one and only
truly holy day and the Lord's day, is better than any number of days as we ordinarily understand them, and better than the
days set apart by the Mosaic Law for feasts, new moons, and Sabbaths, which the Apostle [Paul] teaches are the shadow of
days and not days in reality (Proof of the Gospel 4:16:186 [A.D. 319]).
Athanasius
The Sabbath was the end of the first creation, the Lord's day was the beginning of the second, in which he renewed and
restored the old in the same way as he prescribed that they should formerly observe the Sabbath as a memorial of the end of
the first things, so we honor the Lord's day as being the memorial of the new creation (On Sabbath and Circumcision 3 [A.D.
345]).
Cyril of Jerusalem
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Fall not away either into the sect of the Samaritans or into Judaism, for Jesus Christ has ransomed you. Stand aloof from all
observance of Sabbaths and from calling indifferent meats common or unclean (Catechetical Lectures 4:37 [A.D. 350]).
Council of Laodicea
Christians should not Judaize and should not be idle on the Sabbath, but should work on that day; they should, however,
particularly reverence the Lord's Day and, if possible, not work on it, because they were Christians (canon 29 [A.D. 360]).
John Chrysostom
When he said, "You shall not kill" . . . he did not add "because murder is a wicked thing." The reason was that conscience had
taught this beforehand, and he speaks thus, as to those who know and understand the point. Wherefore when he speaks to us
of another commandment, not known to us by the dictate of conscience, he not only prohibits, but adds the reason. When, for
instance, he gave commandment concerning the Sabbath — "On the seventh day you shall do no work"— he subjoined also
the reason for this cessation. What was this? "Because on the seventh day God rested from all his works which he had begun
to make" [Ex. 20:10]. And again: "Because you were a servant in the land of Egypt" [Deut. 21:18]. For what purpose then, I
ask, did he add a reason respecting the Sabbath, but did no such thing in regard to murder? Because this commandment was
not one of the leading ones. It was not one of those which were accurately defined of our conscience, but a kind of partial and
temporary one, and for this reason it was abolished afterward. But those which are necessary and uphold our life are the
following: '"You shall not kill... You shall not commit adultery... You shall not steal." On this account he adds no reason in
this case, nor enters into any instruction on the matter, but is content with the bare prohibition (Homilies on the Statues 12:9
[A.D. 387]).
You have put on Christ, you have become a member of the Lord and been enrolled in the heavenly city, and you still grovel
in the Law [of Moses]? How is it possible for you to obtain the kingdom? Listen to Paul's words, that the observance of the
Law overthrows the gospel, and learn, if you will, how this comes to pass, and tremble, and shun this pitfall. Why do you
keep the Sabbath and fast with the Jews? (Homilies on Galatians 2:17 [A.D. 395]).
Apostolic Constitutions
And on the day of our Lord's resurrection, which is the Lord's Day, meet more diligently, sending praise to God that made the
universe by Jesus, and sent him to us, and condescended to let him suffer, and raised him from the dead. Otherwise what
apology will he make to God who does not assemble on that day . . . in which is performed the reading of the prophets, the
preaching of the gospel, the oblation of the sacrifice, the gift of the holy food (Apostolic Constitutions 2:7:60 [A.D. 400]).
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The Early Church Fathers on
The Filioque Clause
Contrary to claims by the Orthodox Church the Catholic Church did not invent the idea that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the
Father and the Son. The teaching not only appears in Scripture but was taught by the early Church as well.
Tertullian
"I believe that the Spirit proceeds not otherwise than from the Father through the Son" (Against Praxeas 4:1 [A.D. 216]).
Origen
"We believe, however, that there are three persons: the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit; and we believe none to be
unbegotten except the Father. We admit, as more pious and true, that all things were produced through the Word, and that the
Holy Spirit is the most excellent and the first in order of all that was produced by the Father through Christ" (Commentaries
on John 2:6 [A.D. 229]).
Maximus the Confessor
"By nature the Holy Spirit in his being takes substantially his origin from the Father through the Son who is begotten
(Questions to Thalassium 63 [A.D. 254]).
Gregory the Wonderworker
"[There is] one Holy Spirit, having substance from God, and who is manifested through the Son; image of the Son, perfect of
the perfect; life, the cause of living; holy fountain; sanctity, the dispenser of sanctification; in whom is manifested God the
Father who is above all and in all, and God the Son who is through all. Perfect Trinity, in glory and eternity and sovereignty
neither divided nor estranged" (Confession of Faith [A.D. 265]).
Hilary of Poitiers
"Concerning the Holy Spirit . . . it is not necessary to speak of him who must be acknowledged, who is from the Father and
the Son, his sources" (The Trinity 2:29 [A.D. 357]).
Didymus the Blind
"As we have understood discussions . . . about the incorporeal natures, so too it is now to be recognized that the Holy Spirit
receives from the Son that which he was of his own nature. . . . So too the Son is said to receive from the Father the very
things by which he subsists. For neither has the Son anything else except those things given him by the Father, nor has the
Holy Spirit any other substance than that given him by the Son" (The Holy Spirit 37 [A.D. 362]).
Epiphanius of Salamis
"The Father always existed and the Son always existed, and the Spirit breathes from the Father and the Son" (The Man WellAnchored 75 [A.D. 374]).
Basil the Great
"[T]he goodness of [the divine] nature, the holiness of [that] nature, and the royal dignity reach from the Father through the
only-begotten [Son] to the Holy Spirit. Since we confess the persons in this manner, there is no infringing upon the holy
dogma of the monarchy" (The Holy Spirit 18:47 [A.D. 375]).
Ambrose of Milan
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"The Holy Spirit, when he proceeds from the Father and the Son, does not separate himself from the Father and does not
separate himself from the Son" (The Holy Spirit 1:2:120 [A.D. 381]).
Gregory of Nyssa
"[The] Father conveys the notion of unoriginate, unbegotten, and Father always; the only-begotten Son is understood along
with the Father, coming from him but inseparably joined to him. Through the Son and with the Father, immediately and
before any vague and unfounded concept interposes between them, the Holy Spirit is also perceived conjointly" (Against
Eunomius 1 [A.D. 382]).
The Athanasian Creed
"[W]e venerate one God in the Trinity, and the Trinity in oneness. . . . The Father was not made nor created nor begotten by
anyone. The Son is from the Father alone, not made nor created, but begotten. The Holy Spirit is from the Father and the Son,
not made nor created nor begotten, but proceeding" (Athanasian Creed [A.D. 400]).
Augustine
"Why, then, should we not believe that the Holy Spirit proceeds also from the Son, when he is the Spirit also of the Son? For
if the Holy Spirit did not proceed from him, when he showed himself to his disciples after his resurrection he would not have
breathed upon them, saying, ‘Receive the Holy Spirit’ [John 20:22]. For what else did he signify by that breathing upon them
except that the Holy Spirit proceeds also from him" (Homilies on John 99:8 [A.D. 416]).
Cyril of Alexandria
"Since the Holy Spirit when he is in us effects our being conformed to God, and he actually proceeds from the Father and
Son, it is abundantly clear that he is of the divine essence, in it in essence and proceeding from it" (Treasury of the Holy
Trinity, thesis 34 [A.D. 424]).
Council of Toledo
. . . The Spirit is also the Paraclete, who is himself neither the Father nor the Son, but proceeding from the Father and the
Son. Therefore the Father is unbegotten, the Son is begotten, the Paraclete is not begotten but proceeding from the Father and
the Son" (Council of Toledo [A.D. 447]).
Fulgence of Ruspe
"Hold most firmly and never doubt in the least that the same Holy Spirit who is Spirit of the Father and of the Son, proceeds
from the Father and the Son" (The Rule of Faith 54 [A.D. 524]).
John Damascene
"And the Holy Spirit is the power of the Father revealing the hidden mysteries of his divinity, proceeding from the Father
through the Son in a manner known to himself, but different from that of generation" (Exposition of the Orthodox Faith 12
[A.D. 712]).
"I say that God is always Father since he has always his Word [the Son] coming from himself and, through his Word, the
Spirit issuing from him" (Dialogue Against the Manicheans 5 [A.D. 728]).
Council of Nicaea II
"We believe in the Holy Spirit, the Lord and giver of life, proceeding from the Father through the Son" (Profession of Faith
[A.D. 787]).
Copyright © 2007 StayCatholic.com
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How Old is Your Church?
Name of Church
Catholic
Orthodox
Lutheran
The Church of England
Presbyterian
Congregationalist
Baptist
Dutch Reformed
Quaker
Amish
Methodist
Unitarian
Episcopal
Disciples of Christ
Mormon
Seventh Day Adventist
Salvation Army
Christian & Missionary Alliance
Jehovah's Witnesses
Christian Scientist
Assemblies of God
Foursquare Gospel
United Pentecostal
United Church of Christ
Calvary Chapel

Year Founded
33
1054
1517
1534
1560
1582
1605
1628
1652
1693
1744
1774
1789
1804
1830
1860
1865
1865
1872
1879
1914
1918
1945
1957
1965

Name of Founder
Jesus Christ
Separated from Catholic Church
Martin Luther
King Henry VIII
John Knox
Robert Browne
John Smyth
Michaelis Jones
George Fox
Jacob Amman
John & Charles Wesley
Theophilus Lindley
Samuel Seabury
A group of Presbyterian ministers
Joseph Smith Jr.
Ellen White
William Booth
Albert Simpson
Charles Taze Russell
Mary Baker Eddy
A group of Pentecostal preachers
Aimee Semple McPherson
A merger of Oneness churches
A union of different traditions
Chuck Smith

Note: This list is by no means exhaustive. There are thousands of denominations who claim the
Bible as their authority. Listing them all is neither practical nor necessary. I believe the list as it
stands illustrates my point.
Copyright © 2001 StayCatholic.com
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For Further Study
The essays in this book are by no means comprehensive. They are designed for two purposes, to disarm the skeptic and to
strengthen the faithful. In both cases they are meant to be a starting point. For a complete understanding of the faith, further
study is needed. The following books are what I consider to be some of the best resources for that purpose. Some deal with
the faith in general while others deal with specific doctrinal issues. As of this writing all of them are available at
StayCatholic.com. Go to the “Reading List” page and click on “Special Reading List.” You can get a full description of each
book by clicking on its link.

The Catechism of the Catholic Church
How the Catholic Church Built Western Civilization by Thomas E. Woods
The Biblical Basis for the Catholic Faith by John Salza
Catholicism and Fundamentalism by Karl Keating
Search and Rescue by Patrick Madrid (Evangelizing Family and Friends)
Defeating Darwinism by Opening Minds by Philip Johnson
The Historical Reliability of the Gospels by Craig Bloomberg
One, Holy, Catholic, and Apostolic by Kenneth D. Whitehead
Pope Fiction by Patrick Madrid
Where we got the Bible by Fr. Henry Graham
Scripture Alone? by Joel Peters
By What Authority by Mark P. Shea (Sacred Tradition)
Lambs Supper by Scott Hahn (The Mass)
This is My Body by Mark P. Shea (The Eucharist)
Lord Have Mercy by Scott Hahn (Confession)
Purgatory by Michael J. Taylor
Any Friend of God’s is a Friend of Mine by Patrick Madrid (Praying to Saints)
Introduction to Mary by Mark Miravalle
Mary and the Fundamentalist Challenge by Fr. Peter Stravinskas
The Rapture Trap by Paul Thigpen
Real Love by Mary Beth Bonacci
Why Humanae Vitae Was Right by Janet Smith (Contraception)
Why NFP? by Jason Everett
The Bible and Birth Control by Charles D. Provan
The Art of Natural Family Planning by John F. and Sheila K. Kippley
Annulments and the Catholic Church by Edward Peters
Pro-Life Answers to Pro-Choice Arguments by Randy Alcorn
Women in the Priesthood by Manfred Hauke
More Catholic than the Pope by Patrick Madrid and Peter Vere (Traditionalism)
Salvation Outside the Church? by Fr. Peter Stravinskas
Answering Jehovah’s Witnesses by Jason Everett
Inside Mormonism by Isaiah Bennett
Christianity and American Freemasonry by William J. Whalen
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Pillar of Fire, Pillar of Truth
Revised Second Edition
Copyright © 1996, Catholic Answers.
(Note: Bible verses are given for reference and “CCC” denotes references to the Catechism of the Catholic Church)

--------------------------WHETHER or not you are Catholic, you may have questions about the Catholic faith. You may have heard
challenges to the Catholic Church’s claim to be the interpreter and safeguard of the teachings of Jesus Christ.
Such challenges come from door-to-door missionaries who ask, "Are you saved?", from peer pressure that urges you
to ignore the Church’s teachings, from a secular culture that whispers "There is no God."
You can’t deal with these challenges unless you understand the basics of the Catholic faith. This booklet introduces
them to you.
In Catholicism you will find answers to life’s most troubling questions: Why am I here? Who made me? What must
I believe? How must I act? All these can be answered to your satisfaction, if only you will open yourself to God’s
grace, turn to the Church he established, and follow his plan for you (John 7:17).
AN UNBROKEN HISTORY
Jesus said his Church would be "the light of the world." He then noted that "a city set on a hill cannot be hid" (Matt.
5:14). This means his Church is a visible organization. It must have characteristics that clearly identify it and that
distinguish it from other churches. Jesus promised, "I will build my Church and the gates of hell will not prevail
against it" (Matt. 16:18). This means that his Church will never be destroyed and will never fall away from him. His
Church will survive until his return.
Among the Christian churches, only the Catholic Church has existed since the time of Jesus. Every other Christian
church is an offshoot of the Catholic Church. The Eastern Orthodox churches broke away from unity with the pope
in 1054. The Protestant churches were established during the Reformation, which began in 1517. (Most of today’s
Protestant churches are actually offshoots of the original Protestant offshoots.)
Only the Catholic Church existed in the tenth century, in the fifth century, and in the first century, faithfully teaching
the doctrines given by Christ to the apostles, omitting nothing. The line of popes can be traced back, in unbroken
succession, to Peter himself. This is unequaled by any institution in history.
Even the oldest government is new compared to the papacy, and the churches that send out door-to-door
missionaries are young compared to the Catholic Church. Many of these churches began as recently as the
nineteenth or twentieth centuries. Some even began during your own lifetime. None of them can claim to be the
Church Jesus established.
The Catholic Church has existed for nearly 2,000 years, despite constant opposition from the world. This is
testimony to the Church’s divine origin. It must be more than a merely human organization, especially considering
that its human members— even some of its leaders—have been unwise, corrupt, or prone to heresy.
Any merely human organization with such members would have collapsed early on. The Catholic Church is today
the most vigorous church in the world (and the largest, with a billion members: one sixth of the human race), and
that is testimony not to the cleverness of the Church’s leaders, but to the protection of the Holy Spirit.

FOUR MARKS OF THE TRUE CHURCH
If we wish to locate the Church founded by Jesus, we need to locate the one that has the four chief marks or qualities
of his Church. The Church we seek must be one, holy, catholic, and apostolic.
The Church Is One (Rom. 12:5, 1 Cor. 10:17, 12:13, CCC 813–822)
Jesus established only one Church, not a collection of differing churches (Lutheran, Baptist, Anglican, and so on).
The Bible says the Church is the bride of Christ (Eph. 5:23–32). Jesus can have but one spouse, and his spouse is the
Catholic Church.
His Church also teaches just one set of doctrines, which must be the same as those taught by the apostles (Jude 3).
This is the unity of belief to which Scripture calls us (Phil. 1:27, 2:2).
Although some Catholics dissent from officially-taught doctrines, the Church’s official teachers—the pope and the
bishops united with him—have never changed any doctrine. Over the centuries, as doctrines are examined more
fully, the Church comes to understand them more deeply (John 16:12–13), but it never understands them to mean
the opposite of what they once meant.
The Church Is Holy (Eph. 5:25–27, Rev. 19:7–8, CCC 823–829)
By his grace Jesus makes the Church holy, just as he is holy. This doesn’t mean that each member is always holy.
Jesus said there would be both good and bad members in the Church (John 6:70), and not all the members would go
to heaven (Matt. 7:21–23).
But the Church itself is holy because it is the source of holiness and is the guardian of the special means of grace
Jesus established, the sacraments (cf. Eph. 5:26).
The Church Is Catholic (Matt. 28:19–20, Rev. 5:9–10, CCC 830–856)
Jesus’ Church is called catholic ("universal" in Greek) because it is his gift to all people. He told his apostles to go
throughout the world and make disciples of "all nations" (Matt. 28:19–20).
For 2,000 years the Catholic Church has carried out this mission, preaching the good news that Christ died for all
men and that he wants all of us to be members of his universal family (Gal. 3:28).
Nowadays the Catholic Church is found in every country of the world and is still sending out missionaries to "make
disciples of all nations" (Matt. 28:19).
The Church Jesus established was known by its most common title, "the Catholic Church," at least as early as the
year 107, when Ignatius of Antioch used that title to describe the one Church Jesus founded. The title apparently was
old in Ignatius’s time, which means it probably went all the way back to the time of the apostles.
The Church Is Apostolic (Eph. 2:19–20, CCC 857–865)
The Church Jesus founded is apostolic because he appointed the apostles to be the first leaders of the Church, and
their successors were to be its future leaders. The apostles were the first bishops, and, since the first century, there
has been an unbroken line of Catholic bishops faithfully handing on what the apostles taught the first Christians in
Scripture and oral Tradition (2 Tim. 2:2).
These beliefs include the bodily Resurrection of Jesus, the Real Presence of Jesus in the Eucharist, the sacrificial
nature of the Mass, the forgiveness of sins through a priest, baptismal regeneration, the existence of purgatory,
Mary’s special role, and much more —even the doctrine of apostolic succession itself.
Early Christian writings prove the first Christians were thoroughly Catholic in belief and practice and looked to the
successors of the apostles as their leaders. What these first Christians believed is still believed by the Catholic
Church. No other Church can make that claim.
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Man’s ingenuity cannot account for this. The Church has remained one, holy, catholic, and apostolic—not through
man’s effort, but because God preserves the Church he established (Matt. 16:18, 28:20).
He guided the Israelites on their escape from Egypt by giving them a pillar of fire to light their way across the dark
wilderness (Exod. 13:21). Today he guides us through his Catholic Church.
The Bible, sacred Tradition, and the writings of the earliest Christians testify that the Church teaches with Jesus’
authority. In this age of countless competing religions, each clamoring for attention, one voice rises above the din:
the Catholic Church, which the Bible calls "the pillar and foundation of truth" (1 Tim. 3:15).
Jesus assured the apostles and their successors, the popes and the bishops, "He who listens to you listens to me, and
he who rejects you rejects me" (Luke 10:16). Jesus promised to guide his Church into all truth (John 16:12–13). We
can have confidence that his Church teaches only the truth.
THE STRUCTURE OF THE CHURCH
Jesus chose the apostles to be the earthly leaders of the Church. He gave them his own authority to teach and to
govern—not as dictators, but as loving pastors and fathers. That is why Catholics call their spiritual leaders "father."
In doing so we follow Paul’s example: "I became your father in Jesus Christ through the gospel" (1 Cor. 4:15).
The apostles, fulfilling Jesus’ will, ordained bishops, priests, and deacons and thus handed on their apostolic
ministry to them—the fullest degree of ordination to the bishops, lesser degrees to the priests and deacons.
The Pope and Bishops (CCC 880–883)
Jesus gave Peter special authority among the apostles (John 21:15–17) and signified this by changing his name from
Simon to Peter, which means "rock" (John 1:42). He said Peter was to be the rock on which he would build his
Church (Matt. 16:18).
In Aramaic, the language Jesus spoke, Simon’s new name was Kepha (which means a massive rock). Later this
name was translated into Greek as Petros (John 1:42) and into English as Peter. Christ gave Peter alone the "keys of
the kingdom" (Matt. 16:19) and promised that Peter’s decisions would be binding in heaven. He also gave similar
power to the other apostles (Matt. 18:18), but only Peter was given the keys, symbols of his authority to rule the
Church on earth in Jesus’ absence.
Christ, the Good Shepherd, called Peter to be the chief shepherd of his Church (John 21:15–17). He gave Peter the
task of strengthening the other apostles in their faith, ensuring that they taught only what was true (Luke 22:31–32).
Peter led the Church in proclaiming the gospel and making decisions (Acts 2:1– 41, 15:7–12).
Early Christian writings tell us that Peter’s successors, the bishops of Rome (who from the earliest times have been
called by the affectionate title of "pope," which means "papa"), continued to exercise Peter’s ministry in the Church.
The pope is the successor to Peter as bishop of Rome. The world’s other bishops are successors to the apostles in
general.
HOW GOD SPEAKS TO US
As from the first, God speaks to his Church through the Bible and through sacred Tradition. To make sure we
understand him, he guides the Church’s teaching authority—the magisterium—so it always interprets the Bible and
Tradition accurately. This is the gift of infallibility.
Like the three legs on a stool, the Bible, Tradition, and the magisterium are all necessary for the stability of the
Church and to guarantee sound doctrine.
Sacred Tradition (CCC 75–83)

Sacred Tradition should not be confused with mere traditions of men, which are more commonly called customs or
disciplines. Jesus sometimes condemned customs or disciplines, but only if they were contrary to God’s commands
(Mark 7:8). He never condemned sacred Tradition, and he didn’t even condemn all human tradition.
Sacred Tradition and the Bible are not different or competing revelations. They are two ways that the Church hands
on the gospel. Apostolic teachings such as the Trinity, infant baptism, the inerrancy of the Bible, purgatory, and
Mary’s perpetual virginity have been most clearly taught through Tradition, although they are also implicitly present
in (and not contrary to) the Bible. The Bible itself tells us to hold fast to Tradition, whether it comes to us in written
or oral form (2 Thess. 2:15, 1 Cor. 11:2).
Sacred Tradition should not be confused with customs and disciplines, such as the rosary, priestly celibacy, and not
eating meat on Fridays in Lent. These are good and helpful things, but they are not doctrines. Sacred Tradition
preserves doctrines first taught by Jesus to the apostles and later passed down to us through the apostles’ successors,
the bishops.
Scripture (CCC 101–141)
Scripture, by which we mean the Old and New Testaments, was inspired by God (2 Tim. 3:16). The Holy Spirit
guided the biblical authors to write what he wanted them to write. Since God is the principal author of the Bible, and
since God is truth itself (John 14:6) and cannot teach anything untrue, the Bible is free from all error in everything it
asserts to be true.
Some Christians claim, "The Bible is all I need," but this notion is not taught in the Bible itself. In fact, the Bible
teaches the contrary idea (2 Pet. 1:20–21, 3:15–16). The "Bible alone" theory was not believed by anyone in the
early Church.
It is new, having arisen only in the 1500s during the Protestant Reformation. The theory is a "tradition of men" that
nullifies the Word of God, distorts the true role of the Bible, and undermines the authority of the Church Jesus
established (Mark 7:1–8).
Although popular with many "Bible Christian" churches, the "Bible alone" theory simply does not work in practice.
Historical experience disproves it. Each year we see additional splintering among "Bible-believing" religions.
Today there are tens of thousands of competing denominations, each insisting its interpretation of the Bible is the
correct one. The resulting divisions have caused untold confusion among millions of sincere but misled Christians.
Just open up the Yellow Pages of your telephone book and see how many different denominations are listed, each
claiming to go by the "Bible alone," but no two of them agreeing on exactly what the Bible means.
We know this for sure: The Holy Spirit cannot be the author of this confusion (1 Cor. 14:33). God cannot lead
people to contradictory beliefs because his truth is one. The conclusion? The "Bible alone" theory must be false.
The Magisterium (CCC 85–87, 888–892)
Together the pope and the bishops form the teaching authority of the Church, which is called the magisterium (from
the Latin for "teacher"). The magisterium, guided and protected from error by the Holy Spirit, gives us certainty in
matters of doctrine. The Church is the custodian of the Bible and faithfully and accurately proclaims its message, a
task which God has empowered it to do.
Keep in mind that the Church came before the New Testament, not the New Testament before the Church. Divinelyinspired members of the Church wrote the books of the New Testament, just as divinely-inspired writers had written
the Old Testament, and the Church is guided by the Holy Spirit to guard and interpret the entire Bible, both Old and
New Testaments.
Such an official interpreter is absolutely necessary if we are to understand the Bible properly. (We all know what the
Constitution says, but we still need a Supreme Court to interpret what it means.)
The magisterium is infallible when it teaches officially because Jesus promised to send the Holy Spirit to guide the

apostles and their successors "into all truth" (John 16:12–13).
HOW GOD DISTRIBUTES HIS GIFTS
Jesus promised he would not leave us orphans (John 14:18) but would send the Holy Spirit to guide and protect us
(John 15:26). He gave the sacraments to heal, feed, and strengthen us. The seven sacraments —baptism, the
Eucharist, penance (also called reconciliation or confession), confirmation, holy orders, matrimony, and the
anointing of the sick—are not just symbols. They are signs that actually convey God’s grace and love.
The sacraments were foreshadowed in the Old Testament by things that did not actually convey grace but merely
symbolized it (circumcision, for example, prefigured baptism, and the Passover meal prefigured the Eucharist. When
Christ came, he did not do away with symbols of God’s grace. He supernaturalized them, energizing them with
grace. He made them more than symbols.
God constantly uses material things to show his love and power. After all, matter is not evil. When he created the
physical universe, everything God created was "very good" (Gen. 1:31). He takes such delight in matter that he even
dignified it through his own Incarnation (John 1:14).
During his earthly ministry Jesus healed, fed, and strengthened people through humble elements such as mud, water,
bread, oil, and wine. He could have performed his miracles directly, but he preferred to use material things to bestow
his grace.
In his first public miracle Jesus turned water into wine, at the request of his mother, Mary (John 2:1–11). He healed
a blind man by rubbing mud on his eyes (John 9:1–7). He multiplied a few loaves and fish into a meal for thousands
(John 6:5–13). He changed bread and wine into his own body and blood (Matt. 26:26– 28). Through the sacraments
he continues to heal, feed, and strengthen us.
Baptism (CCC 1213–1284)
Because of original sin, we are born without grace in our souls, so there is no way for us to have fellowship with
God. Jesus became man to bring us into union with his Father. He said no one can enter the kingdom of God unless
he is first born of "water and the Spirit" (John 3:5)—this refers to baptism.
Through baptism we are born again, but this time on a spiritual level instead of a physical level. We are washed in
the bath of rebirth (Titus 3:5). We are baptized into Christ’s death and therefore share in his Resurrection (Rom.
6:3–7).
Baptism cleanses us of sins and brings the Holy Spirit and his grace into our souls (Acts 2:38, 22:16). And the
apostle Peter is perhaps the most blunt of all: "Baptism now saves you" (1 Pet. 3:21). Baptism is the gateway into
the Church.
Penance (CCC 1422–1498)
Sometimes on our journey toward the heavenly promised land we stumble and fall into sin. God is always ready to
lift us up and to restore us to grace-filled fellowship with him. He does this through the sacrament of penance (which
is also known as confession or reconciliation).
Jesus gave his apostles power and authority to reconcile us to the Father. They received Jesus’ own power to forgive
sins when he breathed on them and said, "Receive the Holy Spirit. Whose sins you forgive are forgiven them, and
whose sins you retain are retained" (John 20:22–23).
Paul notes that "all this is from God, who has reconciled us to himself through Christ and given us the ministry of
reconciliation. . . . So, we are ambassadors for Christ, as if God were appealing through us" (2 Cor. 5:18–20).
Through confession to a priest, God’s minister, we have our sins forgiven, and we receive grace to help us resist
future temptations.
The Eucharist (CCC 1322–1419)
Once we become members of Christ’s family, he does not let us go hungry, but feeds us with his own body and

blood through the Eucharist. In the Old Testament, as they prepared for their journey in the wilderness, God
commanded his people to sacrifice a lamb and sprinkle its blood on their doorposts, so the Angel of Death would
pass by their homes. Then they ate the lamb to seal their covenant with God.
This lamb prefigured Jesus. He is the real "Lamb of God," who takes away the sins of the world (John 1:29).
Through Jesus we enter into a New Covenant with God (Luke 22:20), who protects us from eternal death. God’s Old
Testament people ate the Passover lamb. Now we must eat the Lamb that is the Eucharist. Jesus said, "Unless you
eat my flesh and drink my blood you have no life within you" (John 6:53).
At the Last Supper he took bread and wine and said, "Take and eat. This is my body . . . This is my blood which will
be shed for you" (Mark 14:22–24). In this way Jesus instituted the sacrament of the Eucharist, the sacrificial meal
Catholics consume at each Mass.
The Catholic Church teaches that the sacrifice of Christ on the cross occurred "once for all"; it cannot be repeated
(Heb. 9:28). Christ does not "die again" during Mass, but the very same sacrifice that occurred on Calvary is made
present on the altar. That’s why the Mass is not "another" sacrifice, but a participation in the same, once-for-all
sacrifice of Christ on the cross.
Paul reminds us that the bread and the wine really become, by a miracle of God’s grace, the actual body and blood
of Jesus: "Anyone who eats and drinks without recognizing the body of the Lord eats and drinks judgment on
himself" (1 Cor. 11:27–29).
After the consecration of the bread and wine, no bread or wine remains on the altar. Only Jesus himself, under the
appearance of bread and wine, remains.
Confirmation (CCC 1285–1321)
God strengthens our souls in another way, through the sacrament of confirmation. Even though Jesus’ disciples
received grace before his Resurrection, on Pentecost the Holy Spirit came to strengthen them with new graces for
the difficult work ahead.
They went out and preached the gospel fearlessly and carried out the mission Christ had given them. Later, they laid
hands on others to strengthen them as well (Acts 8:14–17). Through confirmation you too are strengthened to meet
the spiritual challenges in your life.
Matrimony (CCC 1601–1666)
Most people are called to the married life. Through the sacrament of matrimony God gives special graces to help
married couples with life’s difficulties, especially to help them raise their children as loving followers of Christ.
Marriage involves three parties: the bride, the groom, and God. When two Christians receive the sacrament of
matrimony, God is with them, witnessing and blessing their marriage covenant. A sacramental marriage is
permanent; only death can break it (Mark 10:1–12, Rom. 7:2–3, 1 Cor. 7:10–11). This holy union is a living symbol
of the unbreakable relationship between Christ and his Church (Eph. 5:21–33).
Holy Orders (CCC 1536–1600)
Others are called to share specially in Christ’s priesthood. In the Old Covenant, even though Israel was a kingdom of
priests (Exod. 19:6), the Lord called certain men to a special priestly ministry (Exod. 19: 22). In the New Covenant,
even though Christians are a kingdom of priests (1 Pet. 2:9), Jesus calls certain men to a special priestly ministry
(Rom. 15:15–16).
This sacrament is called holy orders. Through it priests are ordained and thus empowered to serve the Church (2
Tim. 1:6–7) as pastors, teachers, and spiritual fathers who heal, feed, and strengthen God’s people—most
importantly through preaching and the administration of the sacraments.

Anointing of the Sick (CCC 1499–1532)
Priests care for us when we are physically ill. They do this through the sacrament known as the anointing of the sick.

The Bible instructs us, "Is anyone among you suffering? He should pray. . . . Is any one among you sick? He should
summon the presbyters [priests] of the Church, and they should pray over him and anoint him with oil in the name
of the Lord, and the prayer of faith will save the sick person, and the Lord will raise him up. If he has committed any
sins, he will be forgiven" (Jas. 5:14–15). Anointing of the sick not only helps us endure illness, but it cleanses our
souls and helps us prepare to meet God.
TALKING WITH GOD AND HIS SAINTS
One of the most important activities for a Catholic is prayer. Without it there can be no true spiritual life. Through
personal prayer and the communal prayer of the Church, especially the Mass, we worship and praise God, we
express sorrow for our sins, and we intercede on behalf of others (1 Tim. 2:1–4). Through prayer we grow in our
relationship with Christ and with members of God’s family (CCC 2663–2696).
This family includes all members of the Church, whether on earth, in heaven, or in purgatory. Since Jesus has only
one body, and since death has no power to separate us from Christ (Rom. 8:3–8), Christians who are in heaven or
who, before entering heaven, are being purified in purgatory by God’s love (1 Cor. 3:12–15) are still part of the
Body of Christ (CCC 962).
Jesus said the second greatest commandment is to "love your neighbor as yourself" (Matt. 22:39). Those in heaven
love us more intensely than they ever could have loved us while on earth. They pray for us constantly (Rev. 5:8),
and their prayers are powerful (Jas. 5:16, CCC 956, 2683, 2692).
Our prayers to the saints in heaven, asking for their prayers for us, and their intercession with the Father do not
undermine Christ’s role as sole Mediator (1 Tim. 2:5). In asking saints in heaven to pray for us we follow Paul’s
instructions: "I urge that supplications, prayers, intercessions, and thanksgivings be made for everyone," for "this is
good and pleasing to God our Savior" (1 Tim. 2:1–4).
All members of the Body of Christ are called to help one another through prayer (CCC 2647). Mary’s prayers are
especially effective on our behalf because of her relationship with her Son (John 2:1–11).
God gave Mary a special role (CCC 490–511, 963– 975). He saved her from all sin (Luke 1:28, 47), made her
uniquely blessed among all women (Luke 1:42), and made her a model for all Christians (Luke 1:48). At the end of
her life he took her, body and soul, into heaven—an image of our own resurrection at the end of the world (Rev.
12:1–2).
WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF LIFE?
Old catechisms asked, "Why did God make you?" The answer: "God made me to know him, to love him, and to
serve him in this world and to be happy with him forever in the next." Here, in just 26 words, is the whole reason for
our existence. Jesus answered the question even more briefly: "I came so that [you] might have life and have it more
abundantly" (John 10:10).
God’s plan for you is simple. Your loving Father wants to give you all good things—especially eternal life. Jesus
died on the cross to save us all from sin and the eternal separation from God that sin causes (CCC 599–623). When
he saves us, he makes us part of his Body, which is the Church (1 Cor. 12:27–30). We thus become united with him
and with Christians everywhere (on earth, in heaven, in purgatory).
What You Must Do to Be Saved
Best of all, the promise of eternal life is a gift, freely offered to us by God (CCC 1727). Our initial forgiveness and
justification are not things we "earn" (CCC 2010). Jesus is the mediator who bridged the gap of sin that separates us
from God (1 Tim. 2:5); he bridged it by dying for us. He has chosen to make us partners in the plan of salvation (1
Cor. 3:9).
The Catholic Church teaches what the apostles taught and what the Bible teaches: We are saved by grace alone, but
not by faith alone (which is what "Bible Christians" teach; see Jas. 2:24).
When we come to God and are justified (that is, enter a right relationship with God), nothing preceding justification,

whether faith or good works, earns grace. But then God plants his love in our hearts, and we should live out our
faith by doing acts of love (Gal. 6:2).
Even though only God’s grace enables us to love others, these acts of love please him, and he promises to reward
them with eternal life (Rom. 2:6–7, Gal. 6:6–10). Thus good works are meritorious. When we first come to God in
faith, we have nothing in our hands to offer him. Then he gives us grace to obey his commandments in love, and he
rewards us with salvation when we offer these acts of love back to him (Rom. 2:6–11, Gal. 6:6–10, Matt. 25:34–40).
Jesus said it is not enough to have faith in him; we also must obey his commandments. "Why do you call me ‘Lord,
Lord,’ but do not do the things I command?" (Luke 6:46, Matt. 7:21–23, 19:16–21).
We do not "earn" our salvation through good works (Eph. 2:8–9, Rom. 9:16), but our faith in Christ puts us in a
special grace-filled relationship with God so that our obedience and love, combined with our faith, will be rewarded
with eternal life (Rom. 2:7, Gal. 6:8–9).
Paul said, "God is the one who, for his good purpose, works in you both to desire and to work" (Phil. 2:13). John
explained that "the way we may be sure that we know him is to keep his commandments. Whoever says, ‘I know
him,’ but does not keep his commandments is a liar, and the truth is not in him" (1 John 2:3–4, 3:19–24, 5:3–4).
Since no gift can be forced on the recipient—gifts always can be rejected—even after we become justified, we can
throw away the gift of salvation. We throw it away through grave (mortal) sin (John 15:5–6, Rom. 11:22–23, 1 Cor.
15:1–2; CCC 1854–1863). Paul tells us, "The wages of sin is death" (Rom. 6:23).
Read his letters and see how often Paul warned Christians against sin! He would not have felt compelled to do so if
their sins could not exclude them from heaven (see, for example, 1 Cor. 6:9–10, Gal. 5:19–21).
Paul reminded the Christians in Rome that God "will repay everyone according to his works: eternal life for those
who seek glory, honor, and immortality through perseverance in good works, but wrath and fury to those who
selfishly disobey the truth and obey wickedness" (Rom. 2:6–8).
Sins are nothing but evil works (CCC 1849–1850). We can avoid sins by habitually performing good works. Every
saint has known that the best way to keep free from sins is to embrace regular prayer, the sacraments (the Eucharist
first of all), and charitable acts.
Are You Guaranteed Heaven?
Some people promote an especially attractive idea: All true Christians, regardless of how they live, have an absolute
assurance of salvation, once they accept Jesus into their hearts as "their personal Lord and Savior." The problem is
that this belief is contrary to the Bible and constant Christian teaching.
Keep in mind what Paul told the Christians of his day: "If we have died with him [in baptism; see Rom. 6:3–4] we
shall also live with him; if we persevere we shall also reign with him" (2 Tim. 2:11–12).
If we do not persevere, we shall not reign with him. In other words, Christians can forfeit heaven (CCC 1861).
The Bible makes it clear that Christians have a moral assurance of salvation (God will be true to his word and will
grant salvation to those who have faith in Christ and are obedient to him [1 John 3:19–24]), but the Bible does not
teach that Christians have a guarantee of heaven. There can be no absolute assurance of salvation. Writing to
Christians, Paul said, "See, then, the kindness and severity of God: severity toward those who fell, but God’s
kindness to you, provided you remain in his kindness, otherwise you too will be cut off" (Rom. 11:22–23; Matt.
18:21–35, 1 Cor. 15:1–2, 2 Pet. 2:20–21).
Note that Paul includes an important condition: "provided you remain in his kindness." He is saying that Christians
can lose their salvation by throwing it away. He warns, "Whoever thinks he is standing secure should take care not
to fall" (1 Cor. 10:11–12).
If you are Catholic and someone asks you if you have been "saved," you should say, "I am redeemed by the blood of

Christ, I trust in him alone for my salvation, and, as the Bible teaches, I am ‘working out my salvation in fear and
trembling’ (Phil. 2:12), knowing that it is God’s gift of grace that is working in me."
THE WAVE OF THE FUTURE
All the alternatives to Catholicism are showing themselves to be inadequate: the worn-out secularism that is
everywhere around us and that no one any longer finds satisfying, the odd cults and movements that offer temporary
community but no permanent home, even the other, incomplete brands of Christianity. As our tired world becomes
ever more desperate, people are turning to the one alternative they never really had considered: the Catholic Church.
They are coming upon truth in the last place they expected to find it.
Always Attractive
How can this be? Why are so many people seriously looking at the Catholic Church for the first time? Something is
pulling them toward it. That something is truth.
This much we know: They are not considering the claims of the Church out of a desire to win public favor.
Catholicism, at least nowadays, is never popular. You cannot win a popularity contest by being a faithful Catholic.
Our fallen world rewards the clever, not the good. If a Catholic is praised, it is for the worldly skills he
demonstrates, not for his Christian virtues.
Although people try to avoid the hard doctrinal and moral truths the Catholic Church offers them (because hard
truths demand that lives be changed), they nevertheless are attracted to the Church. When they listen to the pope and
the bishops in union with him, they hear words with the ring of truth—even if they find that truth hard to live by.
When they contemplate the history of the Catholic Church and the lives of its saints, they realize there must be
something special, maybe something supernatural, about an institution that can produce holy people such as St.
Augustine, St. Thomas Aquinas, and Mother Teresa.
When they step off a busy street and into the aisles of an apparently empty Catholic church, they sense not a
complete emptiness, but a presence. They sense that Someone resides inside, waiting to comfort them.
They realize that the persistent opposition that confronts the Catholic Church—whether from non-believers or
"Bible Christians" or even from people who insist on calling themselves Catholics—is a sign of the Church’s divine
origin (John 15:18–21). And they come to suspect that the Catholic Church, of all things, is the wave of the future.
Incomplete Christianity Is Not Enough
Over the last few decades many Catholics have left the Church, many dropping out of religion entirely, many
joining other churches. But the traffic has not been in only one direction.
The traffic toward Rome has increased rapidly. Today we are seeing more than a hundred and fifty thousand
converts enter the Catholic Church each year in the United States, and in some other places, like the continent of
Africa, there are more than a million converts to the Catholic faith each year. People of no religion, lapsed or
inactive Catholics, and members of other Christian churches are "coming home to Rome."
They are attracted to the Church for a variety of reasons, but the chief reason they convert is the chief reason you
should be Catholic: The solid truth of the Catholic faith.
Our separated brethren hold much Christian truth, but not all of it. We might compare their religion to a stained
glass window in which some of the original panes were lost and have been replaced by opaque glass: Something that
was present at the beginning is now gone, and something that does not fit has been inserted to fill up the empty
space. The unity of the original window has been marred.
When, centuries ago, they split away from the Catholic Church, the theological ancestors of these Christians
eliminated some authentic beliefs and added new ones of their own making. The forms of Christianity they
established are really incomplete Christianity.

Only the Catholic Church was founded by Jesus, and only it has been able to preserve all Christian truth without any
error—and great numbers of people are coming to see this.
YOUR TASKS AS A CATHOLIC
Your tasks as a Catholic, no matter what your age, are three:
Know your Catholic faith.
You cannot live your faith if you do not know it, and you cannot share with others what you do not first make your
own (CCC 429). Learning your Catholic faith takes some effort, but it is effort well spent because the study is, quite
literally, infinitely rewarding.
Live your Catholic faith.
Your Catholic faith is a public thing. It is not meant to be left behind when you leave home (CCC 2472). But be
forewarned: Being a public Catholic involves risk and loss. You will find some doors closed to you. You will lose
some friends. You will be considered an outsider. But, as a consolation, remember our Lord’s words to the
persecuted: "Rejoice and be glad, for your reward is great in heaven" (Matt. 5:12).
Spread your Catholic faith.
Jesus Christ wants us to bring the whole world into captivity to the truth, and the truth is Jesus himself, who is "the
way, and the truth, and the life" (John 14:6). Spreading the faith is a task not only for bishops, priests, and
religious—it is a task for all Catholics (CCC 905).
Just before his Ascension, our Lord told his apostles, "Go, therefore, and 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" (Matt. 28:19–20).
If we want to observe all that Jesus commanded, if we want to believe all he taught, we must follow him through his
Church. This is our great challenge—and our great privilege.
------------------

FINIS
------------------

A DOCTRINAL CATECHISM;
WHEREIN DIVERS POINTS OF

CATHOLIC FAITH AND PRACTICE ASSAILED BY
MODERN HERETICS
ARE SUSTAINED BY AN APPEAL TO THE

HOLY SCRIPTURES, THE TESTIMONY OF THE ANCIENT
FATHERS, AND THE DICTATES OF REASON
BY THE

R E V. S T E P H E N K E E N A N.
THIRD AMERICAN EDITION, REVISED AND CORRECTED, CONFORM
ABLY TO THE DECREES OF THE COUNCIL OF THE VATICAN.
"Try all things, and hold fast that which is good."—THESS. V. 21
IMPRIMATUR:

+ JOHN CARDINAL McCLOSKEY
ARCHBISHOP OF NEW YORK

P. J. KENEDY AND SONS
PUBLISHERS TO THE HOLY APOSTOLIC SEE

3 AND 5 BARCLAY STREET NEW YORK
APPROBATIONS
OF THE
ORIGINAL EDINBURGH EDITION.

A Concise Summary of Arguments, Authorities, and Proofs, in support of the Doctrines,
Institutions, and Practices of the Catholic Church, is here presented in a very convenient
form, as an additional antidote against the unceasing effusions of antagonist Ignorance
and Misrepresentation. The Believer will be hereby instructed and confirmed in his Faith,
and the sincere Searcher after Truth will here find a lucid path opened to conduct him to
its sanctuary. There is much important matter condensed in these unpretending pages.
The work, I trust, will meet with the notice it deserves, and the good be thus effected
which the zealous and talented author has had in view in its publication.
+ ANDREW, BISHOP OF CERAMIS,
Vicar Apostolic of Eastern Scotland.
EDINBURGH, 10th April, 1846.
I have read, with much pleasure, a Catechism by the Rev. Stephen Keenan. As it contains
a well-reasoned defence of the Catholic faith, and clear and satisfactory solutions of the
usual objections adduced by separatists, I deem that the study of it will be most useful to
all Catholics; and, therefore, I earnestly recommend it to the Faithful in the Northern
District of Scotland.
+ Jas. Kyle, V A N.D.S.
PRESHOME, 15th April, 1846.

IMPRIMATUR.
+ JOHN, CARDINAL McCLOSKEY, Archbishop of New York.
Copyright, T. W. STRONG, 1876.
PREFACE
Discussions of the various questions of religion have ever been, and still are, matters of
inevitable necessity, because Christianity and its dogmas have ever been, and still are,
impugned by those victims of passion, prejudice, and error—the schismatic, heretic, and
infidel. The true minister of Jesus Christ is thus compelled to make religious controversy
an important part of his studies, as it is only by this mean he can, and with the help of
God's grace, bring back these unfortunate wanderers to the fold of Christ. If angry
feelings are sometimes engendered by these discussions, the fault lies with those who
first raised the standard of rebellion against the authoritative teaching of the lawful
pastors, whom Christ commissioned to feed his lambs and his sheep, with the bread of
life and the Word of God. To elucidate truth, is the the object of free discussion; and to
all who are properly qualified for the task, ample scope should be given. Catholics as
regards their doctrines, court publicity; because they are fully aware, the more these are
tried and examined, the stronger will be the conviction of their truth in the mind of the
sincere inquirer. Of this, ample proof will be found in the multitude of late
conversions,—conversions, be it observed, not of the vulgar and illiterate, but of the
brightest ornaments of the age,—not of the interested and worldly, but of men who
proved themselves ready to
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sacrifice every worldly advantage for the sake of conscience and truth,—conversions, not
of the victim of passion, as is the case when a stray Catholic becomes Protestant, but of
men whose minds are pure and their hearts chaste, whose high and spotless morality is
beyond all suspicion. Such are the men, who, bursting the fetters in which they had been
hitherto bound, and tearing to pieces the thick veil of early prejudice by which the
Protestant world is blindfolded, have boldly dared to act upon the Protestant principle of
examining for themselves, and having made that examination, not without hearty
commendations of themselves to heaven, have, of late, added to the glory of the
Redeemer by their piety and learning, and, by their numbers, extended the pale of his true
Church.
With many Protestants it is vain to argue; their preconceived notions of Catholic doctrine
are such, as to prevent the infusion of the smallest portion of Catholic truth. Their
teachers have been for three hundred years employed, not in refuting the true Catholic
doctrine, but in inventing calumnies against, and publishing misrepresentations of
Catholicism, and then amusing their audiences with a refutation, not of the Catholic
religion, but of these absurd Protestant forgeries, and "ingenious devices," which they
themselves have fraudulently palmed upon the public as the genuine doctrines of the

Church of Rome.
Even with those who do not know the rules of discussion, and whose minds are imbued
with something like honest fairness, controversy will be endless, if the Scripture alone be
appealed to. That Divine Book does not and cannot explain itself, and, accordingly, each
disputant will interpret to suit his own views; hence the bitter discussions, and
interminable contradictions, observable
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among all those sects who have separated themselves from the Catholic Church.
Tertullian, in his Book of Prescriptions, points out the proper method of refuting all
heresies. He tells them to give proofs of their mission,—opposes to their novelties, the
traditional doctrines of the Apostolic Churches,—and points to their jarring and
contradictory systems, as invincible proofs that they are teachers of error. Thus, without
any appeal to Scripture, had the first reformers been asked, Whence come ye? from
whence have ye derived your mission? they would have looked very foolish, for to this
question they could give no reply. They were not sent by any lawful pastor;—they had no
mission from any Christian Church;—they and their novelties came fifteen hundred years
too late to have any connection with the Apostles. In thus setting up as preachers, without
any mission, they outraged the common sense of men. Christ himself, Moses, and the
Apostles, preached new doctrines, but they treated men as rational beings,—they proved
they were sent by God by the most evident and astonishing miracles; but the reforming
ministers never wrought even one miracle to prove to their unfortunate followers that
they were sent by God, or to stamp upon their new system the seal of heaven.
These self-commissioned men railed against tradition, because it condemned their
novelties; but had they been asked to prove, without the aid of tradition, that even the
very Bible, of which they boasted so much, was the Word of God, they would have been
much embarrassed; for without the traditional argument, no man can prove the Bible to
be God's Word. Hence, the very first principle of the Protestant Creed—rests solely on
the authority of tradition; and, consequently, if, as they maintain, tradi[pg. 6]
tional be only human doctrines, their whole creed is merely human, for it first principle,
upon which all their other doctrines are grounded, rests solely, even according to
themselves, upon the authority of men. Those who talk of the Bible as the only rule of
faith, would do well to make this matter a subject of serious meditation; if they do, they
will ask themselves, How can this be, since even the authenticity, integrity, and divinity
of the Bible, can be proved only by a reference to tradition?
The heresies of modern times are as productive of sects and divisions as those which
appeared in the days of Tertullian; they are daily spawning new religions, as perplexing
and pestiferous as the parents from which they spring; and thus they will continue,
shooting off in every direction, no matter how preposterous or absurd, until their very
absurdity will force the pious and reasoning portion back into the bosom of the Catholic
Church and drive the thoughtless and vainly-wise section of them into the broad, but dark
and hopeless, path of infidelity.
On the subject of religious controversy, numerous works of deep research and intrinsic
merit have of late issued from the press. Most of these, however, are so diffuse and

expensive as to render them useless to many Catholics and Protestants, who, though
anxious in their search after truth, have neither time nor education to enable them to read,
nor money to procure, elaborate and expensive publications; others, again, are so
compendious, and the arguments so abridged, that, when put into the hands of the
superficial Protestant, they fail to produce conviction. Some others, in fine, there are, the
scope of which is rather to instruct Catholics in the faith and practices of their religion,
than to disabuse the Protestant mind of its prejudices and its errors. Among these works
of real talent and merit, something seemed to the writer
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of the following pages to be still wanting—viz.: an epitome of controversy in a concise
and cheap form, comprising the principle arguments on the various questions most
commonly controverted, combining perspicuity with brevity and cheapness, that it might
be within the reach of all Catholics who are called to give a reason for the faith that is in
them, and of all sincere inquiring Protestants, whose occupations and circumstances
preclude the possibility of their having recourse to more learned, more voluminous, and
expensive works.
Whether this desideratum be supplied by the following little work, the public will soon
determine. The plan and a portion of the groundwork are taken from a small controversial
treatise by Father Scheffmacher, a German Jesuit, who held the chair of controversy at
Strasburg about a century ago. It was at first the intention of the writer to give only a
translation of Scheffmacher's Catechism, but, after a careful examination of it, he found
some important articles treated with such brevity, that it was necessary to remodel and
extend them, while others of vital interest were scarcely touched at all; indeed, such were
the changes and additions which the writer was obliged to make, that the present may be
considered an almost entirely new work. As the object of the writer is to do good, and not
to acquire fame, he acknowledges his obligations, in some instances, to several
Continental and some English Divines; and trusts that an indulgent public will find, in the
solidity of the matter, an apology for all defects in manner and style. He also takes this
opportunity of expressing his gratitude to the eminent Catholic prelate to whom the work,
for the sake of security, was submitted; and feels assured, that nothing will be found in it
unworthy of his Lordship's patronage. If, in fine, this publication promote the cause of
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religion and truth;—if, by being put into the hands of the Neophyte, it lighten the burden
of his brother clergymen in the matter of controversial instruction;—if it aid in dispelling
error,—in carrying conviction to the mind,—in bringing back to the unity of the one fold
some of the many who have wandered from it,—the writer will consider his labors amply
rewarded.
[pg. 9]
CONTENTS
RISE AND PROGRESS OF PROTESTANTISM.

Chap. i. Nature and author of Protestantism, p. 15.
Chap. ii. Causes of Luther's new Creed, p. 17.
Chap. iii. Luther required to retract by Cardinal Cajetan, p. 19.
Chap. iv. Luther judged by the Universities of Paris, &c, p. 21.
Chap. v. Luther cited by the secular power, p. 23.
Chap. vi. Luther's mode of supplying his Church with priests. p. 26.
LUTHER'S REFORMATION NOT THE WORK OF GOD.
Chap. i. God not the author of the change of religion, p. 28.
Chap. ii. Luther's language to the Emperor and the Pope. p. 30.
Chap. iii. Luther's doctrine not of God, p. 32.
Chap. iv. Luther's schism not brought about by God, p. 34.
Chap. v. Means used by Luther not from God, p. 36.
Chap. vi. What then are Luther's followers obliged to? p. 38.
THE TRUE CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST
Chap. i. To be saved we must be members of the true Church—the true Church is that
which was established eighteen hundred years ago, and has existed unceasingly since that
time, p. 40.
Chap. ii. In what Church do we find these two marks of truth? p. 43.
Chap. iii. Can Protestants tell where and what was the true Church before Luther's time?
p. 45.
Chap. iv. What of the Hussites and Vaudois? p. 47.
Chap. v. Chief marks of the true Church—its Unity, p. 50.
Chap. vi. Holiness, p. 55.
Chap. vii. Catholicity, p. 59.
Chap viii. Apostolicity, p. 66.
[pg. 10]
RULE OF FAITH.
Chap. i. Divine faith—its qualities and necessity, p. 72.
Chap. ii. Faith of Protestants, not firm, but full of doubt, p. 75.
Chap. iii. They are not certain that their Bible is free of error, p. 78.
Chap. iv. They are not certain as to the sense of the Bible, p. 81.
Chap. v. Qualities of the Catholic rule of faith, p. 84.
Chap. vi. Tradition as connected with the rule of faith, p. 86.
PROTESTANTS DO NOT ADHERE TO THE BIBLE ALONE.
Chap. i. They do not adhere to it in the matter of God's commandments, p. 88.
Chap. ii. Neither do they on the subject of faith, p. 90.
Chap. iii. Nor do they on assurance, p. 92.
Chap. iv. They abide not by it as regards the Church, p. 95.
Chap. v. Nor on the subject of Scripture, p. 97.
Chap. vi. Additional proofs that they are not guided by Scripture alone, p. 101.

OUR LORD JESUS CHRIST AND THE SAINTS.
Chap. i. Second Person of the Blessed Trinity, p. 102.
Chap. ii. What we owe to Jesus Christ, p. 103.
Chap. iii. Catholics glorify Christ more than Protestants do, p. 105.
Chap iv. Catholics do not abandon Christ by asking the prayers of the saints, p. 107.
Chap. v. The invocation of saints is Scriptural, p. 109.
Chap. vi. The antiquity of this practice, p. 110.
COMMUNION UNDER ONE KIND.
Chap. i. Reception of both kinds not necessary, p. 111.
Chap. ii. Salvation promised to the reception of one kind, p. 113.
Chap. iii. The early and pure Church often administered under one kind only, p. 114.
Chap. iv. Text, Matth xvi.—"Drink ye all of this," answered, p. 116.
Chap. v. Additional reply to an obstinate Protestant, p. 118.
[pg. 11]
SACRIFICE OF THE MASS.
Chap. i. Essentials of the Mass instituted by Christ, p. 120.
Chap. ii. Sacrifices of the Old Law, p. 125.
Chap. iii. Mass a true propitiatory sacrifice, p. 127.
PURGATORY.
Chap. i. General proofs of the existence of a middle state, p. 130.
Chap. ii. Proofs from the New Testament, p. 132.
Chap. iii. Proofs from Tradition, p. 136.
JUSTIFICATION.
Chap. i. What is it?—How is the sinner justified? p. 138.
Chap. ii. What part has faith in justification? p. 139.
Chap iii. Can one in mortal sin merit heaven? p. 142.
Chap. iv. What gives their value to good works? p. 144.
Chap. v. Can man satisfy for his own sins? p. 146.
INDULGENCES.
What is an Indulgence?—the arguments for Indulgences from Scripture, Fathers, and
Councils, p. 149.
HEAD OF THE CHURCH.
Chap. i. Head of the Church, p. 153.
Chap. ii. Primacy of St. Peter, p. 156.
Chap. iii. What follows from the admission of this supremacy, p. 159.
Chap. iv. All are bound to obey the Bishop of Rome, p. 161.

THE POPE IS NOT ANTICHRIST.
This injurious assertion of Protestants is contrary to Scripture, p. 163.
COUNCILS.
Chap. i. The different kinds of Councils and the weight of their decisions, p. 166.
Chap ii. Number of general Councils and obedience due to them, p. 169.
[pg. 12]
OBEDIENCE TO THE CHURCH.
Chap. i. Scripture commands this obedience, p. 171.
Chap. ii. Object of the commandments of the Church, p. 173.
Chap. iii. Why she forbids meats, p. 175.
Chap. iv. Lent—who established it, 177.
Chap. v. Why was Lent established? p. 179.
Chap. vi. Reply to the scoffers at fasting and abstinence, p. 180.
ON THE SACRAMENTS.
BAPTISM.
There are seven sacraments, p. 181.
On the subject of infant baptism, a Protestant cannot refute an Anabaptist- the matter,
form and institution of baptism, p. 184.
CONFIRMATION.
It is a sacrament, p. 187.
Scriptural and traditional proofs, p. 188.
HOLY EUCHARIST.
A sacrament of the New Law, p. 190.
Promises of Christ regarding it, p. 195.
Christ declares what it is, p. 198.
He fulfils his promise by actually instituting it, p. 204.
Scriptural proofs continued, p. 209.
Reply to those who say that is means represents, p. 217.
Transubstantiation, p. 224.
Christ permanently present in the Eucharist, 229.
Adoration of Christ in the Eucharist, p. 231.
SACRAMENT OF PENANCE AND CONFESSION.
The end of this sacrament, p. 232.
Confession not a modern invention, p. 235.
Confession a Divine Institution, p. 237.
Scriptural proofs for the practice of the first Christians, p. 240.

EXTREME UNCTION.
Scriptural proofs for the existence of this sacrament, p. 243.
Testimony of the Fathers, p. 246.
[pg. 13]
HOLY ORDERS.
Orders a sacrament. Pastors by whom sent, p. 247.
MATRIMONY.
Matrimony a sacrament, p. 252.
Catholic Church does not forbid any one to marry, p. 257.
CEREMONIES OF THE CHURCH.
Why so many ceremonies, p. 259.
Blessing of inanimate things, p. 261.
Holy water, p. 263.
Sign of the Cross, p. 264.
Vestments, 266.
Mass in Latin, p. 268.
PICTURES AND IMAGES.
Their use—not forbidden by Scripture—used by God's own order, p. 272.
Relics, p. 276.
Pilgrimages, p. 278.
VENERATION OF THE EVER-BLESSED VIRGIN.
Catholics do not adore the Blessed Virgin or any creature, &c., p. 280.
Scriptural proofs of her pre-eminent dignity, p. 283.
Testimony of the ancient Church and early Fathers, p. 288.
On Persecution, p. 292.
On the Inquisition. p. 301.
The power of a General Council, or a Papal Consistory, in temporal matters, p. 305.
On the reading of Scripture, p. 307.
Monks, Friars, and Nuns, p. 311.
Charge of ignorance made against Catholics, p. 313.
Charge of Uncharitableness, p. 321.
ON HERESY.
What is it? p. 324.
Peculiarities accompanying every heresy, p. 327.
Luther and Calvin as missionless as Arius, p. 330.

[pg. 14]
THE VARIOUS RULES OF FAITH.
Arian or Socinian rule exploded, p. 335.
Baptists', Methodists', and Quakers' rule refuted, p. 335.
Lutheran and Calvinistic rule proved absurd and rejected, p. 338.
Many necessary truths not contained in Scripture, p. 347.
Neither the Old nor the New Law recognise the Scripture as the only rule, p. 355.
Tradition to be admitted as well as Scripture, p. 357.
TRUE RULE OF FAITH, OR THE TEACHING OF THE INFALLIBLE
CHURCH OF CHRIST.
Catholic rule of faith proved from the Old Testament, p. 362.
The same proved from the New Testament, p. 368.
Reasons why the Catholic interpretation of the texts which bear on this subject should be
preferred to that of Protestants, p. 379.
Argument from reason on this subject, p. 385.
THE CHURCH CALLED CATHOLIC IS THE TRUE INFALLIBLE
CHURCH OF CHRIST.
The proofs, p. 386.
The Protestant Church has none of the Scriptural marks of truth, p. 388.
The Catholic Church has all the Scriptural marks of truth, p. 391.
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THE
RISE AND PROGRESS OF
PROTESTANTISM,
DRAWN FROM THE WORKS OF LUTHER HIMSELF.
CHAPTER I.
Question. What is Protestantism?
Answer. A new religion, invented and propagated by a man, named Martin Luther.
Q. In what year was Luther born?
A. In 1483.
Q. Where was he born?
A. In Eisleben, of Prussian Saxony.
Q. Of what Religion were his parents?
A. They were Catholics, as were all his ancestors.
Q. At the time Luther was born, what was the religion of all Europe?

A. All believed what the Catholics believe at the present time.
Q. Was Luther himself a Catholic for any time?
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A. He was a Catholic until his thirty-fifth year.
Q. What was his state of life?
A. He was a monk of the order of discalced Augustinians.
Q. As such had he made religious vows?
A. At the age of twenty-three years, he made vows of poverty, chastity, and obedience.
Q. Was he bound to keep these vows?
A. Without doubt, since he made them after mature reflection, and of his own free will;
because the Prophet says, (Ps. xlix:) "Pay thy vows to the Most High;" and God himself
says, (Num. ch. xxx:) "If any man make a vow to the Lord, or bind himself by an oath, he
shall not make his word void, but shall fulfil all that he promised."
Q. Did Luther obey this command of God by keeping his vows?
A. No; he violated all the three; he apostatized,—he married Catherine de Boré, a nun,
like himself under vows, and he utterly disobeyed every ecclesiastical authority.
Q. Was this man in reality the founder of the Protestant religion, and the first of that sect
that ever appeared in the world?
A. Most certainly; for no minister, no congregation, no body of Divines professing
Protestant doctrines, was ever heard of until his time.
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Q. What inference do you draw from all this?
A. That Protestantism cannot be the religion of Christ; because, if the Church of Christ
required reformation, a God of purity and holiness would never have chosen such an
immoral character—an apostate, a wholesale vow-breaker, a sacrilegious seducer—for
that purpose.

CHAPTER II.
Q. What induced Luther to attack the ancient Catholic faith and invent a new creed?
A. Pride and jealousy. Pride Leo having granted an Indulgence, Luther's pride was
mortified, because the commission to preach that Indulgence was given to the order of St.
Dominic, and not to his own.
Q. To what did he allow himself to be driven by this pride and jealousy?
A. To attack the doctrine of Indulgences itself.
Q. Would the Catholic Church have blamed Luther had he merely attacked the abuses or
avarice of individual Catholics?
A. No, certainly. He erred in this, that under pretence of reprehending abuses, he assailed
the true faith on the subject of Indulgences.
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Q. What was his next step?
A. He posted on the gates of the Church of Wittemburg, ninety-five articles, which he
wrote and which contained many things not in accordance with the doctrines of the
Church.
Q. Were these articles refuted?
A. They were, and with much ability, by some Catholic Theologians, to whom Luther
replied with a haughty insolence unworthy of a Christian.
Q. What hypocritical pretences did Luther make in 1517, during these disputes?
A. He pretended that he wished to teach nothing but what was conformable to Scripture,
to the Holy Fathers, and approved by the Holy See. (T.1. Ger. Edit. Gen. p. 12.)
Q. What did he write to Jerome, Bishop of Brandenburg?
A. That he wished to decide nothing himself, and that he wished to submit all his
doctrines to the Church. (Ibid, p. 54.)
Q. What did he write to Pope Leo in 1518?
A. That he would listen to that Pope's decision as to an oracle proceeding from the mouth
of Jesus Christ. (Ibid, p. 58)
Q. What did he promise to his religious superiors?
A. That he would be silent, if his adversaries were placed under the same restraint.
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Q. What inference do you draw from all this?
A. That he was either a hypocrite who did not intend to fulfil his promises, or that he was
quite satisfied of the truth of the doctrines which he impugned, since otherwise he could
not conscientiously promise silence and obedience.
Q. What other consequences do you draw?
A. That a man swollen with pride, envy, jealousy—a disobedient hypocrite—was not the
person to be chosen by God to reform abuses if any such existed.
CHAPTER III.
Q. What took place at Augsburg between Luther and Cardinal Cajetan?
A. The Cardinal required of him, that he should retract his errors, which Luther ref used,
appealing at the same time to the most celebrated Universities of Germany, and to that of
Paris, and pledging himself most humbly to submit to their decision. (Ibid, p. 119 and p.
14.)
Q. Did he stand by that appeal?
A. No; he appealed a short time after to the Pope. (Ibid, p. 122)
Q. Did he abide by this second appeal?
A. No; he next appealed "from the Pope
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ill-informed," "to the Pope well-informed" (Ibid, p. 205)
Q. Did he stop even here?
A. No; he then appealed to a General Council. (Ibid, p. 351)
Q. Did he abide by this resolution to submit to the decision of a General Council?
A. No; at the Diet of Worms, he declared flatly that the would not submit his doctrine to

any Council. (Ibid, pp. 448, 450, 452)
Q. What do you conclude from such conduct?
A. In the first place, that Luther must have been extremely fickle to appeal to so many
Judges, and to abide by the decision of none. Secondly, that he knew his cause was bad
and his doctrine false, since he would not submit it even to the best judges. Thirdly, that
he must have been brimful of sinful pride and obstinacy, since he preferred his own
single judgment to that of the whole Christian world.
Q. But did not Luther promise to abandon his errors, if any one would prove them such
from Scripture?
A. Yes; but this was only an artifice to enable him more freely to propagate them;
because he well knew that the Scriptures may be wrested into any, or every meaning; that
one could give them any sense he pleased, as
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the Mormons, the Millerites, and other strange sects do at the present day:—the Scripture
is made to teach all sorts of contradictions.
Q. What was his real object in this subterfuge?
A. He wished to impose his monstrous errors on the public, as truths bearing the sacred
stamp of Scriptural authority. Had he been sincere in his appeal, he would have said:—I
shall leave it to the Church to decide whether my doctrine is conformable to the Scripture
or not.

CHAPTER IV.
Q. What judgment did the Universities, to which Luther appealed, pronounce upon his
doctrine?
A. They condemned his doctrine as false and heretical. (Ibid, p. 539.)
Q. What Universities did so?
A. The Universities of Leipsic, Cologne, Louvain, and Paris.
Q. Did Luther abide by their decision as he had promised?
A. No; on the contrary, he poured forth a torrent of invectives and insults against them;
he called the University of Paris "the mother of errors," "the daughter of Antichrist," "the
gate of hell" (Ibid, p. 548.)
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Q. What was the judgment of the Pope to whom Luther appealed, and whose decisions he
promised to receive, as if they came from the mouth of Christ himself?
A. The Pope published a Bull, condemning forty-one articles of Luther's doctrine.
Q. What does the Pope say in that Bull?
A. That he had done every thing he could to reclaim Luther, but that all his paternal cares
and advices had been unavailing. He give Luther sixty days to retract, and orders his
works to be formally burned at the end of that period, should he persist in his errors.
Q. Did Luther submit?
A. No; he now renounces the authority to which he had appealed; he writes against the

Bull of his chief Superior, whom he had vowed to obey; he denounces the Papal decision
as the decision of Antichrist, (Ibid, p. 345;) he publicly burns the Bull, along with the
book of Decretals. (Ibid, p. 353.)
Q. Had Luther previously written, in the most submissive terms, declaring that he was
willing to cast himself at the feet of his Holiness?
A. Yes, (Ibid, p. 58;) but the moment the Pope opposed him, he changed his language,
declaring that not only the Bull, but the Pope himself should be burned. (Ibid, p. 553.)
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Q. Had Luther not written, a little before, that his preservation or destruction depended
entirely on the absolution or condemnation of his holiness? (Ibid, p. 53.)
A. Yes; but he now declares that men must take up arms against the Pope, the Cardinals
and Bishops, and wash their hands in the blood of these dignitaries. (Ibid. p. 60.)
Q. Had he not written, before this time, that the Pope and the Catholic Church were the
highest spiritual authority on earth? (Ibid, p. 144.)
A. Yes; but he now teaches, that none but those who oppose the Papal authority can be
saved. (Ibid, p. 553.)
Q. What do you now think of Luther's conduct?
A. I can discover nothing in it but the spirit of inconsistancy, doubt, error, and revenge,
without even the slightest mark of the spirit of God.

CHAPTER V.
Q. What did the secular power do to suppress the rising heresy?
A. The Emperor Charles V. cited Luther to appear before the Diet of Worms, and sought
to reclaim him by the mildest means.
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Q. What reply did Luther make to the order of the Emperor?
A. He replied, that from the wording of the order, one would suppose the Emperor to be
either a maniac or a demoniac. (Ibid, p. 460.)
Q. Why was not Luther confined, to prevent him from corrupting others, and from
exciting disturbance?
A. He had received the assurance of a safe-conduct, and the civil authorities could not
break their promise. When, however, the term of the safe-conduct had expired, the
Emperor proscribed Luther as a sectarian, cut off from the body of the Church.
Q. Whither did Luther then retire?
A. To the castle of Wittemburg, where he wrote the most false and pernicious works.
Q. What was the effect of these works, in which he spoke of nothing but "evangelical
liberty?"
A. These works produced disturbances, sedition, and amongst other evils, the German
War of the Peasants, who committed every sort of excess, declaring that the rich had no
exclusive right to their property, that every thing should be held in common, because in

the 2nd chapter of the Acts, it is said, that all property was common amongst the first
Christians.
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Q. Did other divisions and schisms soon appear amongst the Lutherans?
A. Yes; each disciple of Luther thought he had as good a right as his master to expound
the Scripture according to his own peculiar whim;—Carlostad, Zwinglius, Calvin,
Muncer, Schwenckfeld, were of this opinion. They interpreted for themselves, denounced
their master, and set up religions of their own.
Q. Did the thing called "religion," invented by Luther, continue thus to give rise to new
and different sects?
A. Yes; every year gave rise to a new spawn of sectarians,—a short period produced
thirty-four different sects; and even to this day, the religion of Luther is as prolific of
sects and sectarians, as the putrid carcass is of insects or vermin. So true is it, that when
we once abandon truth, there can be no end to our wanderings in the mazes of error; that
when we once break the moorings which bind us to the rock of truth, by the adoption of
false principle, such as that of private interpretation, we are only the prey of endless,
ever-varying, erroneous human opinions,—tossed to and fro on a wide ocean of
contradictions and contrarieties,—to-day on one track, to-morrow upon another,—certain
of nothing, but ultimate
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shipwreck on the rock of infidelity, or the quicksands of heresy and schism.
Q. What lesson do you learn from this portion of Luther's conduct?
A. That the man who wantonly disobeys all authority, both ecclesiastical and civil—the
man who perverts the sacred Scripture, for the purpose of exciting sedition and anarch y,
and propagating evident heresy and schism—cannot possibly be the ambassador of
heaven.

CHAPTER VI.
Q. What means did Luther resort to for the purpose of supplying his new church with
priests, seeing that no bishop could, or would ordain any of his followers?
A. He invented a new doctrine on that subject, a doctrine never known in the Church till
his time.
Q. What was that doctrine?
A. That all Christians—men, women, and children, even infants—were truly and really
priests, and that nothing was wanting to them but presentation to a cure. (Ibid, pp. 64,
336, 369.)
Q. Upon what did he found this unheard of doctrine?
A. Upon that passage of St. Peter, "You are
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a royal priesthood." "St. Peter," he reasoned, "addresses this to all Christians, therefore
all Christians are priests." He might equally well have proved, from the same passage,
that all Christians are kings; since St. Peter declares that they are all ROYAL. Hence, as
all Christians are confessedly not kings, so neither are they all priests. Hence, again, all
the followers of Luther should be satisfied, that their pretended pastors are only wolves in
sheep's clothing, who entered the fold not by the door but over the wall, since their
pretended orders and mission are founded only upon a passage of Scripture evidently
perverted to suit a purpose.
Q. What was Luther's next step after abolishing the true priesthood amongst his
followers?
A. He next abolished the true Sacrifice.
Q. What did he allege against the sacrifice of the Mass?
A. Various things which he learned from the devil, as he himself declares.
Q. How does he express himself on that subject in his book on the Mass? (Tom. vi, p. 82.)
A. "Having awoke," he says, "about midnight, the devil commenced a dispute with me on
the subject of the Mass."
Q. What did the devil say to him?
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A. "Listen, most sapient Doctor," said the father of lies: "during fifteen years you have
said Mass almost every day. What if all these acts have been only so many acts of
idolatry?"
Q. Did Luther hearken to the paternal advice of his sable director?
A. He listened so well, that he allowed himself to be persuaded that the devil was right
and he was wrong, so that the enemy of man came off victor; and though Luther in the
same book calls the devil the most artful and lying deceiver, he here chose to follow his
advice rather than that of the Church.
Q. What think you of all this?
A. One can hardly tell at which to be most astonished,—at the open and brazen avowal of
Luther, or the awful blindness of those who follow a master, who, by his own account,
received his training and instruction in the school of Satan.

THE PROTESTANT PRETENDED REFORMATION
IS NOT THE WORK OF GOD
CHAPTER I.
Q. Can any one reasonably believe that the change in religion brought about by Luther is
the work of God?
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A. No one can believe it, unless he be utterly ignorant of the true nature of religion, and
very unlearned in the matters of history.
Q. Why do you make this answer?
A. Because, in the first place, the author of the Reformation is not a man of God;
secondly, because his work is not the work of God; thirdly, because the means which he
used in effecting his purpose are not of God.
Q. Why do you say Luther is not a man of God?
A. Because he has left us in his works abundant proof, that if God saw a need for any
reformation in his Church, such a man as Luther would not be selected to carry God's will
into effect.
Q. What have you to blame in Luther's works?
A. They are full of indecencies very offensive to modesty, crammed with a low
buffoonery well calculated to bring religion into contempt, and interlarded with very
many gross insults offered in a spirit very far from Christian charity and humility, to
individuals of dignity and worth.
Q. Passing over his indecencies in silence, give us a specimen of his buffooneries and
insults. What does he say to the King of England, replying to a book which the King had
written against him? (Tom. ii, p. 145.)
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A. He calls the king "an ass," "an idiot," "a fool," "whom very infants ought to mock."
Q. How does he treat Cardinal Albert, Archbishop and Elector of Mayence, in the work
which he wrote against the Bishop of Magdeburg? (Tom. vii, p. 353.)
A. He calls him "an unfortunate little priest, crammed with an infinite number of devils."
Q. What does he say of Henry, Duke of Brunswick? (Tom. vii, p. 118.)
A. That he had "swallowed so may devils in eating and drinking, that he could not even
spit any thing but a devil." He calls Duke George of Saxony, "a man of straw, who, with
his immense belly, seemed to bid defiance to heaven, and to have swallowed up Jesus
Christ himself." (Tom. ii, p. 90.)
CHAPTER II.
Q. Was Luther's language more respectful, when he addressed the Emperor and the
Pope?
A. No; he treated them both with equal indignities; he said that the Grand Turk had ten
times the virtue and good sense of the Emperor,—that the Pope was "a wild beast," "a
ravenous wolf, against whom all Europe should rise in arms."
Q. What do you conclude from Luther's
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insolent, outrageous, and libertine manner of speaking?
A. That he was not the man to be chosen by God to reform his church; for his language is
the strongest proof that he was actuated, not by the spirit of God, but by the spirit of the
devil.
Q. May not his party say, that they care little about the manner of the man, if his doctrine
be true,—that it is not upon him, but upon the word of God, they build their faith?

A. If the Protestant doctrine be true, then God used Luther as a chosen instrument to
reestablish his true faith; but no reasonable man can possibly believe the latter; therefore,
neither can any reasonable man believe that the Protestant is the true faith.
Q. May it not be objected that there were individual pastors in the Catholic Church as
worthless as Luther?
A. Yes; but all the pastors of the Catholic Church were not so at one and the same time,
whilst Luther, at the time we speak of, was the first and only teacher of Protestantism.
Besides, Christ himself give an unanswerable reply to the objection, (Matth. xxiii:) "The
Scribes and Pharisees have sitten in the chair of Moses; all things therefore whatsoever
they shall say to you, observe and do, but according
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to their works do ye not." Again, some Catholic pastors may have been bad men, but still
they were the lawful ministers of God, having succeeded to lawfully commissioned
predecessors; but Luther stood alone, he succeeded to none having lawful authority from
whom he could derive a mission. In fine, whatever may have been the lives of some
vicious Catholic pastors, they taught nothing new, their teaching was the same as that of
the best and holiest ministers of the Church. Hence, there was no innovation in matters of
faith, or principles of morality. But Luther was the first to teach a new doctrine, unknown
in the world before his time.

CHAPTER III.
Q. We are now satisfied that the author of Protestantism was not a man of God; show us
that his undertaking was not from God;—what did he undertake?
A. He undertook to show that the Church had fallen into error, separated himself from
her, and formed his followers into a party against her.
Q. Could such an undertaking be from God?
A. No; for God has commanded us not to sit in judgment upon the Church, but to hear
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and obey her with respect; "and if he will not hear the church, let him be to thee as the
heathen and publican." (Matth. chap. xviii.)
Q. Was it the particular "territorial" Church of the Roman States, or the Universal
Catholic Church, that Luther charged with having erred?
A. It was the Universal Church he dared to calumniate in this manner.
Q. How do you prove this?
A. Before the time of Luther, there was no Christian society in the whole world which
believed the doctrines afterwards taught by Luther; consequently, he assailed not any
particular sect or church, but the faith of the whole Christian world.
Q. Are you quite sure, that it is incontestably true, that no Christian body every believed,
before Luther's time, the new doctrines be began then to propagate?
A. So sure, that we have Luther's own authority for it. His words are, (Tom. ii, p. 9, b.:)
"How often has not my conscience been alarmed? How often have I not said to myself:—

Dost thou ALONE of all men pretend to be wise? Dost thou pretend that ALL
CHRISTIANS have been in error, during such a long period of years?"
Q. What was it that gave Luther most
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pain, during the time he meditated the introduction of his new religion?
A. A hidden respect for the authority of the Church, which he found it impossible to
stifle.
Q. How does he express himself on this matter? (Tom. ii, p. 5.)
A. "After having subdued all other considerations, it was with the utmost difficulty I
could eradicate from my heart the feeling that I should obey the Church." "I am not so
presumptuous," said he, "as to believe, that it is in God's name I have commenced and
carried on this affair; I should not wish to go to judgment, resting on the fact that God is
my guide in these matters." (Tom. p. 364, b.)

CHAPTER IV.
Q. What think you of the schism caused by Luther? Can one prudently believe that it is
the work of God?
A. No; because God himself has forbidden schism as a dreadful crime: St. Paul (1st
Corinth. chap. i. ver. 10) says: "Now I beseech you, brethren by the name of our Lord
Jesus Christ, that you all speak the same thing, and that there be no SCHISMS among
you; but that you be perfect in the same mind and same judgment."
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Q. What idea did Luther himself entertain about schism before he blinded himself by his
infuriated antipathy to the Pope?
A. He declared, that it was not lawful for any Christian whatever to separate himself from
the Church of Rome.
Q. Repeat the very words of Luther touching this important matter. (Tom. i, p. 116, b.)
A. "There is no question, no matter how important, which will justify a separation from
the Church." Yet, notwithstanding, he himself burst the moorings which bound him to the
Church, and, with his small band of ignorant and reckless followers, opposed her by
every means in his power.
Q. What do you remark on historical examples of conduct similar to this ever since the
birth of Christianity?
A. That in every age, when a small body detached itself from the Church, on account of
doctrinal points, it has been universally the case, that the small body plunged by degrees
deeper and deeper into error and heresy, and in the end, brought by its own increasing
corruption into a state of decomposition, disappeared and perished. Of this we have
hundreds of examples; nor can Lutherans or Calvinists reasonably hope, that their heresy
and schism can have any other end. They are
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walking in the footsteps of those who have strayed from the fold of truth,—from the unity
of faith; and they can have no other prospect, than the end of so many heresies that have
gone before them.

CHAPTER V.
Q. Why have you said, that the means adopted by Luther, to establish his new religion,
were not of God? What were those means?
A. That he might secure followers, he employed such means as were calculated to flatter
the passions of men; he strewed the path to heaven—not like Christ with thorns, but like
the devil—with flowers; he took off the cross which Christ had laid on the shoulders of
men, he made wide the easy way, which Christ had left narrow and difficult.
Q. Repeat some of Luther's improvements upon the religion of Christ.
A. He permitted all who had made solemn vows of chastity, to violate their vows and
marry; he permitted temporal sovereigns to plunder the property of the Church; he
abolished confession, abstinence, fasting, and every work of penance and mortification.
Q. How did he attempt to tranquillize the consciences he had disturbed by these
scandalously libertine doctrines?
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A. He invented a thing, which he called justifying faith, to be a sufficient substitute for all
the above painful religious works, and invention which took off every responsibility from
our shoulders, and laid all on the shoulders of Jesus Christ; in a word, he told men to
believe in the merits of Christ as certainly applied to them, and live as they pleased, to
indulge every criminal passion, without even the restraints of modesty.
Q. How did he strive to gain over to his party a sufficient number of presumptuous,
unprincipled, and dissolute men of talent, to preach and propagate his novelties?
A. He pandered to their passions and flattered their pride, by granting them the sovereign
honor of being their own judges in every religious question; he presented them with the
Bible, declaring that each one of them, ignorant and learned, was perfectly qualified to
decide upon every point of controversy.
Q. What did he condescend to do for Philip, Landgrave of Hesse, in order to secure his
support and protection?
A. He permitted him to keep two wives at one and the same time. The name of the second
was Margaret de Saal, who had been maid of honor to his lawful wife, Christina de Saxe.
Nor was Luther the only Protestant Doctor
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who granted this monstrous dispensation from the law of God; eight of the most
celebrated Protestant leaders signed, with their own hand, the filthy and adulterous
document.
Q. Does the whole history of Christianity furnish us with even one such scandalous
dispensation derived from ecclesiastical authority?
A. No; nor could such brutal profligacy be countenanced even for a moment, seeing that

the Scripture is so explicit on the subject. Gen. ii, Matth. xix, Mark x, speak of two in one
flesh, but never of three. But Luther and his brethren were guided, not by the letter of the
Scripture, but by the corrupt passions, wishes, and inclinations of men. To induce their
followers to swallow the new creed, they gave them, in return, liberty to gratify every
appetite.
CHAPTER VI.
Q. If neither the author of Protestantism, nor his work itself, nor the means he adopted to
effect his purpose, are from God, what are his followers obliged to?
A. They are obliged, under pain of eternal damnation, to seek earnestly and re-enter the
true Church, which seduced by Luther, they
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abandoned: If they be sincere, God will aid them in their inquiry.
Q. What is the situation of the man who does not at once acquit himself of this
obligation?
A. He is the victim of mortal heresy and schism; the thing he calls a church has no
pastors lawfully sent or ordained; hence, he can receive none of the Sacraments declared
in Scripture to be so necessary to salvation.
Q. What think you of those (they are many) who are at heart convinced that the Catholic
Church is the only true one, and are still such cowards as to dread making a public
profession of their faith?
A. "He," says our Saviour—Luke, ix chap., 26 ver., "who shall be ashamed of me and of
my words, of him the Son of Man shall be ashamed, when he shall come in his majesty."
Q. What think you of those who are inclined to Catholicism, but out of family
considerations neglect to embrace it?
A. Our Saviour, in the 10th chap. of St. Matth., tells such, that he who loves father or
mother more than God, is unworthy of God.
Q. What say you to those who become Protestants, or remain Protestants from motives of
worldly gain or honor?
A. I say with our Saviour, in the 8th chap.
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of St. Mark, "What will it avail a man, if he gain the whole world, and suffer the loss of
his soul?"
ON THE TRUE CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST.
CHAPTER I.
Q. Can anyone be saved who is not in the true Church?
A. No; for those who are not in the true Church,—that is, for those who are not joined, at
least, to the soul of the Church*—there can be no hope of salvation.
Q. What says Christ upon this subject? (St. Matth., chap. xviii.)

A. That he who will not hear the Church, is to be reputed as a heathen.
Q. What says St. Cyprian? (Lib. de Unit. Eccl.)
A. "That he who has not the Church for his mother, cannot have God for his father;" and
the Fathers generally say, "that as all who were not in the ark of Noah, perished in the
waters of the deluge; so shall all perish, who are without the pale of the true Church."
Q. What is the meaning of the ninth article
* This question, as it regards Pagans and invincibly ignorant Christians will be treated
afterwards.
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of the Creed: "I believe in the holy Catholic Church."
A. That every one should firmly believe, that to be a member of the Catholic Church, is
necessary in order to salvation.
Q. By what marks can you distinguish the true Church from all other sects?
A. Particularly by two; 1st, Whatever pretends to be the Church of Christ, must have been
established, upwards of eighteen hundred years ago, by Christ and his Apostles. 2d, It
must have existed unceasingly in the world from that time to the present.
Q. Why do you say that Christ's Church must have been established more than eighteen
hundred years ago?
A. Because is was Christ who established his own true Church, and it is more than
eighteen hundred years since he left the world, to which he has never since visibly
returned.
Q. Why do you say that a church, to be the true Church of Christ, must have perpetually
existed, without any interruption, since the time Christ established it?
A. Simply, because Christ promised such perpetuity to his Church.
Q. What are the words of Christ on this subject? Matth., xvi. chap., 18 ver.; and Matth.
xxviii—20.
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A. "Thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build by church, and the gates of hell shall
not prevail against it;" and, "Go, therefore, teach all nations . . . .and lo! I am with you all
days, even to the consummation of the world."
Q. How does St. Paul speak of the Church of Christ? (1 Tim., iii. chap.)
A. He calls her the pillar and ground of truth.
Q. Were it true that the Church had in reality fallen into idolatry, what inference would
you draw from that fact?
A. That Christ was an unskilled architect and a false prophet; because he must then have
built his Church, not upon a rock, but upon sand, like that stupid architect of whom he
himself speaks—Matth. chap. viii.; and because the gates of hell would then have really
prevailed against the Church in spite of his prediction.
Q. What conclusion do you draw from all this?
A. That Christ established a Church; that that Church has existed in every age; that she
exists at present; that she never could, and never can, fall into any error dangerous to
salvation on matters of faith or morality; that every one, in fine, is bound with a firm and
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unshaken faith to believe what she teaches, because her doctrines are, like those of her
Divine Master, the same yesterday, to-day, and forever.
CHAPTER II.
Q. In what Church do you find those two certain marks of truth, of which you have
spoken?
A. In the Catholic Church, and in no other.
Q. Was she established eighteen hundred years ago?
A. Yes; for no man has ever yet been able to date her origin from any later period.
Q. Has she existed always, without even the least interruption, during that time?
A. Yes; and no one has ever ventured to point out such interruption, or how long, if it
took place at all, such interruptions lasted.
Q. How does St. Augustine establish this necessary antiquity and perpetuity of the
Church up to his own time? (Epist. a Gener.)
A. He proves it by the uninterrupted succession of Roman Pontiffs, whose names he
gives, one after the other, for the complete period, to the number of thirty-nine.
Q. How many Popes have governed the Church from St. Peter to the present Pontiff, Pius
IX. inclusively.
A. Two hundred and fifty-seven.
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Q. Are the two certain marks of the true Church, of which you have spoken, discoverable
in the Protestant Church?
A. No; neither in the Episcopal, nor Calvinistic branch of it.
Q. How long is it since the Lutheran Church was established?
A. About three hundred years;—Luther preached the first Protestantism ever known in
1517; and Calvinism was first preached in the year 1537.
Q. Where there no Lutheran or Calvinistic Churches before these dates?
A. No; no such doctrines, nor churches, nor pastors, nor sects, were ever known in any
country prior to that time.
Q. How do you reason from these facts against your adversaries?
A. Any church, to be the true Church, must have been established eighteen hundred years
ago; but the Episcopalian and Presbyterian Churches are only of three hundred years
duration; therefore, neither of them can have any pretension to be the Church of Christ.
Q. May not your adversaries reply, that the Church of the first four centuries believed as
they do; that, at the end of that time, the Church fell into superstition and idolatry; and
that God judged it necessary, after the
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Church was drowned in error for eleven hundred years, to send Luther and Calvin to
reform her?
A. Yes, they may, and do advance many absurdities, and this is one of them, which does
not bring them out of their difficulties; for Christ says, his Church cannot fail,—that the

gates of hell shall never prevail against her,—that his holy spirit shall teach her all truth
FOR EVER,—that he will abide with her ALL DAYS, even to the consummation of the
world. Therefore it is an infallible truth, that any Church to be the Church of Christ, must
have been established eighteen hundred years ago; therefore, that Church once
established, could never fail; therefore the Protestant Church, the mere child of yesterday,
cannot be the Church of Christ; therefore her very foundation is nothing but error and
blasphemy, for she is built on the supposition, that Christ was either UNWILLING OR
UNABLE to keep his promise—a supposition which implies the most aggravated
blasphemy, tantamount to a denial of the Divinity of Christ.
CHAPTER III.
Q. What question can you put to a Protestant, to which he can give no satisfactory reply?
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A. Ask him where the true Church was before the time of Luther and Calvin.
Q. May he not reply, that the Church was then invisible, that there were Christians in
every age who held the doctrines of Luther and Calvin, but that they dared not openly
profess their faith?
A. Yes; but this answer will satisfy no man of ordinary understanding; for surely, it must
be evident to every one who thinks, that men who believed in their hearts one creed and
professed another, like these INVISIBLE Protestants, were only hypocrites, dastardly
traitors to their religion, utterly incapable of composing the holy, fearless body of the true
Church of Christ.
Q. Was not the Jewish Church for a time invisible, and did not God say to the prophet
Elias, that there were seven thousand men concealed who had never bent he knee to
Baal?
A. When the Jewish Church was invisible in the kingdom of Israel, it was in a most
flourishing state in the land of Judah; but the Protestant Church existed in no kingdom
during the years of its invisibility, nor have we the Word of God assuring us, that there
were seven thousand invisible Protestants concealed under a cloud anywhere.
Q. Have you any other reply to make?
A. Yes; there is a very great difference be[pg. 47]
tween the Christian and the Jewish Church;—God never promised that he would be with
the Jewish Church all days, that the gates of hell should not prevail against her.
Q. Have you any other way of proving that the true Church must have been always
visible?
A. If the Church had not been always visible, it would have been impossible to obey the
command of Christ—that we should hear and obey his Church. The Church is composed
of men teaching and men taught, and are these invisible? Are preaching, public prayer,
baptism, the administration of the other sacraments, duties that can be performed
invisibly? Is not the subterfuge of an invisible Church a mere absurdity? May not any
Mormon, Millerite, or madman, declare his nostrums the true religion, hitherto invisible,
now at length revealed?

CHAPTER IV.
Q. Have our adversaries any other reply to make to that, for them, annoying question
"Where was the Church of God before Luther's time?
A. Yes; some of them say, that the Church of Christ was that of the Hussites, the
Vaudois, and other heretics of the twelfth century, and
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that the Protestant Church is only a continuation of it under a different name.
Q. Can this reply be sustained by argument?
A. No; for, in the first place, though the principles of these heretics differed in some
points from the Catholic faith, yet their doctrine generally agreed with the Catholic, and
differed widely from that of Luther and Calvin Therefore, inasmuch as they held the
Mass, seven sacraments, &c., they must have been idolaters according to Protestants; and
inasmuch as they held doctrines opposed to Protestants, they cannot be considered as
forming one and the same Church. Besides, even admitting, what is not the fact, for the
sake of argument, that the Hussites, &c., were Protestants, this only makes the Protestant
sect two or three hundred years older; it leaves still twelve hundred years of nonexistence to be accounted for:—this is an awful chasm. Where, still we ask, during this
long period, was the Church of Christ? What other prior sect of heretics can Protestants
link themselves with, in order to stretch out their existence over all these ages? None; and
if not, then still they do not form the Church of Christ; because they cannot connect their
Church in any possible way with Christ or his Apostles.
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Q. What say you to those who admit that the Catholic Church was the true Church up to
Luther's time, but that many errors and abuses had crept into her, which it was necessary
to correct?
A. If the Catholic Church was the Church of Christ before Luther, she must be so still;
hence, those have left her are, to say the least, schismatics. Again, either these supposed
errors were prejudicial to salvation, or they were not. If they were, then Christ has failed
in his word,—then the gates of hell have prevailed against the Church, and this is the very
teeth of Christ's promises and security to the contrary. If these errors were not prejudicial
to salvation, then they were only the errors of individuals, not the errors of the Church
teaching; and, accordingly, it was merely necessary to correct the individuals, but on
every account to cling to the Church, as the pillar and ground of truth; to act otherwise,
was to be guilty of the dreadful crime of schism, so awfully denounced by St. Paul.
Q. May not these people say, that it was we who separated from them, not they from us?
A. No; for when there are two bodies—one of which is great, the other small,—one
ancient, the other modern,—one teaching the doctrine of a long series of ages, the other
teaching a
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new creed—it is evidently not the great or the ancient, both in existence and doctrine, but
the small and modern body which becomes responsible for the separation: a small portion
detached from a mountain can never with propriety be called the mountain itself.

CHAPTER V.
Q. Are there any other marks of the true Church?
A. Yes; four, enumerated in the Nicene Creed: "I believe in One, Holy, Catholic, and
Apostolic Church."
Q. Did Christ require unity in his Church?
A. He says, John, chap. x—16, that there is but "ONE fold and ONE shepherd." St. Paul,
Rom. chap, xii—5, says: "We, being many, are ONE BODY in Christ;" and Ephes.,
chap. iv: that there is but "one body, one spirit, one Lord, one faith, one baptism." The
Church, therefore, is one body or fold, having one faith, under one shepherd.
Q. What do you conclude from this?
A. That no Church can be the Church of Christ which has not this oneness or unity.
Q. Is the Protestant Church one?
A. On principle It cannot be one; for its first principle—"private interpretation"—has
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ever produced, and will ever produce, necessarily, schisms and divisions; each one,
learned or ignorant, interprets according to his peculiar light or interest.
Q. Is the Protestant Church one in its government?
A. No; it has for its head, the King in Prussia, the Queen or State in England; and in
Scotland, the government is various, according to the whims of the various sects.
Q. Is the Catholic Church one in her government?
A. Yes; all the Catholics in the world are subject to their priests, these priests are subject
to their bishops, and these bishops are appointed by, and subject to, Peter's lawful
successor in the See of Rome.
Q. Is the Protestant Church one in her faith?
A. She has one faith in England and another in Scotland, a third in Switzerland, and a
fourth in Prussia. The Free Kirk of Scotland holds as damnable, what the Established
Kirk believes to be good and true; and the Puseyite believes what the English Church
repudiates. In one Protestant Church, bishops, and ordination by bishops, are believed to
be necessary; in another they are rejected. One Protestant body believes in the real
presence; and anoth[pg. 52]
er, in a bare and empty memorial. All the minor Protestant sects are in the same
melancholy predicament,—they differ from one another on some or many essential
points.
Q. Is the Catholic Church one in her faith?
A. All the Catholics in the world have one and the same creed. Amongst Catholics there
are no sects—no Church of Scotland, or England, or France: All Catholics believe the

same truths, and to reject any one of these truths, is to cut one's self off from the Catholic
communion. The Catholic Church is the Church, not of any nation, but of the world.
Q. Is the Protestant Church one in her moral doctrines?
A. No; one sect of Protestants believes in predestination, in salvation by faith alone; and
another sect of Protestants holds the necessity of good works and free will, whilst they
denounce the above Calvinistic principles, as leading directly to the most debasing
immorality.
Q. Is the Catholic Church one In her moral principles?
A. All Catholics follow the same moral principles,—the same vices are denounced on the
one hand, and the same virtues inculcated on the other.
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Q. Is the Protestant discipline everywhere the same?
A. It is different in every country and every sect.
Q. Is the Catholic Church one on this head?
A. The Catholic Church is strictly uniform on every essential matter of discipline,
whether that regard the pastors or the people;—the same great feasts and fasts are
everywhere observed.
Q. Is the Protestant Church one in her Liturgy or public service?
A. No; on this she exhibits the most absurd contrariety;—Scotland worships God in one
way, England in another, Geneva in a third, Prussia in a fourth, Sweden in a fifth, and
wherever a handful of Protestants can be assembled together, they strike out a service for
themselves, according to their particular views.
Q. Is the Catholic Liturgy everywhere uniform?
A. The same great sacrifice of the Mass, and essentially in the same words, is everywhere
offered; the same seven sacraments are everywhere administered in the same manner;
even the forms of the public service are everywhere essentially the same.
[pg. 54]
Q. What inference do you draw from all this?
A. That the Protestant Church is a house divided against itself,—that it is not one, but
manifold; therefore, it is not the Church of Christ:—That the Catholic Church is one
strictly in every sense of the word; and, consequently, that as it is the only Church on
earth which has perfect unity, it is unquestionably the one true Church of Christ.
Q. Are not Protestants one, because they all follow the Bible?
A. On the contrary, it is the Bible, abused by the principle of private interpretation, which
occasions all their errors, heresies, and schisms. The Prussian Mucker teaches his filthy
principles from the Bible; the silly Mormon palms his nostrums on the Bible; the
execrable Socialist proves his brutalities from the Bible; the Millerite extracts Millerism
from the Bible;—in a word, Methodists, Baptists, Quakers, Episcopalians, Lutherans,
Presbyterians,— all pervert God's Word in order to make it support their jarring and
contradictory systems and they do this with as much assurance, as if God could teach that
black is white, or that a thing may be black and white at the same time. Thus, amongst
the Presbyterians of Scotland, one sect teaches that Church patronage is
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damnable, whilst another teaches that it is a good thing.

CHAPTER VI.
Q. What is the second mark of the true Church?
A. Holiness or sanctity.
Q. Does it appear from Scripture, that Christ's Church should be holy?
A. The prophet Isaiah calls her,—Isa. chap xxxv, 8,—"a way which shall be called THE
HOLY WAY, over which the unclean shall not pass." David,—Ps xcii, 5,—says:
"Holiness becomes thy house, O Lord, for length of days. St. Paul,—Eph. v, 25,—
declares, that "Christ loved the Church and delivered himself for it, that he might sanctify
it, cleansing it by the laver of water and the word of life, that he might present it to
himself a glorious Church, not having spot or wrinkle, or any such thing but that it should
be holy and without blemish." See also Tit. ii, 14, and I Peter, ii, 9.
Q. Is the Protestant Church holy in her pastors?
A. No; to this she call have no pretension; her pastors are mere men of the world, not
subjected to the restraints of Apostolic poverty, chastity, mortification. The burden of
their
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religious duty seems to be, the mere preaching of a sermon or two upon Sunday; whilst
most of their time must be employed, not in Apostolic duties, but in looking after their
own worldly interest, and that of their wives and children.
Q. Is the Catholic Church holy in her pastors?
A. They are all separated from the world and its gratifications, and dedicated entirely to
God's glory and the sanctification of souls;—no worldly cares intrude upon them;—the
Church is their spouse, and the people their spiritual children;—they are ever, in a variet y
of ways, employed in the spiritual improvement of their flock;—they watch with tender
care, from the cradle to the grave, those committed to their charge;—and, as they have no
wives or families to provide for, their hearts are in their duties; and whatever of this
world's goods they may possess, is employed for the glory of God.
Q. Are there any means of Holiness in the Protestant Church?
A. No; they have destroyed them all, they have rejected the soul of religion in rejecting
the holy sacrifice of the Mass, and five of the sacraments, all abundant sources of grace,
as you shall afterwards see, where the subjects are treated; and even the two sacraments
which
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they still retain, are by them reduced to mere empty forms—the mere giving of a name,
and partaking of a little bread and wine.
Q. Has the Catholic Church means of holiness?
A. Yes; the most abundant, in the holy sacrifice of the Mass and the seven sacraments,
which are all so many channels, through which the graces which flow from the wounds of
our redeemer are conveyed to the souls of Catholics of every class, in every condition,

and at every period of life, from the time they enter this world, until they render their
souls into the hands of God.
Q. Is the Protestant Church holy in her doctrines?
A. The very contradictory nature of the various moral doctrines, taught by the ever
varying sects of Protestants, must, of itself, be ruinous to holiness. But what places the
unholiness of her doctrines beyond all doubt, is her doctrine on predestination, on free
will, her belief that faith alone is necessary, and that good works are useless; for who,
believing such absurdities as these, can have any motive to avoid vice or practice virtue?
Holiness is incompatible with these immoral principles.
Q. Is the Catholic Church holy in her doctrines?
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A. She teaches her children to believe all that God has revealed, and to practice all that he
has commanded;—multitudes of Catholics, not content with observing the precepts,
practise even the counsels of the Gospel. Fasting, mortification, unremitting prayer, selfdenial, and a frequent participation of the sacraments, all of which are so pressingly
recommended in the Scripture, are enjoined and practised by the whole Church, from the
sovereign pontiff down to the humblest member of Christ's mystical body.
Q. Were there, in consequence of these holy means and holy doctrines, many members of
the Catholic Church illustrious for sanctity?
A. Yes; multitudes, and of every class, from the king to the mendicant, and from the Pope
to the deacon.
Q. Have even adversaries admitted this?
A. Yes; the Apology for the Confession of Augsburg, Art. 13, declares, that St. Bernard,
St. Francis, and St. Bonaventure, were saints; even the Calendar of the Church of
England admits others; and almost all our saints are admitted by the Puseyite section of
the English Church.
Q. In what Church did these admitted saints live and die?
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A. In the Catholic, Apostolic, and Roman Church.
Q. What do you conclude from this?
A. That as one can be sanctified through Christ in the Catholic Church, so he can
certainly be saved in the same Church; and if he can be saved in this Church, it must be
the true Church, and he can be saved in no other; for Christ did not establish two
Churches. There is only one baptism, one fold, one shepherd, one revelation, containing
one true set of doctrines.
Q. Did God ever work miracles to testify the sanctity of a Catholic?
A. Even enemies admit that he did. That he wrought miracles by the hand of St. Francis
Xavier, is allowed by Baldeus, Hackluit, and Tavernier, all rigid Lutherans and
Calvinists. Now, St. Francis was a Catholic Priest; and hence the Catholic religion,
which, by the aid of these miracles, he taught and propagated, must be the true religion,
since God could not give the testimony of his Almighty hand to error.

CHAPTER VII.
Q. What is the third mark of the true Church?
A. Catholicity or universality.
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Q. Is this mark evidently required by Scripture?
A. According to Scripture, the Catholic Church must be universal in three ways,—
universal as to time, universal as to place, and universal as to doctrine.
Q. Where do you find that she must be universal as to time?
A. In Isaiah. lxii, 6—"Upon thy walls, O Jerusalem, I have appointed watchmen all the
day and all the night, they shall NEVER hold their peace." Isa. ix, 7—" Of the increase of
this government and peace....there SHALL BE NO END." He shall sit upon the throne of
David "to order it, and establish it,....from henceforth EVEN FOR EVER." In John, xiv,
16 —"I will ask the Father, and he shall give you another Paraclete, that he may abide
with you for ever."
Q. Where do you find universality, as to place, laid down in Scripture?
A. In Malachi, i, 11—"From the rising of the sun to the going down thereof, my name is
great amongst the Gentiles." Ps. xxi, 28 —"All the ends of the earth shall remember, and
shall be converted to the Lord." Ps. ii, 8—Ask of me, and I will give the Gentiles for this
inheritance, and the uttermost parts of the earth for thy possession." Luke, xxiv,
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46—"That penance and remission of sins should be preached in his name among all
nations." Acts, i, 8—"And ye shall be witnesses to me in Jerusalem, and in all Judea and
Samaria, and even to the uttermost parts of the earth."
Q. Is there any passage of Scripture, in which the above three kinds of universality are
clearly laid down, as necessary qualities of the true Church?
A. Yes; in the commission given by Christ to his Apostles—Matth. xxviii, 19, 20—
"Going, therefore, teach ye all nations;....teaching them to observe all things, whatsoever
I have commanded you; and, behold, I am with you all days, even to the consummation of
the world." Here you have, from the lips of Christ himself, an express attestation, that his
Church will be Catholic or universal as to time, place, and doctrine.
Q. Is the Protestant Church universal in these these ways?
A. No; nor in any one of them. She is not universal as to time; for a few centuries back
she had no existence; she is little more than three hundred years old. A Church is
composed of pastors and people, teaching and believing certain doctrines, and no such
body holding Protestant doctrines was known in
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the world for fifteen hundred years after Christ left it. She is not universal either as to
numbers or place; even the Greek Church is before her in numbers; and on this head she
cannot bear a comparison with the Catholic Church. According to the Scientific
Miscellany, the total number of Protestants in the world is 48,985,000; the total number
of Greeks is 56,360,000; whilst the number of Catholics is 254,655,000; that is, the

Catholics are nearly six to one. But if we take each Protestant Church by itself, and this is
the true point of comparison, (for these Protestant Churches all differ from one another,)
we will find, then, that Catholics are to Presbyterians as sixty-five to one, and to the
Church of England as thirty-six to one. Hence, it is not only incorrect, but ludicrous, to
call any of these Protestant sects Catholic or universal. Neither can they be called
universal as to place; for Protestants are confined to a small corner of the earth, as will be
evident, by the following statistical account, from the above authority.

Catholics, ....
Protestants, ...

EUROPE.
154,444,600
39,675,000

ASIA.
40,000,000
50,000

AFRICA.
12,400,000
10,000

OCEANICA
.
34,110,000 3,450,000
9,150,000
50,000

AMERICA.
Catholics, ....
Protestants, ...
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These statistics are the most decisive proof that the Protestant is not true Church of all
nations, she is not even the Church of any one nation, no, nor of even one parish
exclusively on the face of the earth. In fine, she is not universal as to doctrine, either as to
extent or truth; for she has taught, and does teach, many evident errors, such as
predestination, the rejection of free will and good works, and the impossibility of keeping
the commandments. And as to the teaching of all truth, she can have no pretension to it,
since each Protestant sect has its peculiar doctrines;—scarcely two of them have the
same creed. They even rejected, as apocryphal, at one time, whole books of the sacred
Scripture, which they now admit—they reject to-day what they taught yesterday. Indeed,
in point of doctrine, whether moral, dogmatical, or disciplinary, they present only one
confused and revolting mass of contradictions, contrarieties, and absurdities.
Q. Is the Catholic Church universal in the above three ways?
A. No one will dare to deny that she is the Church of all ages. She is the only Church
upon earth that can be visibly traced back through every age to the time of Christ. She is
the Church of all nations, as is evident from the above statistical argument,—there is not
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a Christian,—nay, scarcely a Pagan—nation that does not attest her actual presence, or,
by noble monuments, her former greatness;—her ancient canon law is still, in a great
measure, the law of Scotland, as it is the foundation of the law of France, and the whole
civil law of Europe and America;—her noble temples and colleges, dedicated to the
living God, are still the pride of England;—the ruined monastic establishments and

glorious cathedrals, that once adorned every country of Europe, have survived the Vandal
hand of barbarous reform, as ever-enduring monuments, to perpetuate the history of
Catholic greatness. Protestantism has never converted even one Pagan nation whilst every
people that have been brought to the knowledge and worship of the true God, professing
that they owe their conversion to the Catholic Church, loudly proclaim her
universality;—everywhere her incense ascends;—everywhere her sacraments are
administered, everywhere her pure sacrifice is offered. To her alone did the Prophet
speak, when he said. "I will give the nations for thine inheritance, and the ends of the
earth for thy possession." In fine, she is universal as to her doctrine;—it is everywhere the
same;—it has, like the pure gold, passed through the ordeal of eighteen hundred years'
examination, unchangeable and un[pg. 65]
changed; the combined efforts of heresy and infidelity against it have been unavailing.
She teaches her children to observe all that God has commanded, and to believe all that
he has revealed: her doctrine is, like her Divine founder, the same yesterday, to-day, and
for ever.
Q. What says St. Augustine on the word Catholic?
A. "The very name of Catholic," he says, "keeps me in the Church. Heretics have done
their utmost to obtain that name, yet they have never been able to succeed. If a stranger,
on entering any city, were to ask, 'where is the Catholic Church?' no heretic would dare to
point out his heretical conventicle." (Tom. vi, Contra. Ep. Fund. chap. 4.)
Q. Give us Saint Jerom's words, contra Lucif.
A. "When you see any body inherit its name from a particular man, as the Marcionites
from Marcion, the Valentinians from Valentinus," (we may add the Lutherans from
Luther, the Calvinists from Calvin,) "you may look on that body, not as the Church of
Christ but as the school of Antichrist."
Q. Give us a good reason why your name of Catholic is the best proof that you are in the
true Church.
A. Those who remained in communion with
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the ancient body of the faithful retained the ancient name, whilst innovators gave to their
followers either their own name, or one derived from their peculiarly novel doctrine, or
from the country in which this new creed made its first appearance. Thus the Lutherans,
the Calvinists, the Church of England, the Methodists, the Quakers, the Moravians, show,
by their very names, the human origin of their religion.
Q. What inference do you draw from all that you have said on this mark of Catholicity?
A. That the Scripture expressly requires, in the true Church, universality as to time, place,
and doctrine; that the Protestant Church is not universal in any of these three ways; that
the Catholic Church is the only Church upon earth that has this triple universality, and,
consequently, that it is the true Church of Christ.

CHAPTER VIII.

Q. What is the fourth mark of the true Church?
A. Apostolicity.
Q. What do you mean by that word?
A. That any Church pretending to he the Church of Christ, must be able to trace her
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doctrine, her orders, all her mission, to the Apostles of Christ.
Q. Why should this be the case?
A. Because, during all the time the Church has existed, there must have been true pastors
"For the work of the ministry, for the edification of the body of Christ,"—Ephes. chap. iv.
"Upon thy walls, O Jerusalem, I have appointed watchmen....they shall never hold their
peace,"—Isa. lxii, 6. These pastors must have been lawfully sent; for "no man taketh the
honor of the priesthood upon himself, but he that is called by God as Aaron was,"—Heb.
v, 4, Thus, Christ sent the Apostles; these Apostles sent others,—for example, Paul and
Barnabas; and again, Paul sent Timothy and Titus; and, in this manner, each succeeding
generation of pastors was sent by the preceding from Christ to the present time; and the
generation of pastors giving their commission to their successors, did it, by the power of
Christ originally given, in these words: "As my Father hath sent me, I also send you." In
fine, the pastors of every age must have been ordained, according to that of St. Paul to
Titus—Chap. i, 5: "For this cause I left thee in Crete, that thou shouldst set in order the
things that are wanting, and shouldst ordain priests in every city, as I also appointed
thee."
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Q. May not be said that the Protestant Church is Apostolical in her doctrine, seeing that
she adopts the Scripture as her rule?
A. If she were, all Protestants would teach the same truths; and surely no man in his
senses will assert, that either the Apostles or the Scripture could teach all the
contradictory and absurd creeds of Protestantism. Besides, for fourteen hundred years
after the last of the Apostles left this world, Protestant doctrines were unknown amongst
mankind.
Q. Is the Catholic Church Apostolic in her doctrine?
A. Even our adversaries admit this in spite of themselves; for whilst they unwittingly
admit that we were the first Church, they as uniformly maintain that Popery is
unchangeable. We teach the same doctrine now which was taught in every century and
country since the time of Christ; our doctrines cannot be traced to any man or set of men,
to any particular country or date, posterior to the time of the Apostles, we defy our
adversaries to trace it to any but Apostolic authority. Besides, we are the only Church that
has existed in every age, since :he Apostolic times.
Q. Is not the Protestant Church Apostolic as to mission?
A. Certainly not; Luther was the first Prot[pg. 69]
estant minister the world ever saw. By whom was he sent? Not by God; for he never
wrought one miracle to prove it, and his life was such as to prove that he was sent by an

opposite authority. Not by the Apostles; for he came fifteen hundred years too late to
have any connection with them. Not by the Catholic Church; for she cut him off from her
communion, and she could not give a commission to teach error directly opposed to her
own creed. No Protestant Church existed prior to his time from which he could receive a
commission; therefore he had no mission; therefore all his followers, in the heretical and
schismatical body to which he gave being, are missionless intruders, who pay no regard
to the words of St. Paul; "How shall they preach unless they be sent?"—Rom. x. Of such
as they, the Almighty says,—Jer, xxiii, 21:—"I have not sent these prophets, yet they ran:
I have not spoken to them, yet they prophesied." It is incumbent upon them to show that
they are not the thieves and robbers mentioned by St. John, chap, x.
Q. Is the Catholic Church Apostolic as to mission?
A. The Catholic Church alone, has, beyond all doubt, existed in every age, from the
present till the Apostolic age. Hence, her pastors are
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the only pastors on earth, who can trace their mission from priest to bishop, and from
bishop to Pope, back through every century, until they trace that mission to the Apostles,
who were commissioned by Christ himself. We have a complete list of an uninterrupted
chain of Roman Pontiffs, reaching from the present Pontiff, Pius the 9th, to St. Peter. We
have lists of all the Catholic sees in the world, and the names of the bishops who, in every
age, occupied them; so that we have an unbroken succession of bishops ruling, teaching,
and adorning every age and clime, all these in strict communion with the chief see, that of
Rome.
Q. Is the Protestant Church Apostolic as to orders?
A. The fact is, they have no orders at all, nor do many of them even pretend to have
orders. The ministers of the various Calvinistic sects, as well as those of all other
reformed sects not Lutheran, are mere laymen. The Lutherans, generally, can have no
orders; because they have never had a regular succession of validly ordained bishops
from whom they could receive orders. As to the orders of the Church of England, they
are, to say the least, extremely doubtful; because it has never been proved, that the first
Protestant bishop of the
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Church of England was himself validly ordained or consecrated, and because the true
form or ordination was not in use in the Church of England during one hundred and
twelve years. But granting that they really are validly ordained, they nave no mission, and
hence they can be reputed only as so many suspended, schismatical, and heretical priests.
In fine, as the whole fabric of Protestantism is only three hundred and thirty-two years
old, it is manifest, that her ministers cannot trace their Orders to the Apostolic times.
Q. Are the orders of the Catholic priesthood Apostolic?
A. They can be traced from priest to bishop, and from bishop to Pope, through every
century back to the time of the Apostles. Indeed, a perpetual succession of Catholic
pastors has always existed; and hence, so little doubt is there even amongst Protestants on
this subject, that the Church of England, by claiming her orders from us, clearly and
unequivocally admits the Apostolicity of the orders of the Catholic Church.
Q. What inference do you draw from all this?

A. That the Protestant Church is not, and the Catholic Church is, the true Church of
Christ.
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Q. Why this conclusion?
A. According to Scripture, the true Church must derive, by a perpetual and uninterrupt ed
succession from the Apostles, her doctrines, her mission, and her orders; but the
Protestant Church is not Apostolical in any of these ways —therefore she cannot be the
true Church. The Catholic Church, on the contrary, is evidently Apostolical in her
doctrines, her orders, and her mission, —therefore she is the true Church of Christ.
Q. What general inference do you draw from all we have said on the marks of the
Church?
A. That the Protestant Church has not even one of these Scriptural marks of truth; hence,
her claim to be the Church of Christ, is ludicrous in the extreme; that, on the other hand,
as we have seen, the Catholic Church evidently possesses them all,—therefore she is the
one, holy Catholic, and Apostolic Church.
RULE OF FAITH

CHAPTER I.
Q. Is it possible to be saved without Divine faith?
A. No; for St. Paul, in his Epistle to the
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Hebrews, chap. xi, says—"Without faith, it is impossible to please God."
Q. What two particular qualities must faith have that it may be divine?
A. It must be firm and undoubting; and must be PRUDENTLY firm and undoubting?
Q. Why firm and undoubting?
A. Because, otherwise, it will not be divine faith, but mere human opinion. Divine faith is
incompatible with doubt; rather than call the smallest particle into doubt, we must be
ready to lay down our lives; for God, the author of faith, cannot deceive.
Q. Why do you say that faith must be prudently firm?
A. Because, no matter how strong and firm the inward conviction be, if it be irrational—
that is, grounded on false reasoning—it is not a virtue, but rather the effect of a vicious,
because willful, obstinacy; such is the faith of the Turk, and the Heretic of every sect.
Q. Where do you find the two above-mentioned conditions of divine faith?
A. Only amongst Catholics; because they only follow a rule of faith, which places the
truth of their belief beyond the possibility of doubt.
Q. What is that which you call a rule of faith?
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A. That which guides us to the belief and practice of all that God has revealed and
commanded.
Q. What is the Catholic rule of faith?

A. The whole Word of God, understood infallibly in its true sense.
Q. Is not the written word of God alone a sufficient rule of faith?
A. No; because it is susceptible of different senses, and the interpreter may give it a
wrong sense. Hence, that it may be to us an infallible rule of true faith, we must be
absolutely certain that we understand the disputed passages correctly.
Q. Have Catholics on this head any certainty?
A. Their certainty is entire, because they receive from the Church, which they prove to be
infallible, the exposition of the Scripture.
Q. Have not Protestants this same certainly?
A. No; for each Protestant explains the Scripture according to his own particular light, or
fancy, or prejudice. Hence, he can never be certain that he is right, as he can never be
absolutely certain that he is not deceived in his interpretation.
Q. What does St. Peter say to the faithful in his 2d Epistle, chap. i. 20?
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A. That they should all understand, "that no prophecy of Scripture is made by private
interpretation;" and after denouncing sects and heresies and crimes, in order to show that
private interpretation is the cause of them, he adds, in the last chapter, that certain things
in St. Paul's Epistles are hard to be understood "which the unlearned and unstable wrest,
as they do also the other Scriptures, to their own destruction."

CHAPTER II.
Q. Show us, more at length, why those who are not Catholics, can have no other than a
doubting or vacillating faith?
A. It is, because there are three essential points, upon which they have no real certainty.
In the first place, they have no real certainty as to the canon of Scripture; secondly, they
can have none as regards their versions or translations of Scripture; and, thirdly, the y can
never be certain that their interpretations are the genuine meaning of God's word.
Q. Why cannot Protestants know, with infallible certainty, what books of Scripture are
canonical and divine?
A. Because they profess to believe nothing but what is expressly laid down in Scripture.
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Now the Scripture does not tell us what books are canonical,—that is, what, and how
many, books are God's divine word; this is admitted even by the most learned Protestants.
Q. Cannot they know the books that are divine, by their excelling beauty and thrilling
expression, as you know honey or sugar by their sweetness?
A. No; for if that could be, then all Protestants would have acknowledged the same books
as canonical, and yet we know they have not agreed upon this point. The first Protestants
rejected the Epistle to the Hebrews and the Apocalypse or Revelations, whilst the
Protestants of the present day receive these books as divine. Calvin called the Epistle of
St. James, an Epistle of gold, whilst Luther styled the same, an Epistle of straw.
Q. May they not say, that they know the canonical books by their titles?

A. If we must receive the Gospel of St. Matthew, because it bears his name, we should,
for the same reason, receive the Gospels of St. Thomas and St. Bartholomew, because
they bear the names of these Apostles, and yet all Christians reject these two Gospels as
Apocryphal.
Q. May they not say, that they receive the
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true books of Scripture on the authority of tradition?
A. No; they reject tradition, on every other question, as a doubtful source of truth; hence,
every doctrine drawn from it must be, for them, uncertain. Divine faith, they say, cannot
rest on tradition as a foundation; if, therefore, they know what books are divine only from
tradition, it evidently follows that they do not, and cannot, believe these books to be
God's word with divine faith.
Q. What happened at Strasbourg in the year 1598?
A. The Protestants expunged from their canon of Scripture, the Epistle to the Hebrews,
the Epistle of St. James, and the Apocalypse; and seventy-four years after, they again
replaced them. This fact may be seen in their old Ritual, in the chapter ON DOCTRINE,
and in the new Ritual, page 7.
Q. What do you conclude from this?
A. That they were all certainly wrong, either in expunging or receiving these books; that
if they were evidently wrong in a matter of such awful importance as is the integrity of
the Scripture, they can have no certainty that they are right in any thing; that, in fine, their
faith resting thus, not upon any rational or certain foundation, but on the mere whims of
men,
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cannot be prudently firm, and, by a necessary consequence, cannot be divine faith.

CHAPTER III.
Q. Why have you said, that those who are not Catholics, can never be certain that their
translations from the original Scriptures are correct or faithful?
A. Because few, if any of them, understand the original languages; so that they are
incapable of judging whether their translations are conformable to the originals.
Q. May they not reply, that they have every necessary security from their translators,
whose knowledge of Greek and Hebrew was indisputable?
A. No; for these translators have given very different and contradictory versions; and
how, in this case, are men of ordinary education to know which to adopt?
Q. What did Zwinglius say of Luther's translation of the New Testament?
A. He said, that Luther had corrupted the Word of God.
Q. What said Luther of that of Zwinglius?
A. He called it the work of fools, asses, and Antichrists.
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Q. Did Beza give an opinion on the version of Œcolampadius, published at Bale?
A. Yes; he declared it impious, and opposed to the Spirit of God. The English declared
the version of Geneva, the worst and the most unfaithful that had appeared.
Q. What does Luther himself avow as regards translations of Scripture?
A. That he had added the word "ONLY" to the text of St. Paul, (chap; iii, to the Rom.,)
for "we account a man to be justified by faith," he has, "by faith ONLY."
Q. How did he justify himself when reproached with this? (Tom. iii, Edit. de Jena, pp.
141, 144.)
A. "I know well," he says, "that the word only is not to be found in the text of St. Paul;
but if any Papist plague you on the subject, tell him at once, that it was the will of Dr.
Martin Luther that it should be added; and please to say further, that a Papist and an ass
are one and the same thing." "I am sorry,''; says he, in addition, "that I have not added
other words. This word 'ONLY' will remain in my New Testament, until all the Papists
burst themselves with spite."
Q. What do you conclude from this?
A. That no prudent man can have any confidence in a Protestant Bible, since he can never
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be certain that it is properly translated. The English versions are of the same stamp with
the German. (See D'Israeli's Curiosities of Literature, Edit. 1843, vol. iii, p. 530, et. seq.)
Hence, Butler (Hudibras) says:
"Religion spawned a various rout,
Of petulant, capricious sects,
The maggots of corrupted texts."
Q. Can you draw any further inference?
A. Yes; that the faith of Protestants, grounded as it is on doubtful versions of Scripture, is
not prudently firm, and, consequently, is not divine.
Q. But have the Catholics themselves an absolute certainty as to the number of the sacred
books, and the truth of the translations from them?
A. Yes; the Catholics are perfectly certain as regards both points. The Church points out
the books that are canonical, and the correct versions of these books. Now, a fundamental
principle of the Catholic religion is, that the Church is infallible; because Christ says—
"the gates of hell shall not prevail against her;—that He will be with her all days;—that
His holy Spirit will teach her all truth for ever." Hence, the Catholic grounds his faith on
what is certainly God's word, and his faith, consequently is certainly divine.
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CHAPTER IV.
Q. Why have you said that Protestants have no certainly or security as regards the true
sense of the Scripture?
A. The passages of Scripture which regard controverted points, may be tortured into two
different, and sometimes opposite, meanings) now the Scripture itself does not, and

cannot, tell us which is the true sense,
Q. Have not Protestants said, that they are individually inspired to understand, in its true
sense, any passage of Scripture?
A. Yes; but they have said many very absurd things. According to this blasphemous
assertion, it was the Spirit of God who taught Luther the real presence, whilst the same
spirit taught Calvin the figurative presence; it is God who inspires the Church of England
to have bishops, and the Church of Scotland to reject them; one sect of Protestants to
admit good works as necessary to salvation, and another sect to reject them; one minister
to account baptism necessary to salvation, and another to repute it as a mere ceremony.
Surely, if they were inspired, they would all believe the same set of doctrines.
Q. May they not say, that the ambiguous
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texts are easily explained by those that are clear?
A. Yes; they may say any thing; but it so happens, that each flatters himself, that the texts
which appear to support his peculiar notions are abundantly clear. Thus, to prove that
Christ is not God, the Unitarians think these words: "My Father is greater than I;" and
these other: "That Christ is the first-born of creatures,"—very clear indeed. The
Presbyterians, to prove that the Sacrament is only bread and wine, think these words:
"The flesh profiteth nothing, the words which I speak to you are spirit and life," the
clearest portion of Scripture; as if any Christian in his senses could believe, that the flesh
of Christ, by which, in union with the Divinity, the world was redeemed, profited
nothing. The Anabaptists, to prove that infants should not be baptized, bring forward,
what they imagine is very clear, these words: "TEACH all nations, baptizing them:" and,
"he who BELIEVETH and is baptized shall be saved."
Q. Do other Christians think these clear also?
A. Yes; some think them very clear in proving the opposite doctrines, and others think
them the most obscure passages in the Inspired Volume.
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Q. Do these sects quote other texts to prove their peculiar notions?
A. Yes; they will quote texts by the dozen, to prove any doctrine you please. It is quite
clear to the Free Kirk of Scotland, from Scripture, that the Established Kirk is Antichrist;
and to the latter, the Scripture as clearly proves the Free Church to be schismatical. To
some, Joanna Southcote was the mother of the Messiah; to some of the followers of
Wesley, the greatest crimes are only spots upon God's children; whilst to the Muckers of
Prussia, immorality is virtue.
Q. What inference would you draw from all this?
A. That a wise God must have left in his Church some judge perfectly qualified to decide,
authoritatively, on all religious disputes, and to point out, with certainty, the true sense of
the Inspired Volume.
Q. Enforce this truth by a comparison.
A. As a legal process could never be terminated, if the counsel were allowed to appeal
merely to the book containing the law, so religious disputes can never be settled by an
appeal merely to the Scriptures; and as a lawfully commissioned judge is necessary for

the settlement of civil matters, so is a divinely appointed judge necessary for the decision
of
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the more difficult and more important mater of religion.
Q. Who is that judge?
A. The teaching body of the Church of the Christ, whom he sent to preach his Gospel to
all nations, and to whom he promised the continued guidance of his Spirit, even to the
end of time.
Q. What do you understand here by the teaching body of the Church?
A. I understand the Pope, either acting alone in his decisions ex cathedra on faith and
morals, or in General Councils convened by him of the bishops, who are in communion
with the See of Rome, and acting with them.

CHAPTER V.
Q. What are the qualities of the Catholic rule of faith?
A. The Catholic rule is UNIVERSAL, CERTAIN and CLEAR or EASY.
Q. Why universal?
A. It is a rule for all, the learned as well as the ignorant; it relieves the former of all doubt
and uncertainty, and spares the latter the trouble of a difficult inquiry and examination for
which they are in no way qualified.
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Q. Why do you say it is certain?
A. Because it is no other than the Word of God, explained by God's appointed organs, in
the very sense intended by the holy Spirit, and of course God can neither deceive nor be
deceived.
Q. Why do you say it is clear?
A. Because it tells clearly, in what sense all ambiguous portions of God's Word are to be
understood.
Q. What are the peculiar advantages of the Catholic rule of faith?
A. In the first place, it banishes all doubt; secondly, it decides finally every dispute;
thirdly, it preserves unity. When an infallible judge decides, there can be no room for
doubt or division.
Q. What say you of those who would examine, personally, every controversial point, and
abide by what, they in their wisdom think, the Scripture teaches?
A. That they adopt a rule which, for the great mass of mankind, is an impossibility;
because, to form a proper judgment from the Scripture on any controverted point, one
should know, in the first place, all the texts of Scripture that are for or against such point;
secondly, it would be necessary to compare these texts, one with the other, to weigh their
respective
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force, to illustrate the obscure by others more clear; thirdly, to be absolutely certain, that
all of them are understood in their true sense and no other. Now, this is evidently a
business far beyond the reach, at all events, of the ignorant who form the great mass of
mankind.
Q. But may not the learned aid the ignorant in this inquiry?
A. Such is the absurdity to which error always reduces its votaries. You refuse to submit
to the decision of the whole Church—to the decision of all the learned, pious, and
enlightened prelates of the Church, with the sovereign Pontiff at their head, men of all
others the best qualified to judge of religious matters ; you reject their opinion, whilst you
would blindly follow the crude notions of one layman pretending to learning, of one
Calvinistic or Lutheran minister, for the truth of whose opinions you have no security
whatever.

CHAPTER VI.
Q. Has tradition any connection with the rule of faith?
A. Yes; because it is a part of God's revealed word, properly called the unwritten word as
the scripture is called the written word.
Q. What is Tradition?
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A. The doctrines which the Apostles taught by word of mouth, and which have descended
through every successive generation even to our times.
Q. Are we obliged to believe what tradition teaches, equally with what is taught by
Scripture?
A. Yes; we are obliged to believe the one as firmly as the other; because, what the
Apostles preached is as true as what they wrote: it was the same holy Spirit who spoke
by their mouths and by their pen.
Q. Repeat the words of St. Paul. 2d Thess., chap. ii, ver. 14.
A. "Therefore, brethren, stand fast, and hold the TRADITIONS which you have learned,
whether by WORD, or by our Epistle." (See also 2d Thess. iii, 6; 1st Corinth, xi, 2; 2d
Tim. ii, 3.)
Q. Do the Protestants believe many things not clearly laid down in Scripture?
A. Yes; they believe many things essentially necessary to salvation, which are not
contained in Scripture.
Q. Mention a few of them.
A. The Scripture does not anywhere say, that all the books composing itself are the Word
of God;—it cannot tell us, whether our copies of it are correct:—whether our translations
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from these are faithful;—whether the books of Scripture that are lost are a necessary part
of the rule of faith;—it does not tell us whether infants should be baptized;—whether the
obligation of keeping Saturday holy has been done away with;—whether Sunday should
be kept in its place, or at what hour the day of rest should commence and terminate: all

these and twenty-four other necessary points, are not clearly laid down in the Sacred
Volume.
Q. What says St. Epiphanius on this subject, 91 Heresy?
A. That every necessary thing is not to be found in the Scripture; for the doctrines of the
Apostles were not all committed to writing,—many of them, delivered by word of mouth,
were handed down by tradition; indeed, many of the Apostles wrote nothing.

DO WE FIND THAT PROTESTANTS REALLY
ADHERE TO THE SCRIPTURE AS THEIR ONLY
RULE OF FAITH
CHAPTER 1.
Q. What is the doctrine of Protestants regarding the commandments of God?
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A. They teach that it is impossible to keep them. "No mere man," say they, ''since the fall,
is able perfectly to keep the commandments of God."
Q. What says our Saviour on this subject, in the 11th chapter of St. Matthew?
A. "My yoke is sweet, and my burden is light."
Q. What says the Gospel of St. Luke, chap. i, ver. 6, speaking of Zachary and Elizabeth?
A. ''And they were both just before God, walking in ALL the commandments and
justifications of the Lord, WITHOUT BLAME." St. John, in his first Epistle, chap, v, ver.
3, says: "For this is the charity of God, that we keep his commandments, and his
commandments are not heavy." In Deut. chap. xxx, we have: "This commandment that I
command thee this day, is not above thee,....but in thy mouth and in thy heart that thou
mayest do it."
Q. Could a wise God give to his children commandments that he knew they were unable
to observe?
A. Certainly not; for even a master, who would order his slave to carry a burden beyond
his strength, would be reputed a fool. Besides, did not the young man in the Scriptures
tell Christ himself, that he had kept all the commandments from his youth? and Christ,
who
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knew his heart, did not contradict him, but urged him to other and greater works of love.
Q. Do you find from these passages, that the law of God cannot be observed?
A. No; I find quite the contrary. Protestants, therefore, follow any thing or every thing but
Scripture in this matter; their empty boasting about what they call their Scriptural
religion, is only a grossly fraudulent means to conceal their errors—to catch the simple
and ignorant—and to throw the more learned off their guard.
CHAPTER II.

Q. What is the doctrine of Protestants on the subject of faith?
A. They teach that faith alone justifies the sinner.
Q. What does St. James say? Chap. ii, ver. 17, and following.
A. "So faith also, if it have not works, is dead in itself,....even the devils also believe and
tremble." "Was not Abraham our father justified by works, offering up Isaac his son upon
the altar?" "Do you see that man is justified by works, and not by faith only." St. Paul, 1
Corinth. chap.xiii, says: "And if I should have all faith, so that I could remove mountains,
and have not charity, I am nothing.
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Our Saviour addresses Magdalen thus: "Many sins are forgiven thee, because thou hast
loved much."
Q. What do these texts clearly prove?
A. That the Protestant doctrine is false,—that their creed is in direct opposition to their
own boasted rule of faith.
Q. What is the Protestant doctrine touching good works?
A. They teach that good works are not at all necessary to salvation.
Q. What does our Saviour teach on the same subject? Matt. x, 17.
A. That we cannot enter into heaven without good works:—"If you would enter into life,
keep the commandments." St. James, chap, ii, 17, says:—"So faith, if it have not works,
is dead in itself." St. Paul teaches, Rom. chap, ii, ver. 13, that "not the hearers of the law
are just before God, but the doers of the law shall be justified." In 2 Peter, chap. i, 10, we
are told: "Wherefore, brethren, labor the more, that by GOOD WORKS you make sure
your calling and election." Jesus Christ himself says—Matt. chap. vii, 21:—"Not every
one that sayeth to me, Lord, Lord, shall enter into the kingdom of heaven, but he that
doeth the will of my Father who is in heaven, he shall enter into the kingdom of heaven."
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Q. What is the reason to be given by Christ on the last day, why he shall pronounce the
sentence of eternal exile on many of the wicked—is it only that they had no faith?
A. No; it is that they had no charity. Matth. xxv, 41: "Depart from me, ye cursed, into
everlasting fire,....for I was hungry, and you gave me not to eat; I was thirsty, and you
gave me not to drink; I was a stranger, and you took me not in; naked, and you covered
me not; sick, and in prison, and you did not visit me."
Q. What think you now? Is the Protestant doctrine on good works in accordance with
Scripture?
A. No, certainly; on the contrary, it seems invented to set Scripture and reason at
defiance. It is evidently opposed both to the spirit and the letter of the Word of God.
CHAPTER III.
Q. What Is the Protestant doctrine on assurance, or the certainty of grace?
A. They pretend, that the moment we believe in Jesus Christ, we are infallibly assured of
God's grace.

Q. What are we taught in Eccles. chap. ix, ver. 1 and 12?
A. "Their just men," says that inspired book,
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"and wise men, and their works, are in the hand of God, and yet man knoweth not
whether he be worthy of love or hatred, but all things are kept uncertain for the time to
come;....man knoweth not his own end." Solomon, in the 20th chap. of Proverbs, ver. 9,
asks: "Who can say: my heart is clean, I am pure from sin?" St. Paul to the Phil., chap. ii,
12—"Wherefore, my dearly beloved,....with fear and trembling work out your salvation;"
and again to the Corinthians, chap. iv, 4—"For I am not conscious to myself of any thing,
yet I am not hereby JUSTIFIED, but he that judgeth me is the Lord."
Q. Do these texts prove the falsehood of the Protestant doctrine in question?
A. Very clearly indeed. They show it to be as unscriptural as it is presumptuous.
Q. But do Catholics believe that we should always remain in a state of doubt, as to
whether we are in a state of grace?
A. Catholics hold, that those who fear God may have, not the certainty of faith, as
Protestants teach, but a moral certainty that they are in possession of God's grace; but
nothing except a revelation from God, who knows the heart, can give us an absolute
certainty.
Q. What is the Protestant doctrine on the subject of penitential works?
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A. Protestants pretend, that Jesus Christ has so satisfied for our sins, that, on our part,
fasting and other works of penance are entirely useless.
Q. Is it wonderful that Protestantism should have some professors, since it teaches such a
convenient doctrine?
A. Not at all; since such doctrine opens a wide, easy, and flowery path to heaven for
unrepenting and vicious Christians. According to this, they may serve the devil and serve
God at one and the same time.
Q. Does the Scripture teach this doctrine, so flattering to the passions?
A. No, certainly; the Prophet Joel, chap. ii, 12, says: "Now, therefore, be converted to me
with all your heart, in fasting, and in weeping and in mourning." St. John the Baptist,
Matth. iii, 8, adds: "Bring forth, therefore, worthy fruits of penance." In St. Luke, chap.
xiii, 3, our Saviour says: "Unless you do penance, you shall all equally perish." In the
12th chap., he says to those who brought not forth worthy fruits of penance: "Wo to thee,
Corozain; wo to thee, Bethsaida; for if in Tyre and Sidon had been wrought the miracles
that have been wrought in you, they had long ago done penance in sackcloth and ashes."
He tells us elsewhere, that unless we take up our cross, and follow
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him, we cannot be his disciples. St. Paul, 1 Corinth. chap. ix, 21, says; (I chastise my
body and bring it into subjection." And again we are told: "If we live by the flesh we
shall die, but if, by the spirit, we mortify the deeds of the flesh, we shall live."
Q. Do you find, by the perusal of the these passages, that, according to Scripture, Christ
has so satisfied for us, that we may safely dispense with all crosses, sufferings,

mortifications, and works of penance?
A. No; the very reverse is so evident, that a man must be either very ignorant, or blind
with prejudice, not to see it.
CHAPTER IV.

Q. What do Protestants teach as regards the Church?
A. That she fell into gross errors, and corrupted the purity of the Gospel doctrine of
Christ.
Q. Is this clearly in opposition to Scripture?
A. Yes; because the Gospel tells us, that the Church can never fall into error: "Upon this
rock I will build my Church and the gates of hell shall never prevail against it." (Matth
xvi, 18) A rock is its foundation, Christ its builder,
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and his power its prop and support. "He that will not hear the Church," says Christ, "is to
be reputed as a heathen and a publican." (Matth xviii, 17,) "I will be with you," says
Christ again, to his Apostles and their successors, "all days (that is each and every day) to
the end of the world." In fine, St. Paul calls the Church the pillar and ground of truth. 1
Tim. iii, 15.
Q. What do Protestants teach of the Church?
A. They teach that she was invisible during more than a thousand years, pretending that
there were always men who held their faith secretly, but that they dared not profess it
outwardly.
Q. Could such a pusillanimous and cowardly body as this be the Church of Christ?
A. No; for the people of Christ must not only believe with the heart, but openly profess
with the tongue. Rom. x, 10—"For with the heart we believe unto justice, but with the
mouth confession is made unto salvation."
Q. To what does Christ compare the Church? Matth. xviii, 17.
A. To a city on the top of a mountain, visible to all the eyes in the world.
Q. What do you conclude from these words (Matth. xviii, 17:) "If he will not hear them,
tell the Church?"
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A. That the Church must have been always visible, otherwise there must have been a time
during which this command of Christ was impossible on account of the invisibility of the
Church; for no one could lay his complaint before an invisible Church. Hence the
Catholic is the true Church, since she is the only Church that has been always visible.
CHAPTER V.
Q. What do Protestants teach on the subject of the Scripture?
A. They pretend that the Sacred Volume is so clear, that every one, learned and ignorant,
may easily know its meaning.
Q. Does St. Peter think with Protestants in this matter?
A. No, indeed. In his 2d Epist., chap. iii 16, he says, that there are some things in the

Epistles of St. Paul that are hard to be understood, which the unlearned and unstable
wrest, as also the other Scriptures, to their own destruction.
Q. Do Protestants teach any other absurdity on the subject of the Scripture?
A. Yes; they try to persuade their followers, that the Scripture contains all God's revealed
will, and that nothing is to be believed or prac[pg. 98]
tised but what is expressly laid down in that Divine Book.
Q. Is this doctrine in accordance with the Scripture itself?
A. No; it is directly opposed to the words of St. Paul—2 Thess. ii, 14: "Therefore,
brethren, stand fast, and hold the traditions which you have been taught, whether by word
or our Epistle."
Q. What do Protestants teach on the Eucharist?
A. It is not an easy matter to answer this question; for to these four words, this is my
body, each Protestant gives his own peculiar meaning. Some say that the body of Christ
is in the bread; some, that it is under the bread; some, that it is with the bread; some, that
it has no connection with the bread, but that you receive the body when you eat the bread;
and some, in fine, say, that the body of Christ is not present in any sense whatever,—that
the whole affair is a bare memorial.
Q. Are Protestants Scriptural in this matter?
A. No; they teach the very reverse of Scripture. Christ says—"this is my body;" they
say—"it is NOT his body"
Q. How many distinct passages of Scripture are there to prove the real presence?
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A. Fourteen,—all contained in the following texts: Matth. xvi, 26, 28; Mark, xiv, 22, 24:
Luke, xxii, 19, 20; 1 Corinth. xi, 23, 25; John, vi, 51, 60, 66; 1 Corinth. x, 16; 1 Corinth.
xi, 27, 29.
Q. Is there one text of Scripture which declares the Eucharist to be mere bread and mere
wine?
A. No, not so much as one; and hence the faith of Protestants on this subject is not only
not scriptural, but antiscriptural.
Q. What say Protestants of Confession?
A. That it is an unscriptural, popish, practice.
Q. Is it then unscriptural?
A. No; the very reverse. St. James, chap. v, 6, says, "Confess your sins one to another."
The first Christians, under the direction of the Apostles themselves, practised
confession,—Acts, chap. xix, 18, 19,—"And many that believed came and confessed, and
showed their deeds." See also Num. chap. v, 6, 7, 8; Levit. xii, 15; Matth. iii, 5, 6.
Q. But why confess sin at all?
A. That, according to the law of Christ. those who are penitent may be absolved by the
Priests of Christ's Church, lawfully sent and ordained.
Q. Do we find in Scripture that any such power was given to the Priests of the Church?
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A. Yes, we have for this the dearest texts of the Inspired Volume. In John, xx, 21, Christ
says to his first chosen Pastors—"AS my Father has sent ME, even so I send YOU;" and
in chap. xvii, 18, of same Gospel—"as thou hast sent me into the world, even so I have
also sent them into the world." But Christ was sent into the world with power to forgive
sins, therefore, as he communicated to his first pastors the same power he had himself,
they also had power to forgive sins; indeed, he expressly declares it,—John, xx, 21, 22,
23: "Whose sins you shall forgive, they are forgiven them; and whose sins you shall
retain, they are retained." And elsewhere, he says: "Whatsoever you shall bind on earth,
shall be bound in heaven and whatsoever you shall loose on earth, shall be loosed in
heaven."
Q. Are Protestant doctrines equally unscriptural as regards the other Sacraments?
A. Yes; their doctrines are all antiscriptural as regards these. On Extreme Unction, see
James, chap. v, 14; on Holy Orders, read 1 Tim. iv, 14—2 Tim. i, 6—Acts vi, 6, and xiv,
23; on Matrimony, see Ephes. v, 24, 25, 32.
Q. When you read these passages, do you find that Protestants teach Scriptural
doctrines?
A. No; they evidently teach the very con[pg. 101]
trary. Their empty vauntings about Scripture are only calculated to blind the ignorant and
mislead the unwary.
CHAPTER VI.
Q. Have you any other proofs that they are not guided by the Scriptures?
A. Yes; so many, that we cannot admit more than a mere specimen into this small work.
They reject much that is clearly contained in Scripture, and profess more that is nowhere
discoverable in that Divine Book.
Q. Give some examples of both?
A. They should, if the Scripture were their only rule, wash the feet of one another,
according to the command of Christ, in the 13th chap. of St. John;—they should keep, not
the Sunday, but the Saturday, according to the commandment, "Remember thou keep
holy the SABBATH-day;" for this commandment has not, in Scripture, been changed or
abrogated;—they should receive, what they call the sacrament, after supper, and not in
the morning, because Christ instituted that sacrament at night, and his Apostles received
it after supper;—they should not eat blood or strangled meat, because the Apostles forbid
it in the 15th chap. of the Acts;—they should not baptize infants, as there
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is no example in Scripture to justify such a practice.
Q. What inference would you draw from all this?
A. That Protestants ought rather to call themselves Anti-Evangelicals, than Evangelicals,
as their doctrines are opposed to, rather than in conformity with, the Gospel.

OF OUR LORD JESUS CHRIST AND THE SAINTS
CHAPTER I.
Q. How many natures are there in Jesus Christ?
A. Two—the Divine and human natures; for Jesus Christ is true God and true man.
Q. How many persons are there in Jesus Christ?
A. Only one; he is a Divine and not a human person, although he has a human nature.
Q. What do you conclude from this?
A. That all the works of Jesus Christ are divine, infinite in value; because, the more
excellent the person, the more valuable are his works: hence, the works of the divine
person of Jesus Christ must be infinite in merit.
[pg. 103]
Q. Was it his Divinity or his humanity that suffered for us?
A. It was his humanity that fasted, prayed, and suffered for us; still we are right in saying
it was God who suffered, because his sufferings and works must be attributed to the
person, and the person of Jesus Christ is God.
Q. Where is Jesus Christ?
A. As he is a Divine person he is everywhere; but his humanity is only in heaven, and on
the altar in the holy sacrament. Nor can it be said, that, as his Divinity is everywhere, so
is his humanity, for that does not follow.
Q. Show us, by an example, how it does not follow.
A. Man's head is intimately connected with his soul; yet it is not in every place where the
soul is, otherwise the head would be in the feet also.
CHAPTER II.
Q. What do we owe to Jesus Christ?
A. We owe him a sovereign confidence, love, and worship.
Q. What worship is due to him?
A. That sovereign worship or adoration which is due to God, and to God only.
Q. Do Catholics adore the saints?
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A. God forbid that we should give to any, or all of the saints the worship which is due to
God: we honor the saints as God's servants enriched and honored with his divine grace.
Q. Do not Catholics consecrate altars, and offer upon them the sacrifice of the Mass to
the saints?
A. No; altars are erected and consecrated to God alone; to God alone is the sacrifice of
the Mass offered ; the former under the invocation of the saints, and the latter in memory
of the saints.
Q. Why do we owe to Jesus Christ a sovereign confidence?
A. Because He is the only mediator, in the proper sense of the word, between God and
Man.
Q. Why do you say he is the only mediator?

A. Because He alone could and did satisfy For sin;—He alone merited for us all the
graces we receive from God.
Q. Could not a saint satisfy for the sins of men?
A. No; all the angels and saints that ever were, or ever will be, could not have satisfied
the justice of God for even one mortal sin; because, by sin, an Infinite Being was
offended; His justice required infinite satisfaction. Now this could not be given by any
number or
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quality of saints or angels, who are, and must essentially be, finite creatures; but Christ,
being a Divine person, could easily offer sufficient, because infinite satisfaction by
restoring to God the glory of which sin had deprived him.
Q. Has Jesus Christ merited for us all heavenly graces?
A. Yes; "Blessed be the God and the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who hath blessed us
with spiritual blessings in heavenly places in Christ." (Ephes. chap, i.)
Q. Do the saints merit graces for us?
A. They may, by their prayers, obtain graces for us from God, but they cannot, of
themselves merit them. It was Christ alone, who could, and did, merit and purchase them
with the price of his blood, both for the saints and for us.
Q. Why do you say we owe to Jesus Christ a sovereign love?
A. Because it was He "Who delivered us from the power of darkness, and translated us
into the kingdom of the Son of his love" (Coloss. chap, i.)
CHAPTER III.
Q. Do Catholics glorify Christ and his merits more than Protestants?
A. Yes; much more. They worship him
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more frequently and more intensely;—they glorify him in his saints, and in the pictures
and images of him, which they keep with respect and veneration.
Q. Why do you say that Catholics worship Christ in his person, more than Protestants?
A. Because the worship which Catholics render to the person of Christ, present in the
sacrament and sacrifice of the altar, shows it sufficiently. In conformity with their creed,
they render to Christ, really present, all the adoration in their power.
Q. Why have you said that Catholics honor Christ, in his saints, more than Protestants
do?
A. Because Catholics, in honoring the saints, only glorify Jesus, who, by his mercies and
graces, has made these saints what they are, worthy of our veneration and imitation; and,
as often as Catholics show respect or veneration before a picture or image of Jesus, they
uniformly refer both, not to the mere matter before them, but to the prototype, Jesus
Christ him self.
Q. Why do you say that Catholics honor the merits of Christ more than Protestants?
A. Because Catholics think more of his sufferings and passion than their adversaries.
Catholics observe Lent, a fast of forty days, in
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honor of his fasting and sorrows;—they abstain from the luxury of flesh meat on Friday,
in honor of his death;—they make frequent use of the sign of the cross, to keep them in
mind of the tortures he endured for sinners, and that it is from the merits of his passion
and death an the cross, that they hope for heavenly strength and grace;—they end every
prayer by these words: "Through Jesus Christ our Lord;"—and the last name they utter
when they are dying, is his holy name:—Jesus, therefore, is the only hope of every
Catholic; and those of our adversaries who say otherwise, are guilty of the very extreme
of injustice; since all we ask the saints to do, is to pray for us to our Divine Saviour.
CHAPTER IV.
Q. Do not Catholics abandon God, and put their trust in the saints, when they ask the
prayers of the saints?
A. No certainly; not so much as Protestants do, when they ask the prayers of sinful men.
Q. Is it not derogatory to the merits of Christ to invoke the saints?
A. Certainly not; since the Scripture declares, that the prayer even of the just man
availeth much.
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Q. In what are Protestants deceived on this subject?
A. In supposing that Catholics substitute the saints for Christ, and place their hope in the
former and not in the latter. This is a very mistaken notion. Catholics do not ask grace
from the saints; they merely ask the saints to pray that God may grant them all necessary
graces through Christ. They say, when addressing God: "Have mercy on us;" "Forgive
our sins;"—but when addressing the Blessed Virgin or the saints: "Pray for us." Catholics
know well, that all the virtues, merits, and graces of the saints are derived, not from
themselves, but from Jesus Christ.
Q. Are the merits of the saints then useless to us?
A. No; the more agreeable the saints are to God, the more powerful will their intercession
be in our favor; consequently, the more meritoriously they have co-operated with God's
grace, the more useful will their prayers be to us; in the same manner that we value more
the prayers of the man that is truly just, than we do those of him who is imperfectly so.
Q. In whose place do we put the saints?
A. Not in the place of Jesus Christ but in our own; we conjure them to join with us in
fervent prayer to God, that, through Jesus
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Christ, we may obtain all the graces we stand in need of.
CHAPTER V.
Q. Does the sacred Scripture order us to invoke the saints?
A. It neither expressly orders, nor forbids it.

Q. Is it not said in the 49th Psalm?—"Call upon me in the day of tribulation;" and in the
11th chap. of St. Matthew?—"Come to me all you that labor and are heavy laden, and I
will refresh you." And are not these clear commands to invoke God alone?
A. As these passages do not forbid us to ask the prayers of men, so neither do they forbid
us to ask the intercession of the saints.
Q. What then does God demand in these passages?
A. He demands that we invoke him, and him only, as our sovereign Lord, from whom
both the saints and we must draw all help and consolation.
Q. Is it useful to ask the prayers of the saints?
A. Yes, surely most useful, if it be at all useful to have recourse to the prayers even of
men.
Q. How do you know that it is useful to have recourse to the prayers of men?
A. In the first place, all sects admit this; and, secondly, God himself orders the friends
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of Job to have recourse to Job's prayers, (chap xlii:) "Go to my servant Job,....and my
servant Job shall pray for you; his face I will accept, that folly be not imputed to you."
Q. Do the angels and saints hear us when we ask their prayers?
A. Protestants admit, that even the devils know what is passing on earth; and yet they
deny this knowledge to the blessed and perfect angels and saints of God. In Matth. xv, we
are told, that "there is joy over one sinner that doeth penance more than over ninety-nine
just persons." If the saints and angels can see in this world even the penitent heart, they
surely hear our prayers without any difficulty. In Luke, chap. xvi, Abraham, who,
according to Protestants, must have been in heaven, heard the supplications of Dives, or
the rich man, who was certainly in hell. See also Zachary, chap. i, 12.
CHAPTER VI.
Q. Is the practice of invoking the saints of very ancient date?
A. Yes; even the Protestant Centuriators of Magdebourg admit, that it has existed since
the third century at which time all agree that the Church was pure. "You may trace," say
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they, "manifest vestiges of the invocation of saints in the third century;"—thus Origin
says: "Holy Job, pray for us." The Protestants who drew up the Augsburg and Helvetic
Confession, define it as sound Protestant doctrine "that relative and inferior veneration is
due to the saints and angels." To the same effect the testimony of all the early Fathers,
and even of nearly all the most learned Protestant bishops, along with Kemnitius, and
Luther himself, who says: "I therefore, with the whole Catholic Church, hold that the
saints are to he honored and invocated by us."
Q. What do you conclude from all this?
A. That the invocation of the saints, angels, and blessed Virgin, is a good and salutary
practice, seeing that it has been adopted in every age of the Church; that it has been
taught and practised by the wise, the learned, and the good; and that the most learned,
though bitterest, enemies have been compelled to admit its utility.

COMMUNION UNDER ONE KIND
CHAPTER 1.
Q. Is it necessary to receive the sacrament of the Eucharist under both kinds?
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A. No; it is not, for three reasons; first, because what is received under both kinds is
received under one kind only; secondly, because Christ has promised the same reward to
the reception of one as to the reception of both; thirdly, because the ancient Church
administered this sacrament often under one kind only.
Q. Why do you say that the same is received under one, as under both species?
A. Because Christ is received as he is, living and immortal, whole and entire; and, as a
living body is not without blood, or living blood without a body, so Christ is received, as
he is under either the form of bread or the form of wine.
Q. Does the priest, who receives under both, receive more than the Laic?
A. No; he receives the same; for, as a man receiving two hosts would not receive more
than he who receives only one, so the reception of one species is equal to the reception of
both—Christ whole and entire being received in either case.
Q. Why do priests alone partake of the chalice—have they more right to it than the
people?
A. They alone partake of it in Mass, because it is part of the sacrifice; but priests, bishops
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and even the Pope, receive under one kind only, when they receive out of Mass.
Q. Why do you say that the chalice forms part of the sacrifice?
A. Because Christ is a priest, according to the order of Melchizedeck; now Melchizedeck
offered bread and wine both; hence, Christ had been pleased to institute the sacrifice of
his body and blood, under the forms of bread and of wine.
CHAPTER II.
Q. Why do you say that Christ promises the same reward to the reception of one as to the
reception of both kinds?
A. Because this is clearly laid down in the sixth chap. of St. John, ver. 50—"This is the
bread which cometh down from heaven, that if any man eat of it he may not die." 52—"If
any man EAT of this BREAD he shall live for ever." 58—"As I live by the Father, so he
that eateth me, the same shall live by me." 59—"Not as your fathers did eat manna and
are dead; he that eateth this bread shall live for ever."
Q. What do you observe on these passages?
A. That Christ promised eternal life to those who receive under one kind, as well as to
those who receive under both. Indeed, Christ himself administered the sacrament under
one kind
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only to the disciples at Emmaus:—"And it came to pass, whilst he was at table with them,
he took bread, and blessed, and brake, and gave to them." St. Paul, 1 Cor. chap. xi, 27,
says: "Therefore, whosoever shall eat this bread, or drink the chalice of the Lord
unworthily, shall be guilty of the body and of the blood of the Lord." This shows clearly,
that the unworthy reception of either kind is enough to damn, and consequently, also, the
worthy reception, enough to save; because, both the body and blood of the Lord are
profaned, or advantageously received, under either kind, as is evident from the
conjunctive particle AND, in the latter part of the verse, whilst the disjunctive OR is used
in the former. From the account of the Last Supper given by St. Luke, chap. xxii, 20, it
would appear that the cup was not a necessary, even of the Apostolic communion, for it is
given not during the supper, but after the supper.
CHAPTER III.
Q. Why have you said that the ancient and pure church administered the sacrament often
under one kind only?
A. Because history proves it to be the fact Nicephorus, Hist. Eccles. lib. iii, cap. 7, St
Cyprian, and St. Basil, all allude to the practice.
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The latter says, that the solitaries who lived far from towns, were in the habit of carrying
with them, for the whole year, the Holy Eucharist, under the form of bread.
Q. Did not Pope Gelasias command all Catholics to receive the chalice?
A. Yes; but this was only for a time, and for the purpose of detecting the Manichean
heretics, who considered wine as the creature of the devil. These heretics mingled with
the Catholics, and, concealing their heretical principles, approached to communion with
them. Hence, the Pope ordered the chalice also to be administered, knowing that this
being under the form of wine, would deter these heretics from profaning the sacrament.
Q. What do you conclude from this?
A. That the sacrament must have been previously administered under the form of bread,
otherwise this order of Pope Gelasius would have been unnecessary.
Q. How was the sacrament given to the sick, to the young, and to infants?
A. Under the form of bread only in the two former cases, and under the form of wine in
the latter; and the Greek Church, during Lent, was in the habit of consecrating on Sunday
what should be necessary for the whole week, and under the form of bread only.
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CHAPTER IV.
Q. Has not Christ expressly said, Matth xxvi, 27: "Drink ye all of this?''
A. Yes; but these words were addressed to the Apostles alone, and not to all the faithful.
Q. But if the command to drink was here given only to the Apostles, may we not justly
conclude that the command to eat also, was given only to the Apostles?

A. The commands to eat and to drink were on this occasion, both given only to the
Apostles and their successors,—that is to say, to the bishops and priests of the Church.
Q. How do you prove this?
A. The command to eat and to drink was given on this occasion only to those to whom it
was said—"DO THIS IN REMEMBRANCE OF ME;" but these latter words were
addressed only to the Apostles and their lawful successors in the ministry; because, by
these last words, Christ conferred on his ministers the power to consecrate and administer
the Eucharist; and it is quite apparent, that this power was given to the Apostles only, and
not to mankind in general, who have never even claimed it.
Q. Is there then no command in this passage, that the laity should receive the Eucharist?
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A. Yes; the priests are ordered to distribute it by these words: "Do this in remembrance of
me;" and consequently, the laity are commanded to receive it.
Q. At what precise moment did Christ utter these words: "Do this in remembrance of
me?"
A. St. Luke (chap. xxii, 19) quotes these words as having been uttered by our Lord
immediately after he had given the Eucharist to the Apostles under the appearance of
bread, and before he had delivered the chalice to them.
Q. What may be learned from this circumstance?
A. That Christ authorized his Apostles and their successors to administer the sacrament
under the form of bread to the laity, but that he gave no command as regards the chalice.
Q. But does not Christ say, in St. John, chap. vii, "Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of
man and drink his blood, ye cannot have life in you?"
A. True; but we receive Christ not dead, but alive and immortal, as he is now in heaven;
hence, we most certainly receive under either kind both his body and blood, for where his
body is, there is his blood, soul, and divinity also. Besides, Protestants have nothing to do
with this text on the present question, since
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they hold, that not only this text, but the whole chapter in which it is found, regard, not
the sacrament of the Eucharist, but mere faith in Jesus Christ.
CHAPTER V.
Q. What would you say, in addition to; the above, to an obstinate Protestant who would
tell you, that every thing done by Christ at the Last Supper should continue to be
practised, and hence, that all should receive under both kinds, because he administered it
to all then present?
A. I would tell him: Protestants, in that case, have much to do that they neglect.
Q. What should they do, if all that Christ did, be essentially necessary?
A. They should wash the feet of all that are admitted to the sacrament;—they should
break the bread—they should make the chalice or cup pass from hand to hand;—they
should receive the sacrament after supper, and only twelve should sit at the same table.
Q. What if Protestants reply, that these are not essential to the reception of the

sacrament?
A. That is just what we say with regard to the reception of both kinds.
Q. Are not both kinds essential to the sacrament?
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A. If they were, Christ would not have promised to the reception of one kind all that he
promised to him who receives both. And again, if they were, the pure Church of the first
four centuries, would not have administered one species without the other, as she
frequently did.
Q. Why does the Catholic Church administer the sacrament under one kind only?
A. Amongst other reasons, first, because, for the above reasons, it is evidently
unnecessary to use both; and, secondly, because many accidents, exposing this most holy
sacrament to irreverence (such as spilling the cup) would take place, if the cup were
given to all.
Q. Have Protestants made any admissions on this head?
A. Yes; the Confession of Augsburg excuses the Church from any blame in this matter,
(p. 235;) and Luther, tom. ii, p. 100, says:—"If you go where only one kind is
administered, be content with one kind, and don't oppose the great mass of Christians;"
and again, tom. iii, p. 274—"If a General Council should order us to receive under both
kinds, out of contempt for the Council we should receive only one."
Q. What do you conclude from all we have said?
A. Protestants, in forming their creed, have
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read the Scripture without studying its meaning.
Q. What other inferences would you draw?
A. That the Scripture does not contain every necessary truth clearly laid down; otherwise,
there would be no dispute on this subject.

ON THE SACRIFICE OF THE MASS
CHAPTER I.
Q. Who is the author of the Mass? Was it instituted by Jesus Christ, or by the Church?
A. Jesus Christ is the author of the essential part, or the sacrifice of his body and blood;
the Church has appointed merely the accompanying ceremonial.
Q. Did Jesus Christ offer his body and his blood for us to his Father in the Last Supper?
A. He did, not only upon the cross, but in his Last Supper.
Q. How do you prove this?
A. By the words of Christ himself. In St. Luke, chap. xxii, he says: "This is my body,
which IS GIVEN for you." Mark well his words. He does not say, this is my body, which
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shall be given for you, but which IS now: whilst I speak, given for you. This becomes
more evident still, From the words used by Christ, whilst he held the chalice in his hands,
and this whether we follow the Catholic or Protestant translation: "This is my blood of
the new testament, which Is SHED for many unto remission of sins." (Matth. xxvi, 28,
Prot. Transl.) "For this is my blood of the new testament, which shall be shed for many
unto remission of sins." (Matth. xxvi, 28, Cath Transl.) St. Mark and St. Luke are equally
clear, especially the latter, chap. xxii, 20. From these passages, it is quite clear that the
chalice contained what was shed for us; but what was shed for us, was the blood of
Christ; therefore the chalice contained the blood of Christ. But at the time of the Last
Supper, Christ had not yet shed his blood for us in the sacrifice of the cross; therefore he
shed it in the sacrifice of his Last Supper; therefore, in his Last Supper, Christ offered in
sacrifice his body which was broken, his blood which was shed, for the remission of our
sins; therefore, he offered a true and real propitiatory sacrifice in his Last Supper.
Q. What follows from this?
A. If Christ, in his Last Supper, offered a true and real sacrifice of his body and blood,
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before he offered himself in sacrifice on the cross, it follows, that all the priests and his
Church must offer the same sacrifice, because Christ ordered all his ministers to do what
he himself had done on that occasion: "Do this for a commemoration of me."
Q. What is the title given by David in 109th Psalm, to Jesus Christ?
A. He styles him a "Priest for ever, according to the order of Melchizedeck."
Q. Why is he styled "for ever a priest, according to the order of Melchizedeck?"
A. Because, like Melchizedeck, he used bread and wine in the sacrifice.
Q. Why is Christ styled a priest for ever after Melchizedeck's order?
A. Because he continues, and will continue to offer the same sacrifice by the hands of his
priests to the end of the world.
Q. Would Christ be a PRIEST FOR EVER according to the order of Melchizedeck, if a
sacrifice, according to Melchizedeck's order, had been only offered at the Last Supper by
himself?
A. No; for in that case, he would not be a priest for ever, but only for once, according to
the order of Melchizedeck: to be a priest for ever, it was necessary he should establish an
everlasting order of priests, to offer the same sacrifice, as his substitutes.
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Q. Would Christ be a priest, according to the order of Melchizedeck, if he had not used
bread and wine in a true and real sacrifice in the Last Supper?
A. No; for if he did not do so in the Last Supper, he is not a priest at all, according to the
order of Melchizedeck, since there is no resemblance between his sacrifice on the cross,
and the sacrifice of Melchizedeck; and if Christ did not at his Last Supper, he never at
any other time did, offer a sacrifice similar in any manner to that of Melchizedeck.
Q. What does the prophet Malachy say touching this sacrifice?
A. "From the rising of the sun, even to the going down thereof, my name is great among
the Gentiles; and in EVERY PLACE there is SACRIFICE, and there is offered to my
name a clean oblation."
Q. Does not Malachy foretell here merely the sacrifice of the cross?

A. No, not that alone; for he speaks of a sacrifice to be offered in every place, and the
sacrifice of the cross was offered in only one place and for one time. Hence, there must
be a sacrifice of the new law, intimately connected or identical, with that of the cross, to
be offered up in every place, which can be no other than the Eucharistic sacrifice.
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Q. May not this clean oblation be prayer and praise and thanksgiving?
A. No; for this would be nothing new for a prophet to foretell; this sort of oblation was
offered to God in every age, even at the time the prophecy was made. Besides, who
would dare to say that his imperfect prayer was a clean oblation? The prophet evidently
alludes to some extraordinary sacrifice, some new clean oblation to come, not already
existing, which would be substituted for all the sacrifices of the old law, which, in the
previous verses, he condemns.
Q. What says the prophet Jeremias on this subject? (Chap. xxxiii, 18.)
A. "Neither shall there be cut off from the priests and Levites a man before my face, to
offer holocausts, and to burn sacrifices, and to kill victims continually."
Q. What says St. Paul? (Heb. v, 1.)
A. "For every high priest, taken from among men, is ordained for man in things
pertaining to God, that he may offer both gifts and sacrifices for sins;" and elsewhere, he
says: "We have an altar of which those who serve the tabernacle dare not eat."
Q. Do you find that these doctrines of the apostles or what was foretold of the Christian
[pg. 125]
Church by the prophets, are realized or verified in the Protestant Church?
A. No; for the Protestant Church has no altar, or priest, or sacrifice, all of which,
according to Scripture, are clearly necessary in the true Christian Church.
CHAPTER II.
Q. How many kinds of sacrifices were there in the old law?
A. There were four;—the holocaust, the Eucharistic, the impetratory, and the propitiatory
sacrifices.
Q. Why were victims offered in holocaust?
A. To acknowledge the supreme dominion of God over all creatures.
Q. For what purpose was the Eucharistic sacrifice?
A. To thank God for favors and graces received.
Q. For what was the impetratory sacrifices instituted?
A. To obtain from God important benefits or graces.
Q. For what end was the propitiatory sacrifice?
A. To render God propitious, and to expiate sin.
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Q. What says St. Augustine, born in 354 in his work on the City of God, written about
fourteen hundred years ago?
A. That the one sacrifice of the Mass was instituted to hold the place of all the sacrifices
of the old law.

Q. What says St. Ireneus? (Lib. iv, chap. 33.)
A. "The Apostles received this sacrifice from Christ, the Church from the Apostles, and
she offers it everywhere, according to the prophecy of Malachy: 'and in every place a
pure sacrifice shall be offered.' "
Q. Has the sacrifice of the Mass been offered everywhere during the last two hundred
years?
A. Yes; in every Christian country of the earth.
Q. Has it been everywhere offered during the last twelve hundred years?
A. Yes; as all the ancient liturgies—Latin, Greek, Arabic, &c.—attest.
Q. Can any one point out the first priest, bishop, or Pope, who said Mass, or the time or
country in which this first Mass was said?
A. No; no man has ever been able to make such a discovery.
Q. What follows from this?
A. It follows by St. Augustine's rule, that
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we have received the Mass from Christ and his Apostles, since, if it were the invention of
man, it could be traced to its author; for says that Father, whatever is universally believed
and practised in the Church, and cannot be traced to any bishop, or Pope, or council, as
its author, must have been taught and practised by the Apostles.
Q. Give me another authority, from the many Fathers who assure us, that the pure
Christian Church of the earliest ages admitted the Mass as a true sacrifice?
A. St. Cyprian (Epist. 78) says: "Jesus Christ offered the same sacrifice as did
Melchizedeck, that is, bread and wine, his own body and blood.....If Jesus Christ, our
Lord and God, be himself the high priest of his Father, and if he first offered himself as a
sacrifice to him, and commanded the same to be done in remembrance of him, then that
priest truly stands in the place of Christ, who does what Christ did, and offers in the
Church a new and complete sacrifice to God the Father, doing what he ordained."
CHAPTER III.
Q. Is the sacrifice of the Mass a true, propitiatory sacrifice?
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A. Yes; both for the living and the dead.
Q. In what sense is it a propitiatory sacrifice for the living?
A. In this, that through it they obtain the spirit of compunction and grace to repent of their sins.
Q. How is it propitiatory for the dead?
A. It contributes to the remission of the temporal punishment,* which they may still owe to the Divine Justice.
Q. How do you prove that the Mass is truly a propitiatory sacrifice?
A. From St. Matth. chap. xxvi: "This is my blood of the new testament, which is shed for many for the remission of
Sins;" and from St. Paul to the Hebrews, chap. 6: "For every high priest, taken from among men, is ordained for men
in the things that appertain to God, that he may offer up gifts and sacrifices for sins."
Q. What do you conclude from these?
A. That as we certainly have, in the Christian Church, a high priest, so his duty certainly is to offer sacrifices for
sins.
Q. Is there then more than one sacrifice propitiatory or expiatory?—has not the sacrifice of the cross alone expiated
all sin?
*See Treatise on Indulgences
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A. The sacrifice of the cross and the sacrifice of the altar, are one and the same.
Q. Why then renew every day the same sacrifice? is not the sacrifice of the cross once offered sufficient?

A. The merits and virtue of the sacrifice of the cross are infinite; but that virtue and these merits must be applied,
and this can only be done by certain means.
Q. What are these means by which the merits of the sacrifice of the cross are applied to our souls?
A. They are the sacraments, the sacrifice of the Mass, prayer, and good works.
Q. Amongst these means, in what light are we to regard the sacrifice of the Mass?
A. We are to regard it as a means employed by the Almighty, for applying the sacred merits of the sacrifice of the
cross to our souls, in a very particular manner.
Q. Has the sacrifice of the Mass been offered for the dead since the earliest ages?
A. Yes; as is evident from the testimony of the early Fathers and writers. Tertullian, lib. de Monog., says: "That a
woman who would not have the holy sacrifice of the Mass celebrated every year for her husband on the anniversary
of his death, should be considered as one who had been divorced from him." St.
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Cyprian, Epist. 9, says: "Our predecessors prudently advised, that no brother departing this life should nominate any
churchman his executor, and, should he do it, that no oblation should be made for him, nor sacrifice offered for his
repose." The Council of Chalons (anno 579) decrees, that in all solemn Masses, prayers be offered up for the souls
of the departed. In fine, St. Augustine, lib. xxiii de Civit. Dei, tells us, "that one of his priests celebrated Mass in a
house infested by evil spirits, and that by this their banishment was effected."

ON PURGATORY
CHAPTER I
Q. How do you prove that there is a Purgatory, or middle state between hell and heaven?
A. It is proved, 1st, from the Old Testament; 2dly, from the New Testament; and, 3dly, from tradition.
Q. What is your proof from the Old Testament?
A. In 2d Machab. chap. 12, where Judas, the valiant commander, collects and sends to Jerusalem twelve thousand
drachmas of silver, for
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sacrifice to be offered for the sins of the dead. "It is therefore," says this passage, "a holy and wholesome thought to
pray for the dead, that they may be loosed from their sins."
Q. What do you conclude from this passage?
A. That besides heaven and hell there is a middle state; because, as the souls in heaven require not the aid of prayer,
so the souls in hell can receive no benefit from it; hence, there must be some third state of souls, in which prayer is
beneficial to them.
Q. But is this book of Machabees a canonical book, containing God's word?
A. It has been recognised as such from the earliest ages. St. Augustine (Civit. Dei, chap. 36) says: "The Church of
God has always acknowledged the Machabees as a canonical book." Protestants have rejected this book like many
other books of Scripture, because it contains doctrines opposed to their novel inventions. They do not seem to
reflect, that it is on the authority of the Catholic Church they know the Scriptures which they admit to be God's
word, and they have that authority for this book as well as for the rest.
Q. Does not the author of Machabees make an apology for the errors it contains?
A. Yes; for errors of style, but not for er[pg. 132]
rors in fact or doctrine. See, for another argument on this subject of Purgatory, Gen xxxvii. 33.
CHAPTER II.
Q. How do you prove from the New Testament that there is a Purgatory?
A. From Matthew, chap. 12: "Whosoever speaketh a word against the Son of man, it shall be forgiven him; but
whosoever speaketh against the Holy Ghost, it shall not be forgiven him; neither in this world, neither in the world
to come."
Q. What inference does St. Augustine draw from this passage? (Civit. Dei, chap, xiv, lib 21.)
A. That some sins are forgiven in the next world, otherwise this passage of Scripture would be nonsense. Now sins
are not remitted in heaven, for no sin can enter there; nor in hell, for there is no redemption from that awful abode:
therefore there must be some third place, where some sins are forgiven.
Q. Cite the words of St. Paul? (1 Cor. chap. iii.)

A. "And the fire shall try every man's work, of what sort it is. If any man's work abide....he shall receive a reward; if
any man's work shall be burned, he shall suffer
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loss, but he himself shall be saved, yet so by fire."
Q. What on this do you remark?
A. There can be no pain, or suffering, a fire in heaven; nor is the fire of hell for salvation, but damnation: therefore
this fire, which worketh unto salvation, must be in Purgatory.
Q. What says the same Apostle? (Philip chap. ii, 10.)
A. "That, at the name of Jesus, every knee should bow, of those that are in heaven, on earth, and under the earth."
Q. How do you reason on this?
A. By those under the earth, are evidently evidently meant, not the dead bodies, but the souls of the dead not yet in
heaven. Now these souls are certainly either in hell or in Purgatory: or in both. But St. Paul cannot allude to those in
hell, for he knew well that they would not bow the knee to Jesus, therefore he may allude to souls in some other
place; which is not heaven, or earth, or the hell of the damned; therefore that place exists, and it is that which
Catholics call Purgatory.
Q. What does St. John say (Apoc. chap xxi, 27) of Heaven?
A. "And there shall not enter into it anything defiled."
Q. What do you conclude from this?
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A. That there must be some place for the purification of souls after death; because the Scripture assures us, that even
the just man falls seven times,—and can any one in his senses suppose that many will not die without expiating these
faults? With these they cannot enter heaven, which receiveth nothing defiled; they cannot be sent to hell, for they
are, according to Scripture, JUST. Therefore there must be a third place, where these railings of even the just man
will be expiated. See also 1 Corinth. chap. xv, 29; 2 Tim. i, 18,—where St. Paul prays for Onesiphorus after he was
dead.
Q. Did any one ascend to heaven before our Saviour?
A. No; for in St. John, chap. iii, 18, Christ says—"No man hath ascended up to heaven but He that came down from
heaven."
Q. Where then were all the just souls of the Old Testament until Christ's ascension?
A. They were not in heaven, they were not in hell; therefore they were in some middle place or state.
Q. What is the meaning of that passage in 1 Peter, iii, 18, which says, that Christ went and preached unto the spirits
in prison? Where were these spirits?
A. They were not in heaven, for there they
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would require no preaching; they were not in hell for there preaching could be of no use to them;—therefore they
were in some middle state where the souls of the just were awaiting the coming of the Redeemer, by whom the gates
of heaven were to be re-opened, and they admitted into the presence of God.
Q. Does not the Scripture say, that as the tree falls so it shall Lie?
A. Yes; but this means, simply, that every man who dies, is either saved or lost; and it may also refer to the state of
the soul after the last judgment. The moment man dies, his ultimate fate is decided, either for the south or the north,
for heaven or hell.
Q. Is it not said, (Apoc. xiv.)—"Blessed are the dead who die in the Lord, for they shall rest from their labors?"
A. Yes; thrice blessed we say; but this text only alludes to martyrs, and such as die free from all sin and debt of
temporal punishment, and such, of course, require not purification. They really die in the Lord.
Q. Does not Christ say to the good thief, "This day thou shalt be with me in paradise?"
A. Yes; but it is not clear, that by paradise, is here meant heaven and not Purgatory; and even if this were clear, a
miracle of God's grace, wrought in favor of a penitent on the very day the world was redeemed, is not to be
considered as God's general rule with regard
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to sinners. In fine, the good thief suffered much on the cross, and Christ might have received his patient sufferings
there as his purgatorial expiation.
CHAPTER III.
Q. What is your third mode of proving that there is a Purgatory?
A. By tradition, or the unanimous testimony of the Fathers.
Q. Was all antiquity of the belief that there is a Purgatory?

A. The third Council of Carthage, anno 253, decreed prayers for the dead. The Council of Chalons in 579, the
Council of Worms in 829, and the Council of Trent, all came to the same decision.
Q. Are the Ancient Fathers unanimous on this question?
A. You have only to consult Berrington's and Kirk's Faith of Catholics, to be satisfied that they are most unanimous.
St. Ephrem orders prayers for the repose of his soul after his death. The Emperor Constantine wished to be buried in
a church, that the faithful might remember him in their prayers to God. St. Chrysostom, in his 1 Hom. on 1 Epist. to
Corinth. says: " The tears of the living are not
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useless to the dead,—that prayers and alms relieve them." St. Jerom, in his Epistle to Pammachius, remarks: "It is
customary to strew with flowers the graves of the female dead, but you have followed a better usage in strewing the
grave of your wife with alms for the solace of her soul." St. Augustine, in 13th chap. or his 9th Book of Confession,
says: "I shed not a tear, whilst they offered the holy sacrifice for the peace of my dear mother's soul." On the 37th
Psalm, he prays thus: "Purify me, O Lord, in this life, that I may not require the application of that fire, by which
souls are tried in the next;" and, in his Work on the Heresies, (Heresy 53,) he says: "Aerius was the first who dared
to teach, that it was of no use to offer up prayers and sacrifices for the dead, and this doctrine of Aerius is the fiftythird heresy."
Q. Does it follow, from the circumstance that the ancient Church prayed for the dead that there is a Purgatory?
A. Certainly; if the Church always prayed for the dead, she believed the dead were in a place where prayer could be
beneficial to them; this place was not heaven, nor could it be hell, therefore it was Purgatory.
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ON JUSTIFICATION
CHAPTER I.
Q. What is justification?
A. It is a grace which makes us friends of God.
Q. Can a sinner merit this justifying grace?
A. No, he cannot; because all the good works which the sinner performs whilst he is in a state of mortal sin, are dead
works, which have no merit sufficient to justify.
Q. Is it an article of the Catholic faith, that the sinner, in mortal sin, cannot merit the grace of justification?
A. Yes; it is decreed in the seventh chap of the sixth sess. of the Council of Trent, that neither faith, nor good works,
preceding justification, can merit the grace of justification.
Q. How then is the sinner justified?
A. He is justified gratuitously by the pure mercy of God, not on account of his own or any human merit, but purely
through the merits of Jesus Christ; for Jesus Christ is our only mediator of redemption, who alone, by his passion
and death, has reconciled us to his Father.
Q. Why then do Protestants charge us with
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believing, that the sinner can merit the remission of his sins?
A. Their ignorance of the Catholic doctrine as the cause of this, as well as many other false charges.
Q. Must we then conclude, that the sinner cannot, by good works, obtain the grace of justification?
A. The sinner may obtain the grace of justification by good works proceeding from a broken and penitent heart,
because these are necessary predispositions and conditions, but no works of his own can ever MERIT the grace of
justification.
CHAPTER II.
Q. What part has faith in the justification of the sinner?
A. It is its root or foundation, the first step to its attainment, an all-necessary condition, without which no man can
ever be justified; because the Apostle says: "Without faith, it is impossible to please God."
Q. But is faith alone sufficient to justify the sinner?
A. No; God requires other dispositions in order to the reception of justifying grace. He requires the sinner to fear
God, to love God, to
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hope in God, to be sorry for past sin, and to have a well-grounded purpose not to sin again.
Q. Does God require these as necessary conditions, or as meritorious works?
A. As necessary conditions, without which he will not receive the sinner in grace.

Q. What do the Scriptures say on the subject?
A. "And when thou shalt seek there the Lord thy God, thou shalt find him; yet so, if thou seek him with all thy heart
and all the affliction of thy soul."—Deut. chap. iv, 29. "But if the wicked man do penance for all his sins which he
hath committed, and keep all my commandments and do judgment and justice, living, he shall live, and shall not
die."—Ezek. chap, xviii, 21. "If you keep my commandment, you shall abide in my love;....you are my friends, if
you do the things that I command you."—John, chap. xv, 10, 14.
Q. What do you conclude from these passages?
A. In the first place, that the sinner can never he justified, unless he comply with these necessary conditions; and,
secondly, that faith alone is not sufficient to justify him.
Q. Does not the Baptist say, John, chap, iii, 36: "He that believeth in the Son hath life everlasting?"
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A. Yes; but St. John speaks here of efficacious faith, that is, he who believeth in the Son, so as to believe all that he
teaches and practices, all that he commands, shall have everlasting life.
Q. Does not St. Paul, Rom. chap. iii, 28, say: We account a man to be justified by faith, without the works of the
law?''
A. True, but St. Paul is speaking here of the Jewish, not the Christian law; For St. Paul cannot contradict St. James.
Now, St. James says, in words about which there can be no dispute, chap. ii, 22, 24: "Seest thou that faith did cooperate with his works, and by works, Faith was made perfect:....do you see, that by works a man is justified, and
not by faith only;" and, ver. 26, he adds: "For even as the body without the spirit is dead, so also faith without works
is dead."
Q. Does not St. Paul, Rom. chap. v, 1, say: "Being justified therefore by faith, let us have peace with God through
our Lord Jesus Christ?"
A. Yes; but the same St. Paul, 1 Corinth. chap. xiii, 1, 2, says: "If I speak with the tongues of men and of angels, and
have not charity. I am become as a sounding brass;....and if I should have all faith, so that I could remove mountains,
and have not charity, I am
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nothing." So that it is quite clear the Apostle speaks, in the passage quoted, of that lively faith, animated by charity,
which is ever producing good works.
Q. Protestants suppose, that good works are the necessary effect of faith, as heat is of fire or light of the sun: is this
supposition correct?
A. No; for St. John, chap. xii, 42, says "Many of the chief men also BELIEVED in him; but because of the
Pharisees, they did NOT CONFESS him;....for they loved the glory of men more than the glory of God."
CHAPTER III.
Q. Can any one, who is in a state of mortal sin, merit heaven by any good work or works?
A. No; he can neither merit justification, nor heaven; because, all the works he performs while in a state of mortal
sin are dead works, and of course have no merit.
Q. Can one who is in a state of grace merit heaven?
A. The just, who are in a state of grace, may, by good works, merit an increase of glory, but even they can never, by
any or every good work, merit the first degree of glory that is, a right to heaven.
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Q. To whom do we owe our permission to enter heaven?
A. Solely to the mercy of God and the merits of Jesus Christ: for it is by the sufferings and death of Jesus that we
acquired heaven as our inheritance; and it is God's mercy alone, which gave us such a Mediator and Redeemer.
Q. Why have you said that the just may, by good works, merit an increase of glory in heaven?
A. Because, in Scripture, heaven is proposed to us as a recompense, and a recompense or reward is due only to
merit.
Q. What does St. Matthew say on this matter? (Chap. v, 12.)
A. "Be glad and rejoice, for your reward is very great in heaven." In Prov. chap. xi, 18—"But to him that soweth in
justice, there is a faithful reward." St. James, chap. i, 12 "Blessed is the man that endureth temptation, for when he
hath been proved, he shall receive the crown of life, which God hath promised to them that love him." St. Paul, 2
Tim. chap. iv, 7, adds: "I have fought a good fight, I have finished my course, I have kept the faith; as to the rest,
there is laid up for me a crown of justice, which the Lord, the just judge, will render to me in that day."
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Q. What have Protestants to object against this Scriptural doctrine?
A. Nothing that is either rational or Scriptural; for the learned among themselves have taught the very same. The

Apology for the Protestant Confession of Augsburg, p. 96, says: "We teach, that good works merit a temporal and
spiritual reward in this world, as well as in the next."
Q. What then have Protestants to say to Catholics on the subject of merit and good works?
A. All they have to say arises from their ignorance of the Catholic doctrine.
CHAPTER IV.
Q. What is that which gives their value to good works?
A. Sanctifying grace, which is within us.
Q. Is this sanctifying grace our own, or is it from God?
A. It is the pure gift of God's liberality to us.
Q. How does St. Paul express himself on this subject? (Rom., chap. v, 3.)
A. "The charity of God," he says, "is poured forth in our hearts by the Holy Ghost, who is given to us."
Q. What are the effects of sanctifying grace?
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A. It makes us the friends and children of God
Q. To whom do we owe this inestimable grace?
A. To the merits of Jesus Christ, and to these alone.
Q. Have you any thing to remark on on the efficacy of the merits of Christ?
A. Yes; he was not satisfied with meriting heaven for us; he also, by his grace, put us in a condition to merit greater
degrees of glory in heaven.
Q. Does not our Saviour say, Luke, chap. xvii, 10—"So you also, when you shall have done all those things that are
commanded you say, we are unprofitable servants?"
A. This is quite in accordance with our doctrine; we are certainly unprofitable servants to God, whatever good we
do; for nothing which we can do, either adds to, or takes from, his essential glory. We are not, however, unprofitable
servants to ourselves, since these good works secure for us the rewards God has been pleased to promise.
Q. Could God order us to perform good works without promising us any recompense?
A. Certainly; because we are his creatures, and the grace which enables us is his. The Council of Trent, Sess. xvi,
chap. 16, says
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"God's goodness to man is so great, that he even desires his own gifts to be converted into our merit."
Q. Have we reason to trust much in our own works?
A. "God forbid," says the same Council "'that any Christian should glory, or confide in himself, and not in the Lord."
Q. How is it, then, that Protestants reproach Catholics with placing too much confidence in their good works?
A. They reproach us, because they do not know us; and the only return we should make for their ill-treatment of us,
is to pray, as Christ did for the ignorant Jews, who put him to death: "Father, forgive them, for they know not what
they do."
CHAPTER V.
Q. Can a man satisfy for his own sins?
A. No; neither man nor angel, nor both men and angels, can ever satisfy for one mortal sin. Jesus Christ alone could
and has satisfied for our sins.
Q. Can we apply to ourselves the satisfaction of Jesus?
A. We can, certainly, with the help of God's grace.
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Q. How is the satisfaction of Christ applied to us?
A. In two ways, either when we receive a full remission of temporal as well as eternal punishment, or when the
eternal is remitted and some temporal punishment is reserved for us to endure.
Q. In what case are both the eternal and temporal punishment remitted by the application of the satisfaction of
Christ to our souls?
A. In baptism, by which all sin, and all punishment due to sin, is remitted.
Q. When are the satisfactions of Jesus so applied to our souls, that, though the eternal punishment be remitted, we
may have some temporal punishment to endure?
A. Commonly in the sacrament of penance.
Q. Are not the guilt and the punishment remitted together?
A. No; for it often happens that God, in forgiving the sinner, changes the eternal punishment which he has deserved
by his sins, into a temporal or temporary punishment.

Q. Make this clear by an example from 2 Kings, xii chap.
A. David is guilty of murder, which deserves the eternal punishment of hell. Nathan warns him of his danger. David
repents—"I have," says he,"sinned against the Lord." Nathan
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replies—"The Lord also hath taken away thy SIN; THOU SHALT NOT DIE." Behold the eternal punishment taken
away; but what is substituted in its place? Mark what follows, a temporal punishment is substituted in its place—
"Nevertheless, because thou hast given occasion to the enemies of the Lord to blaspheme; for this thing, THE
CHILD THAT IS BORN TO THEE SHALL SURELY DIE." (Prot. Vers., 2 Sam. xii.)
Q. Give another Scriptural example that all doubt may be removed.
A. In the xxiv chap. of same Book, (Protest. Vers., 2 Sam. xxiv chap.,) David repents of his sinful pride in
numbering the people: God forgives him, but on condition, that he should suffer, as a temporal punishment, either
seven years of famine, or three months of flight before his enemies, or three days of pestilence; and, in addition, the
prophet God orders him to erect an altar and offer sacrifice to the Lord.
Q. Can the penitent sinner pay, in any manner, the debt of TEMPORAL punishment is due to the justice of God?
A. Yes; as is quite evident from the above two passages. Indeed, the Scripture counsels it in express terms. Daniel,
chap. iv, 24—"Wherefore, O king, let my counsel be acceptable to thee; redeem thou thy sins with alms, and thy
iniquities with works of mercy to
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the poor." The same may be drawn from Protestant Vers., chap. iv, 27, though much corrupted to suit a Protestant
purpose. Our Saviour himself, Luke, chap. xi, 4, says: "GIVE ALMS, and BEHOLD ALL THINGS ARE CLEAN
UNTO YOU."

ON INDULGENCES
CHAPTER I.
Q. What is an Indulgence?
A. It is a remission of the temporal punishment due to venial sin, and also to mortal sin, after the eternal punishment
has been remitted, as mentioned above in the case of David.
Q. Are sins remitted by Indulgences?
A. No; sins are remitted by the sacraments of baptism and penance.
Q. Has the Church the power to remit temporal punishments?
A. When the applicant or sinner is properly disposed, the Church has power to remove every obstacle to his
admission into heaven: but a debt of temporal punishment, due to God's justice, is a temporary obstacle; therefore
the Church has power to remove it. That this proposition is most certainly true, is evident from Matth., chap, xviii,
18: "Whatsoever
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you shall bind upon earth, shall be bound also in heaven, and whatsoever you shall loose upon earth, shall be loosed
also in heaven." From which it is more than evident, that the powers of the Church, over sin and its punishment, are
not in any way confined or restrained, provided always, that the sinner have the proper dispositions; and if the
Church has power to remit the sin itself, (as beyond all doubt she has,) she has surely power to remit the temporal
punishment due to sin.
Q. Are Indulgences of very ancient date to the Church?
A. Yes; since the very commencement of Christianity.
Q. Give us a clear instance of their early use.
A. St. Paul granted an Indulgence to the incestuous Corinthian, by the remission of the temporal punishment to
which he had subjected that public sinner; and the Apostle declares, that it is by the power of Christ, and in Christ's
person, he acts in this matter—2 Cor. chap, ii, 10:—"For what I have pardoned, if I have pardoned any thing, for
your sakes have I done it in the person of Christ."
Q. Is this temporal punishment always inflicted in this life?
A. It may be inflicted here, or in Purgatory
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hereafter; and if not discharged here, it must be discharged hereafter.
Q. Do the Fathers of the early Church speak of Indulgences or the remission of temporal punishment?
A. Yes; St. Cyprian, Epist. 18th, says, that the bishops of the Church granted (like St: Paul) a remission of the
canonical penances and penitential works, by the mediation of holy confessors or martyrs, ''the abundance of whose

merits might supply for the want of their brethren," according to that of St. Paul: "I now rejoice in suffering for
you."—Col. chap. i, 24.
Q. Have any Councils spoken on this subject?
A. The Council of Ancyra (anno 314) orders the bishops, "having considered the conduct of the penitents, to show
them mercy, or to lengthen the time of their penance."
Q. What inference do you draw from this practice of the Church in ancient times?
A. That, in the remission of the canonical penances, she also remitted so much of the temporal punishment before
God.
Q. Why? what connection is there between the one and the other?
A. The canonical penances were indicted by God's Church as a temporal punishment
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due to sin. This as inflicted by his Church is accepted by God, either as the whole or a part of what his justice
demands; for what ever his true Church does, is done by himself—"As my Father sent me. even so I send you;"
"Whatsoever you shall loose on earth, shall be loosed also in heaven; "He that heareth you, heareth me;" &c &c.
Q. Can any Indulgence or leave be granted by any power on earth to commit sin?
A. No; nor can God himself give leave to commit what is of its own nature sinful.
Q. Does not the Pope give leave to tell lies, and commit perjury, and make mental reservations, and be disloyal, and
persecute Protestants, when these appear to him to promote the Catholic cause?
A. No; these are all Protestant calumnies.
Q. Would dispensations or pardons granted for any such ends have any validity?
A. No; they would only add sacrilege to blasphemy.
Q. Is it an article of the Catholic faith, that temporal punishment is remitted before God by an Indulgence?
A. It is not so defined in express terms; but by what is defined on the subject, and by necessary consequence from
doctrines, bearing on this, it is and always has been held by Catholics as substantially of faith, although not formally
so defined.
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Q. What has the Church decided on this subject?
A. That God has left in his Church the power of granting Indulgences, and that Indulgences are extremely
advantageous to the Christian people. Decret.1, de Indul. Sess. 25.
Q. Is there any thing in this decree with which Protestants can reasonably be offended?
A. No; for they themselves grant Indulgences of their own, as is evident from the history of the cutty stool. For
particular sins, those who were rich were mulcted in a pecuniary fine, and those who were poor were obliged to give
satisfaction before the whole congregation. Now, either this was of use to the sinner or it was not; if the former, it
was an Indulgence; if the latter, then for what purpose was it practised? For further proof of the practice of the
ancient and pure Church, see Coun, of Nice (anno 325,) Can. xii, Conc. Gen. T. 2

ON THE HEAD OF THE CHURCH
CHAPTER I.
Q. Who is the true and chief head of the Church?
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A. Jesus Christ is the true head of the Church, who, being himself invisible, governs his Church from heaven in an
invisible manner.
Q. Did Jesus Christ appoint any vicar on earth to govern his Church in quality of visible chief or head?
A. Yes: he appointed for that purpose St. Peter and his successors.
Q. Did St. Peter receive more power than the other Apostles from Christ?
A. Yes; as is evident from many passages of Scripture.
Q. Quote St. Matthew, chap. xvi.
A. "Thou art Peter, and upon this rook I will build my Church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it."
Q. What is meant here by the word "rock"?
A. Peter himself.
Q. Why?
A. Because in John, chap, i, 42, Christ, in calling Peter, gives him a new name, which signifies a rock, and which
explains clearly the meaning of the word "rock" in the above text. "Thou art Simon the son of Jona, thou shalt be

called Cephas, which is interpreted Peter, or a rock." Our Saviour spoke in the Syriac language, and in that language,
Cephas is the same as Petros in the Greek, both meaning a rock; indeed, the words of Christ, literally in[pg. 155]
terpreted, have this meaning: "Thou art a rock, and upon this rock I will build my Church." Such words were not
addressed to any other Apostle.
Q. What are the words of the text immediately following? Matth. chap. xvi, 19.
A. "And I will give to thee (Peter) the keys of the kingdom of heaven, and whatsoever thou shalt bind upon earth, it
shall be bound also in heaven; and whatsoever thou shall loose on earth, it shall be loosed also in heaven."
Q. Did not Christ address the same to words to all the Apostles?
A. On this occasion, he addressed these words to Peter alone, which makes it quite evident that he intended to
confer on Peter a peculiar power; when he addressed the other Apostles in these words, he did so generally and to all
in common.
Q. What does Christ say to Peter—John xxi, 15, 16, 17?
A. "Feed my lambs, Feed my sheep." And the Fathers of the Church have understood by the lambs, the lay faithful
people; and by the sheep, the pastors of the people; for as the sheep nourish the lambs, so do the pastors of the
Church tend, and spiritually feed, their flocks.
Q. What do you conclude from the above commission given only to Peter?
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A. That Christ gave the charge of the whole Church, pastors and people, sheep and lambs to Peter alone.
CHAPTER II.
Q. Have you any other proofs of St. Peter's Primacy or supremacy?
A. Yes; in Luke, chap. xxii, v. 26, Christ says to his Apostles, "He that is greater among you, let him become as the
younger; and he that is the leader, as he that serveth." Therefore there was a GREATER, or LEADER, amongst the
Apostles, otherwise Christ's words could have no meaning; but if there was a leader. Peter, and no other, was that
man.
Q. Does Christ anywhere offer up a special prayer for Peter's faith, without including, in this prayer, the rest of the
Apostles?
A. Yes; Luke xxii, 32,—Christ says to Peter these words:—"But I have prayed for thee, that thy FAITH FAIL NOT;
and thou, being once converted, CONFIRM THY BRETHREN." From which it is clear, that Peter had a superiority
over his brethren given him by Christ; for if he was only their equal, how could he confirm them?
Q. Why does Christ—John, chap. xxi, before giving Peter the special charge of all
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Christ's lamb, and sheep, ask that Apostle whether he loves him (Christ) MORE than the other Apostles love him?
A. Christ evidently requires greater love from Peter, because he is to confer a greater dignity upon him, committing
to his care the whole Christian community, pastors and people.
Q. Have you any other Scriptural proof for Peter's superiority?
A. When the Scripture gives the names of the Apostles in order, Peter's name is always) placed first. (Matth.chap.x.)
Nor can it be alleged that this was done because Peter was the oldest, for Andrew was Peter's elder, and was even
the first to follow Christ. St. Ambrose, in Epist. ii, ad Cor. cap. xii, says; "Not Andrew, but Peter was chief amongst
the Apostles." St. Augus. lib. de Baptis., says: "Behold Peter, who held the pre-eminence with such lustre." St.
Optat., lib. contra Parmen., adds: "Peter was appointed chief of the Apostles, to the end that unity might be
preserved in the Church."
Q. Did Peter act at any time as chief functionary of the Church?
A. He did so immediately after the Ascension of our Lord. He assembled the Apostles, he presided at the election of
an Apostle to replace Judas. (Acts, chap. i.) Peter was the
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first to preach Jesus Christ crucified, and by the conversion of three thousand at his first sermon, first gave form to
the Christian Church, verifying the words of Christ, that he should be the rock or foundation from which the Church
should arise. (Acts, chap. ii.) He is first to teach the admission of the Pagans or heathens to baptism, which matter he
alone was taught by a revelation from heaven. (Acts, chap, x.) He works the first miracles, at the Beautiful gate of
the Temple, on the lame man, (Acts, chap, iii,) on Æneas and Tabitha, (Acts, chap. ix,) and as a punishment on
Ananias and Sapphira, (Acts, chap. v.)
Q. Does it appear, from any other circumstances, that Peter was chief amongst the Apostles?
A. Yes; for when he was cast into prison the whole Church prayed for him, nor was this done for any of the other
Apostles; to him alone did heaven vouchsafe an angel as a deliverer from his prison, (Acts, chap. xii.)

Q. Did Peter act as presiding teacher amongst the Apostles?
A. Yes; he decided, in the first Council held at Jerusalem by the Apostles, that the Christians should not be subjected
to the Jewish rite of circumcision; St. Paul, though an Apostle, did not venture to decide upon it. "Men
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brethren," said Peter, "you know that in former days God made CHOICE among us, that by my mouth the Gentiles
should hear the word of the Gospel;" and, when Peter had made an end of speaking, "all the multitude held their
peace;" and even James himself, who was bishop of Jerusalem, where the Apostles were assembled, rose only to
repeat St. Peter's decision, and to acquiesce in it (Acts, xv.)
Q. What do you conclude from all this?
A. That there is not one truth more clearly established in Scripture, than the superiority or supremacy of Peter, and
that the acrimonious attacks of Protestants on this article of the Christian faith, only prove that they make a sport of
the Scripture, except in as far as it supplies them with some passages, seeming to bear two meanings, which they
pervert, in order to prop up the tottering fabrics of contradictory and contrary schisms.
CHAPTER III.
Q. The supremacy of St. Peter once established, what necessarily follows?
A. That all the successors of St. Peter hold the same rank and power; because the form of government established by
Christ in his Church, was not to last merely during one or
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two centuries, but always, like the Church until the consummation of the world.
Q. Who are the successors of St. Peter?
A. The bishops of Rome, in which capital of the world, St. Peter established his See and ended his life.
Q. What reply do you make to those who pretend to hold that St. Peter never was at Rome?
A. We put the following rather troublesome questions to them. In the first place, tell us, if St. Peter did not suffer
martyrdom at Rome under the Emperor Nero, in what part of the world, and when did he die? Secondly, if St. Peter
did not die at Rome, at what time, and from what country, were his relics or remains transported thither, for there
they are beyond all doubt? Thirdly, did not the Fathers of the early and pure Church, who lived near to the time of
St. Peter, know better than Protestants, who made their first appearance only three hundred years ago, who was the
first bishop of Rome?
Q. Do any of these Fathers say St. Peter was the first?
A. Yes; St. Augustine, Ep. ad Gener., enumerating the bishops who had governed the Church of Rome, begins
thus—Peter was the first, to Peter succeeded Linus, and to Linus,
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Clement. St. Optatus, contra Parmen.—"St. Peter first occupied the See of Rome, to him Linus succeeded, and after
Linus, Clement." St. Ireneus, lib. iii, cap. 8; St. Epiphanius, de 27 Heres.; and all the other Fathers who have given a
catalogue of the bishops of Rome, assign the first occupation of that See to Peter. St. Leo, in Ser. de Petro et Paulo,
says: "Rome became the capital of the Christian world, because St. Peter established his See in Rome." In Pream.
Concil. Chalc., arid also in Coun. Ephes., it is said, that "Peter lives, judges, and defines, in his successors." ''Happy
Church," says Tertullian, addressing the Church of Rome, "which the Great Apostles fully impregnated with all their
doctrine and all their blood."
CHAPTER IV.
Q. Do all the faithful owe obedience to the bishop of Rome?
A. Yes; all are bound to obey him as the vicar of Jesus Christ, the chief bishop of the whole Christian Church.
Q. Is it a grievous sin to refuse submission to the sovereign Pontiff?
A. "Whoever oppose," says St. Paul, "the lawful authorities, oppose the order of the Al
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mighty, and those who resist such authority bring condemnation on themselves."
Q. Is it necessary that all Christian Churches be in strict communion with the See of Rome?
A. So all the Fathers teach. St. Ireneus, lib iii, cap. 3, says: "The Roman Church is the principal, and hence all other
Churches must be united to her." St. Cyprian, lib. i Epist. 8—"There is only one God, one Christ, one Church, one
chair of Peter, established by the Word of Christ himself." St. Jerom, Epist. to Pope Damasus—"I am attached to
your chair, which is that of St. Peter,—I know that the Church is built upon that rock;" and again, "Whoever eats not
the Lamb in that house, is profane; whoever takes not refuge in that ark, shall perish in the waters of the deluge;
whoever is not with you, is against Jesus Christ; whoever gathereth not with you, scattereth abroad."
Q. Why is the Catholic Church called also Roman?

A. Because the Catholic Churches of all nations and ages have honored the See of Rome, and, on account of its
"superior headship,'' have always gloried in the profession of their attachment to it.
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ON THE INJURIOUS ASSERTION OF PROTEST·
ANTS, THAT THE POPE IS ANTICHRIST.
CHAPTER I.
Q. Has this assertion any foundation in Scripture?
A. That the Antichrist will come before the end of the world, the Scripture abundantly proves; but that the Pope is
that Antichrist, is not only unscriptural, but antiscriptural.
Q. Where in Scripture do you find the insolent assertion refuted?
A. In very many places. In Matth. xxiv, wars, famines, earthquakes, pestilence, false prophets, tribulation, such as
hath never been, nor shall be, and all this before the abomination of desolation (the Antichrist) shall be seen
standing in the holy place; therefore, as these extraordinary scourges have not yet made their appearance, Antichrist
has not yet come. In the same place, it is said, the Gospel shall be preached in the whole world, before the Antichrist
and the consummation come. But the Gospel has not yet been preached in the whole world; therefore, the Antichrist
has not yet come: therefore the Popes, who have existed even since the time of Christ, cannot be the Antichrist.
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Q. Have you any other texts?
A. Yes; texts in abundance. Daniel, chap vii connects the abomination of desolation, or the Antichrist, with the
placing of thrones and the sitting in judgment of the Ancient of days. He gives power to the beast for a time, times,
and half a time, or three years and a half, which exactly agrees with the period of his career fixed in the Apocalypse,
(chap. xi,) forty-two months or twelve hundred and sixty days. Therefore, Antichrist's reign is to be only three and a
half years, and these immediately before the last judgment. But the Popes have reigned since the time of Christ;
therefore the Popes cannot be Antichrist.
Q. What does the Apocalypse say, chap. xi?
A. That, during the above reign of Antichrist, during twelve hundred and sixty days Henoch and Elias will preach
against him. But Henoch and Elias have not yet come; therefore, neither has Antichrist.
Q. What says 13th chap. of same Book?
A. That Antichrist will mark on the right hand or forehead all his followers; but the Pope has not done so; therefore
he is not Antichrist. Again, no man is to be allowed to buy or sell, but he that hath the character, or the name of the
beast, or the number of his name. But Catholics have neither his charac[pg. 165]
ter, nor name, nor number, nor has the Pope prevented them from buying or selling; therefore, again, the Pope is not
Antichrist.
Q. What do you find in Apoc. xiii chap.?
A. That Antichrist is to open his mouth into blasphemies against God, to blaspheme his name in his tabernacle and
them that dwell in heaven. But the Pope has made God's holy name honored and adored in every clime and at all
times; through him was the world converted to Christ; it was he who converted all the Protestants from barbaric
Paganism; the Pope honors and venerates them that dwell in heaven,—'tis Protestants who dishonor and blaspheme
the angels and saints, them that dwell in heaven; therefore the Pope, at least, is not Antichrist. The above text would
go far to prove, that Antichrist is, or will be, a Protestant
Q. What remark do you make on Apocal. xvii, 7?
A. It says: "The beast which thou sawest was and is not, and shall come up out of the bottomless pit." But these
words cannot be verified in any Pope; therefore, the Pope is not Antichrist.
Q. Is it clear from Scripture that Rome will be the seat of Antichrist?
A. No; it is much more evident that Jerusalem will be his seat. In the Gospel of St.
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Matth chap, xxiv, Christ speaks first of the temple of Jerusalem, and immediately after connects this with the
abomination of desolation to be seen standing in the holy place; evidently pointing out that temple as the holy place
where the beast should be enthroned: and this is clearly confirmed by the Apoc. chap. xi, 8, where, speaking of the
wars to be carried on by Antichrist, and of those that were to be slain by him, St. John says: "And their bodies shall
lie in the streets of the great city, which is spiritually called Sodom and Egypt, WHERE THEIR LORD ALSO WAS
CRUCIFIED." Now, the Lord was crucified in Jerusalem, not in Rome; therefore Jerusalem, not Rome, will be the

seat of Antichrist. See also, on this subject, 11th. 12th, 13th, and 17th chaps. of Apocalypse.

ON THE COUNCILS
CHAPTER I.
Q. How many kinds of Councils are there?
A. Two kinds; general and particular Councils.
Q. What is a general or oecumenical Council?
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A. An assembly of bishops, to which all the bishops of the world are invited or summoned presided over by the
Pope, or his legates, or at best confirmed and approved by him.
Q. What is a particular, national, or provincial Council?
A. An assembly of bishops, to which are invited all the bishops of a nation or province.
Q. Can a Council err in its decision on any matter of faith?
A. General or oecumenical Councils are infallible in matters of faith; not so particular Councils.
Q. Why do you say that a general Council is infallible?
A. Because, if a general Council erred in a matter of faith, the whole Church would be in error; now this cannot be,
because the gates of hell shall never prevail against the Church.
Q. Why do you say the whole Church would err, if a general Council taught error?
A. Because the bishops assembled in a general Council represent the whole Church, and any error taught by them, is
consequently an error of the whole Church.
Q. In what light, then, are we to look on the decision of a general Council?
A. As the decision of the Holy Ghost.
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Q. How does St. Peter speak at first general Council? Acts, chap. xv, 28.
A. "It hath," he says, "seemed good to the HOLY GHOST and TO US, to lay no farther burden upon you."
Q. Is it a great sin to refuse submission to a general Council?
A. It is the greatest act of criminal pride and presumption, accompanied by the awful guilt of heresy or schism, or
both. We call it extremely criminal, as well as irrational; because the man who will not submit, prefers his own
single opinion—and this in a matter, regarding which he is neither qualified nor authorized to judge—to the
deliberately formed decision of an immense assemblage of the best qualified, and most competently authorized,
legitimate judges.
Q. May it not be said, that we are obliged to abide by the decisions of a general Council, only when these are in
accordance with the Word of God?
A. This is a mere piece of sophistry; it supposes that the Church may teach what is opposed to God's Word. Now,
this is impossible; for in that case, God must have failed in his word,—his Holy Spirit, as he promised, would not
have taught his Church all truth for ever,—the gates of hell would have prevailed against
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her. God did not tell the world to be guided by what they thought conformable to the Scripture, He sent his pastors
to teach all nations, and told the nations, that he who would not believe these should be condemned.
CHAPTER II.
Q. How many general Councils have been held?
A. Besides that held by the Apostles and first Pastors of the Church, nineteen others have been held.
Q. Where and when were the four first general Councils held?
A. The first at Nice in 325, the second at Constantinople in 381, the third at Ephesus in 431, the fourth at Chalcedon
in 451.
Q. How many general Councils were held at Constantinople?
A. Four in all; in the years 381, 553, 680, 869, respectively.
Q. How many at the Lateran in Rome?
A. Five; in the years 1123, 1139, 1179, 1215 and 1512.
Q. How many at Nice?
A. Two; the first in 325, the second in 787.
Q. How many at Lyons?
A. Two; one in 1245, the other in 1274.
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A general Council was held at Vienne in 1311; one at Florence in 1439; one at Trent in 1545.
Q. Were the Lutheran and Calvinist ministers invited to assist at the Council of Trent?
A. Yes; they were entreated to attend, and every safe conduct they could desire offered them; it was their own fault
that they were not present.
Q. Are Protestants bound to obey the decisions of this Council of Trent?
A. Certainly; because these decisions emanated from the lawfully constituted judges of the true Church of Christ.
Q. What was the last General Council?
A. The Council of the Vatican, held at Rome, December 8, 1869.
Q. How many ecclesiastical dignitaries attended it?
A. Forty-nine cardinals and 694 patriarchs, archbishops and bishops from all parts of the world.
Q. What dogma was defined in this Council?
A. The dogma of Papal Infallibility; that the Pope when he speaks ex cathedra, that is, when he defines a doctrine
regarding faith or morals, is possessed of that infallibility with which our Redeemer endowed the church.
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Q. When does the Pope speak ex cathedra?
A. The Pope speaks ex cathedra, when in his character of Universal Master and Pastor of all Christians, by his
sovereign and apostolic authority, he defines some doctrine regarding faith or morals for the whole Catholic Church.
Q. Whence comes it that the Pope cannot teach error in place truth?
A. He is infallible: because God assists him, because the Holy Spirit, the Spirit of all truth, aids him according to the
promise made to Peter, and in him, to his successors.
Q. Were the decrees of the Vatican Council accepted by the bishops of the Catholic Church?
A. With wonderful unanimity, not one bishop in the whole world refused to accept them.

ON THE OBEDIENCE DUE TO THE CHURCH.
CHAPTER I.
Q. Are we obliged to obey the Church?
A. Yes; because our Saviour says, Matth chap. xviii, 17: "If he will not hear the Church, let him be to thee as the
heathen and the publican."
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Q. What does Christ say to the pastors or the Church? Luke, chap. x, 16.
A. "He that heareth you, heareth me; and he that despiseth you, despiseth me; and he that despiseth me, despiseth
him that sent me."
Q. What says St. Paul? Heb. chap. xiii, 17.
A. "Obey your prelates, and be subject to them; for they watch, as being to render an account for your souls."
Q. Are we bound, in conscience, to obey the ecclesiastical, as well as the civil powers?
A. Yes; because both are instituted by the appointment of God. St. Paul, Rom. xiii, 1, 2, 3, &c.,—" Let every soul be
subject to higher powers; for there is no power but from God; and those that are, are ordained of God; therefore, he
that resisteth the power, resisteth the ordinance of God; and they that resist purchase to themselves
damnation,...wherefore be subject of necessity, not only for wrath, but also for conscience sake."
Q. What follows from these passages?
A. That we are obliged to obey the civil authorities, and to observe the commandments of the Church.
Q. But are not the commandments of the Church the mere commandments of men?
A. True; but we are obliged to keep the commandments of men, when God ordains it,
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For example, the command of a father or a magistrate, is only the commandment of man; yet we are bound to
observe both, because God so ordains; thus also are we bound to obey the Church, because it is the command of God
we should do so.
Q. Does not Christ say, Matth. chap. xv, 9: "In vain do they worship me, teaching doctrines and commandments of
men?"
A. Yes; but Christ speaks here of vain and useless human commandments, not in accordance with, but opposed to,
his law.
CHAPTER II.

Q. To what purpose are the commandments of the Church?
A. They serve to lead us to the better observance of the commandments of God. Thus the law of God ordains, that
we render to him the worship that is due to him,—that we should Fast and confess our sins, and receive the holy
communion; but the law of God does not tell us how, or when, or how often, it is necessary to perform these acts of
religion; he has left it to the Church to settle these matters of detail.
Q. Has the Church any right to appoint feast-days?
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A. The Christian Church has surely a right, which even the Jewish Church possessed.
Q. Where do you find, in the Old Testament, feasts of precept instituted by the synagogue?
A. In the Book of Esther, chap. 9th, and in the last chapter of the Book of Judith.
Q. Have you any other way of proving that the Church has power to institute festivals of precept?
A. Had she not such power, she could not have done that in which all modern religionists agree with her;—she could
not have substituted the observance of Sunday the first day of the week, for the observance of Saturday the seventh
day, a change for which there is no Scriptural authority.
Q. Has the Church power to appoint days of fasting?
A. Certainly; for St. Augustine, one of the bishops of the early and confessedly pure Church, taxed Aerius with
heresy, for having disputed that right.
Q. Can the Church forbid us the use of certain kinds of food on particular days?
A. Yes; for she did so even in the time of the Apostles, Acts xv, 29—"That you abstain from things sacrificed to
idols, and from blood, and from things strangled."
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Q. If the Christians of these times had used these forbidden meats, would they have committed sin?
A. Certainly; because, in that case, they would have violated a commandment of the Church.
Q. May not Protestants say, that that which entereth the mouth defileth not the man?
A. Yes; but we reply it is not the meat, it is the disobedience, which renders the man unclean; and we ask them,
where did Adam and Eve put the fatal apple? Besides, in the passage alluded to, Matth. xv, 11, Christ is speaking,
not of food taken in opposition to a precept of his Church, but merely of food taken with unwashed hands.
CHAPTER III.
Q. Why does the Church forbid certain meats on particular days?
A. Not that in these meats there is anything unclean, but to chastise and mortify the body.
Q. Were there not some heretics in ancient times, who termed certain kinds of food unclean and the creatures of the
devil?
A. Yes; the Marcionites and Manicheans; and this doctrine of theirs is styled by the Apostle the doctrine of the devil.
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Q. Is it a very ancient Christian practice to abstain from the use of flesh meat two days in the week?
A. Yes; this practice commenced with Christianity itself; for St. Epiphanius, in his Catechetical Instructions, says: "
An Apostolic law has ordained a fast of two days in the week."
Q. Were Friday and Saturday the two days of abstinence always observed over the whole Christian Church?
A. No; in some places the Wednesday and Friday were the days observed; and as to these disciplinary portions of
Christian doctrine, it is proper, as St. Jerome remarks, to conform to the usages of the Church where we may happen
to dwell.
Q. Why have the Greeks appointed Wednesdays and Fridays, as their days of abstinence?
A. Because Christ was sold or betrayed on Wednesday, and put to death on Friday.
Q. Why does the Western or Latin Church observe Friday and Saturday?
A. In honor of the death and burial of Jesus Christ.
Q. Does not the Apostle blame the Colossians for saying: "Touch not, taste not, handle not;" and again: "Let no
man therefore judge you in meat or in drink?"—Coloss. chap. ii, 16.
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A. The Apostle is speaking here of the Jewish distinctions between meats; they considered some meats in
themselves clean and others unclean; it is this false and superstitious notion, as well as other abrogated Jewish
observances, that the Apostle here condemns and this is quite evident from the words immediately following those
above quoted: "Let no man therefore judge you in meat or in drink, or in respect of a festival day, OR OF THE
NEW MOON, OR OF THE SABBATHS."
Q. Does he not say, 2d Cor. iii, 17: "Where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty?"
A. Why, this text may be quoted with as good a grace to throw off the whole law of God. "Liberty;" yes; but a

rational and religious liberty consistent with the obligations and duties of one bound to observe the laws of Christ.
"Free," as St. Peter says, "as free and not as making LIBERTY a cloak for malice, but as the servants of God."—l
Peter, chap ii, 16.
CHAPTER IV.
Q. Who established Lent?
A. The Apostles.
Q. How do you prove this?
A. Firstly, by the rule of St. Augustine and, secondly, by the testimony of the Fathers.
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Q. What is St. Augustine's rule? Epist. 18th.)
A. "Every practice received by the whole Church, whose origin cannot be traced to any bishop, or Pope, or Council,
must be regarded as an Apostolical institution." Now Lent has been observed in all Christian ages and nations and
cannot be traced to any merely human source posterior to the time of the Apostles; therefore it was instituted by the
Apostles.
Q. What do you reply to those who say it was invented by the Council of Nice?
A. That this cannot be true; for Tertullian and Origen, who lived before that Council, make mention of it in their
writings.
Q. Do you know any Father who has expressly declared that Lent was instituted by the Apostles?
A. Yes; St. Jerom and St. Leo declare it formally; the former, Epist. ad Marcel., says: "Following the Apostolical
institution, we observe a fast of forty days;" the latter, Serm. 9 de Jejun—"It was the Apostles, who, by the
inspiration of the Holy Ghost, established Lent."
Q. Were people, in these times, obliged in conscience to fast during Lent?
A. Yes; for St. Jerom, Epist. ad Marcel, says: "The Montanists fast three Lents in the year; We fast only one. That
they observe
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three is a voluntary act of their own; but we observe one, because we are obliged." St. Augustine says: " Our fast at
any other time is voluntary ; but during Lent, we sin if we do not fast."
CHAPTER V.
Q. Why did the Apostles institute the fast of Lent?
A. First, in honor of our Saviour's fast of forty days; secondly, in honor of his passion; and, thirdly, to prepare
ourselves, in the spirit of mortification, for the better celebration of the Easter solemnity.
Q. In what manner should Lent be observed?
A. We ought to attend in this to the Lenten Instructions of our respective bishops; to abstain from the use of flesh
meat on the days its use is prohibited; to take only one meal about noon, and a slight collation in the evening. The
sick are under no restrictions, when the nature of the disease requires a relaxation of the law; and if a sufficient
reason be given to; the lawful superior, the collation may be taken in the morning.
Q. Are all Christians bound to fast?
A. No; various classes are exempted; 1st, all under twenty-one years of age; 2dly, all the aged who can be prudently
deemed too
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weak to fast; 3dly, women with child and nurses; 4thly, all that are engaged in heavy and laborious employments;
and, 5thly, the poor,who are never certain of sufficient and regular food.
CHAPTER VI.
Q. What should a Catholic reply to those who scoff and rail at fasting and abstinence?
A. He, should tell them, that those who will not hear the Church, are declared, by Christ himself, to be as heathens
or publicans. He should repeat to them the words of St. Augustine—"It is an impudent folly to blame that which is
practised by the whole Church."
Q. Upon whom does this reproach fall with full force?
A. Upon Luther, in an especial manner, who blamed fasting, although practised over the whole Church.
Q. Can you prove, by any Scriptural example, that Catholics do well to abstain from certain kinds of food?
A. Yes; the prophet Jeremias praised the Rechabites for abstaining from wine, because Jonadab, their father, had
forbidden them the use of it; hence, the Catholics cannot do evil by abstaining from any particular food, when the
Church, their mother, orders them to do so.
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Q. In what manner can we show a Protestant, that he speaks unreasonably against fasts and abstinences?
A. Ask him why he keeps Sunday, and not Saturday, as his day of rest, since he is unwilling either to fast or to
abstain. If he reply, that the Scripture orders him to keep the Sunday, but says nothing as to fasting and abstinence,
tell him the Scripture speaks of Saturday or the Sabbath, but gives no command anywhere regarding Sunday or the
first day of the week. If, then, he neglects Saturday as a day of rest and holiness, and substitutes Sunday in its place,
and this merely because such was the usage of the ancient Church, should he not, if he wishes to act consistently,
observe fasting and abstinence, because the ancient Church so ordained?

ON THE SACRAMENTS
CHAPTER I.
Q. How do you prove that there are seven sacraments?
A. From the Holy Scripture and the dogmatical decisions, as well as the constant traditions, of the Church.
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Q. Where do you find in Scripture that there are seven Sacraments?
A. We find in Scripture seven outward signs of invisible grace, instituted by Jesus Christ, as so many means to
confer grace on our souls; this is easily shown of each sacrament in particular.
Q. Do all Catholics profess that there are seven sacraments?
A. Yes; all the Catholics in the world, in number about two hundred and fifty-six millions, believe in seven
sacraments.
Q. Do the Creek schismatics recognise the same number?
A. Yes; all the Creek schismatics recognise the same number of sacraments as the Catholic Church, and these
schismatics are in number about fifty-six and a half millions; so that three hundred and twelve millions and a halfthat is, nearly the half of the whole human race—hold the Catholic faith on this subject; whilst the whole Protestant
population of the world, opposed to it, only amount to about forty-six millions. Jeremias, the schismatical Greek
Patriarch of Constantinople, declared the belief of the schismatical Greek Church in the seven sacraments, anno
1576; and others have repeated that declaration at various times since that period.
[pg. 183]
Q. What do you conclude from all this?
A. That the whole Christian world, morally speaking, do now believe, and have at all times believed, in seven
sacraments; for had the seven sacraments been a modern invention, the Greek schismatical Church, which has been
separated from us for nine hundred years, would not have had these sacraments, in number and nature, just as we
have them.
Q. Have Protestants been always agreed as to the number of the sacraments?
A. No; some admitted two—baptism, and what they call the Lord's Supper; others admitted four and even five, and
some admitted only three, as is evident from the Confession of Augsburg, Apol. art. 7, which says expressly, that
"penance is a sacrament in the proper sense of the word."
Q. What inference would a man of reflection draw from these Protestant inconsistencies?
A. That Protestants were compelled to frame their religion, not according to Holy Writ, but according to the corrupt
maxims of their followers;—the question with their founders was, not what does Christ teach, but what will our
partisans receive as doctrine from our hands. Hence, they taught one doctrine to-day and another to-morrow, one
doctrine in this country, and another in that, in order to suit
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themselves and their religion to the changes of time, place, and passion.
CHAPTER II.
Q. Can Protestants prove to Baptists, that the baptism of infants is good and useful?
A. No; they cannot; because, according to Protestant principles, such baptism is useless.
Q. Why do you say this?
A. One of the Protestant principles is, that no human being can be justified, except by an act of faith in Jesus Christ;
but no infant is capable of making this act of faith; therefore upon Protestant principles, the baptism of infants is
useless.
Q. Can you draw the same consequences from any other principle?
A. Yes; their first principle is, that nothing is to be practised, which is not authorized by Scriptural example; but it

does not appear from Scripture, that even one infant was ever baptized, therefore Protestants should reject, on their
own principle, infant baptism as an unscriptural usage.
Q. How do Baptists treat other Protestants?
A. They boast that the Scripture is evidently for Baptist practice,—that other Protestants hold traditional doctrines,
like the Catholics
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They quote Matth. chap. xxviii—"Go teach all nations, baptizing them," from which they say, it is clear, that
teaching should go before baptism; hence, they conclude, that as infants cannot be taught, so neither should they be
baptized, until they are capable of teaching or instruction.
Q. What use do they make of Mark, chap xvi—"He who believeth and is baptized shall be saved?"
A. They say it is evident that belief or faith must precede baptism; but, they add, children or infants are not capable
of believing; therefore neither are they capable of being baptized.
Q. What can Protestants reply to this Baptist reasoning?
A. They may give these passages another meaning, but they can never prove that their interpretation is better than
that of the Baptists, because they themselves give every one a right to interpret Scripture.
Q. What inference do you draw from this?
A. That every Protestant has much reason to doubt whether he be baptized.
Q. How do Catholics prove that infants ought to be baptized?
A. Not from Scripture alone, which, is not clear on this subject, but from the Scripture illustrated by the constant
tradition of the
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Church, which, in every age, administered baptism to infants, and consequently the practice must have been derived
from the Apostles.
Q. Can Protestants use this triumphant argument of tradition against the Baptists?
A. No; they have no right to use it in this matter, where it would serve them, since they reject it in every question
where it is opposed to their novel and lately invented doctrines.
Q. What is the outward or visible sign in baptism?
A. The pouring of water on the person, and the words, "I baptize thee," &c., pronounced by the minister.
Q. What is the inward or invisible grace conferred?
A. The sanctifying grace of God, by which the soul is regenerated, cleansed from all sin, made the child of God, a
member of his Church, and an heir of heaven.
Q. Where do you find in Scripture, that Christ instituted baptism?
A. In many places, but particularly in the passage where he gives his commission to the Apostles, Matth. xxviii,
19—"Go teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost."
Q. Does it appear from Scripture that baptism remits sin?
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A. Yes; St. Peter, Acts ii, 28, says: —Do penance, and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for
the remission of your sins."
Q. Is baptism necessary to salvation?
A. Yes; for Christ says, John iii, 3, 5 " Verily, verily, I say to thee, except a man be born again of water and the Holy
Ghost, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God;" and in Mark, chap. xvi—"He that believeth and is baptized, shall
be saved."
CHAPTER III.
Q. Why do you consider Confirmation one of the sacraments?
A. Because it is a visible sign of invisible grace.
Q. What is the visible sign in Confirmation?
A. The unction of Holy Chrism, and the imposition of the hands of the bishop.
Q. What is the invisible grace conferred by this sacrament?
A. A grace of the Holy Ghost, which strengthens and secures the faith of the Christian.
Q. Where do you find Confirmation mentioned in Scripture?
A. In the 8th chap. of the Acts, it is said,
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that the Samaritans, having received the Word of God, were baptized by St. Philip; and the Apostles "sent unto them
Peter and John, who, when they were come, prayed for them, that they might receive the Holy Ghost, for he was not
as yet come upon any of them, but they were only baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus. Then they laid their hands

upon them, and they received the Holy Ghost." Here we have a sacred rite performed by the Apostles themselves, by
the imposition of hands, which certainly is not ordination, as some have dreamed; for, as is evident from a previous
verse of the same chapter, there were women amongst those upon whom the Apostles imposed their hands. Neither
can it be baptism; for the text expressly says, that these Samaritans were previously baptized by St. Philip. Therefore
it is that sacrament of Confirmation, which, by the universal testimony of the whole Christian Church, was instituted
by Christ, and practised in this instance, by his Apostles.
Q. Have you any other Scriptural proof showing this sacrament as completely distinct from baptism?
A. Yes, St. Paul first baptized and then confirmed the Ephesians,—Acts, chap. xix, 5: "Having heard these things,
they were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus; and when
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Paul had imposed his hands upon them, the Holy Ghost came upon them."
Q. May it not be said, that the Apostles imposed their hands on these occasions to communicate the external and
visible gifts of the Holy Ghost, but that bishops have no such power now?
A. The external or visible gifts of the Holy Spirit, such as the gift of tongues or prophecy, were, in the time of the
Apostles, necessary for the conversion of the world, as direct proofs that God was the author of their religion; but
now that the world has abundant arguments and proofs for that great fundamental truth, miracles are no longer
necessary, but the grace of God—communicated along with these miraculous gifts, which strengthened the first
Christians unto perfection, and enabled them to lay down, even with joy, their lives rather than deny their faith—has
been necessary in every age to all Christians, is still necessary, and will continue so until the end of the world; and it
is this invisible grace of the Holy Ghost which is communicated in Confirmation.
Q. What have you to say to Protestants on this sacrament?
A. You appeal, we say to them, incessantly to Scripture,—you boast that you comply with it to the very letter,—why
is it, then, that only
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a mere handful of you practise this sacred rite? Why do you not, as the Apostles did, impose your hands upon those
whom you have baptized?
Q. Are there any proofs for Confirmation in the practice of the ancient and pure Church?
A. Yes; St. Cyril, 3 Cathes., says: "When the body is visibly anointed, the soul becomes sanctified by the interior
operation of the Holy Spirit." St. Augustine, Lit. contra Petel. lib. iii, cap. 10, says: "The sacrament of Holy Chrism
does not yield in sanctity to baptism itself."
CHAPTER IV.
Q. Is the Holy Eucharist a sacrament?
A. Yes; all parties admit this, even those who look upon it as merely bread and wine.
Q. What is the sensible sign in this sacrament?
A. The appearances of bread and wine which remain after consecration, and under which our blessed Saviour is
received into our souls.
Q. What is the inward grace contained in this sacrament?
A. The body and blood of Jesus Christ, the source and author of all grace.
Q. Where do you find Jesus Christ mentioned as the author of this sacrament?
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A. In the Gospel account of its institution—Luke xxii, 19, &c., where Jesus Christ, "taking bread, gave thanks, and
brake, and gave it to them, saying: THIS IS MY BODY; do this for a commemoration of me. In like manner, the
chalice also, after he had supped, saying: this is the chalice of the new testament in my blood, which shall be shed
for you."
Q. What does the Catholic Church believe as to this sacrament?
A. That after the words of consecration are pronounced over the bread and wine, our Lord Jesus Christ, true God and
true man, is truly really, and substantially contained under the outward appearances of the bread and wine,—the
whole substance of the bread being changed into his body, and the whole substance of the wine into his blood; we
understand also, not his body and blood as they were in this world, but as they are now glorious and immortal in
heaven.
Q. What do you mean by a glorious and immortal body?
A. I mean that kind of body of which St. Paul speaks,—l Cor. xv, 44: "It is sown a natural body, it shall rise a
spiritual body; if there be a natural body, there is also a spiritual body."
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Q. Do the Greeks hold the same doctrine as the Catholics on this subject?
A. Yes; in their attestation, signed by seven Eastern Archbishops, (Perpet. de la Foi., tom. iii, p. 412, &c.,) we read:
"1st, That the living body of Jesus Christ, who was crucified, who ascended into heaven, and who sits at the right
hand of the Father, Is TRULY PRESENT in the Eucharist, but in an invisible manner; 2dly, that the bread and wine,
after the invocation of the priest and the consecration, are substantially changed into the true body and blood of
Jesus Christ, and that the accidents which remain are not bread and wine in reality, although they appear to be bread
and wine; 3dly, that the Eucharist is a sacrifice for the living and the dead, established by Jesus Christ, and which we
have from the Apostles by tradition; 4thly, that the body of Jesus Christ is eaten whole and entire, in an impassible
state, by those who receive it, whether they be worthy or unworthy,—such as are worthy receive it for their
salvation, the unworthy to their condemnation; that it is also immolated without effusion of blood, and justly adored
as God."
Q. Was not the celebrated Calvinist, Claude, staggered by this Eastern document?
A. So much so, that he wrote to verify the fact; and we have the celebrated letter in an[pg. 193]
swer to him, dated May 21, 1672, confirming every word of the above document, in the dearest and strongest
language, as containing the faith of the Eastern Church on the subject of the Eucharist. See Perp. de la Foi, already
quoted, tom. iii.
Q. What did Luther teach on this subject?
A. "In vain I wished," he says, "to have denied the real presence of Christ in the Eucharist,....the words of the
Scripture are so plain and strong in favor of the mystery, that, spite of all my wishes, although I strained every nerve
to reject it, yet I could never bring my mind to adopt the bold expedient." (Ep. Car. Amic.) Again he says: "The
denial of the real presence is a piece of downright blasphemy, an impeachment of the Divine veracity;" .... and he
calls the deniers, "a set of deviled, be-deviled, per-deviled, and superdeviled wretches."
Q. What is the real doctrine of even the Church of England on this sacrament?
A. In the Book of Common Prayer, we find the following question, "What is the inward part or thing signified?" (of
the Lord's Supper.) The answer is: "The body and blood of Christ, which are verily and indeed taken, and received
by the faithful in the Lord's Supper."
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Q. What says Leibnitz? Systema Theol., page 226: Paris, 1819.
A. "But pious antiquity plainly enough declared, that the bread was changed into the body of Christ, the wine into
his blood,....and this change the Latins have rightly called Transubstantiation....here the Scripture is to be explained
by that tradition, which the Church, as its keeper, has transmitted to us."
Q. What says Grotius? Vot. pro pace.
A. "I find in all the Liturgies—Greek, Latm. Arabic, Syriac, and others—prayers addressed to God, that, by his Holy
Spirit, he would consecrate the gifts offered up, and make them the body of his Son. I was therefore right in
asserting, that a practice so ancient and universal must be considered as having come down from the first ages, and
ought not to have been altered."
Q. What says Dr. Parker, Protestant Bishop of Oxford? (Reasons for Abrogating the Test, p. 13, anno 1688.)
A. "It is evident to all men that are but ordinarily conversant in ecclesiastical learning, that the ancient Fathers, from
age to age, asserted the real and substantial presence in very high and expressive terms." Indeed, almost all the
learned bishops of the English Protestant Church are of the same opinion on this
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matter. And no one can doubt, that a large section of that Church at present are as much Catholic, as the Catholics
themselves, on the subject of the Real Presence (See the Modern Puseyite writers.)
Q. What inference do you draw from this powerful testimony in favor of the real presence?
A. That this portion of Catholic doctrine has the support of every Church deserving the name; that its opponents are
few, generally ignorant, and always factious and full of sectarian prejudice. Hence, from the number and learning of
the vouchers for the Catholic faith here under discussion, it is manifest, that that faith must be strongly and clearly
laid down in Scripture.
CHAPTER V.
Q. Did Christ make any particular promise, as regards the Eucharist, before he instituted it?
A. Yes; a very clear promise in the sixth chap. of St. John.
Q. Does this chapter regard the Eucharist?
A. Yes; even the learned Mr. Johnson, a Protestant, in his "Unbloody Sacrifice," shows, at large that the Primitive
Fathers understood
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the sixth chapter of St. John as referring to the Eucharist.
Q. Is there any thing remarkable in the first part of this chapter?
A. Yes; the astonishing miracle which Christ performed in feeding five thousand persons with only five loaves and
two fishes, is here related; and such a miracle was truly a suitable prelude to the introduction of that miracle of
miracles—the Holy Eucharist, by which he was, with heavenly bread—that is, with his own body and blood—to feed
all his faithful followers. The very fact that he wrought this astonishing miracle, before introducing the subject of the
Eucharist, shows that he was about to speak on a matter that required strong faith in his followers and audience. If be
had merely to announce to them that he was going to give them common bread and wine, is it likely he would have
introduced it by such a tremendous miracle?
Q. Does it appear that the Jews had, before the teaching of Christ, any notion that the Messiah would give them
bread from heaven, as Moses had done?
A. Yes; for in one of their earliest Works after the coming of Christ, "Commentary on the Book of Ecclesiastes,"
they say, that as Moses brought down manna from heaven, so
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one of the signs of the Messiah should be, that he should bring down bread from heaven. Various Jewish teachers in
the early ages of Christianity, according to R. David Kimchi seem to have admitted transubstantiation, grounding it
on that passage of Osee, chap. xiv, 8: "And they shall live upon wheat, and they shall blossom as a vine; his
memorial shall be as the vine of Lebanon." ''Many Doctors," says David Kimchi, "expound this text, that there shall
be made a CHANGE OF NATURE IN WHEAT in the times of our Redeemer Christ."
Q. Does Christ himself appear to allude to this belief of the Jews?
A. Yes, in very clear terms,—chap. vi. 32: "Amen, amen, I say to you, Moses gave you not bread from heaven; but
my Father giveth you the true bread from heaven."
Q. What does Christ say that this bread from heaven is?
A. In verse 35, he says it is himself: "I AM THE BREAD OF LIFE."
Q. What follows these astonishing words?
A. A long and impressive instruction as to the necessity of believing his words, which shows clearly, that he was
about to reveal something which he knew his audience would have great difficulty in believing.
Q. After ending the instruction as to faith
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with these impressive words, —"Amen, amen, I say to you, he that believeth in me hath everlasting life,"—how does
he proceed?
A. He repeats again, verse 48, the awful words: "I am the bread of life," as if he saw they would now be believed, in
consequence of the instruction he had given.
Q. Does he show, that the bread which he will give, shall be better than the miraculous manna, and, consequently,
better than the bread and wine of the Protestant sacrament?
A. Yes; he says: "Your fathers did eat manna in the desert, and are dead; this is the Bread which cometh down from
heaven, that if any man eat of it, he may not die."
CHAPTER VI.
Q. After having prepared the minds of his audience by feeding five thousand persons with five loaves, and lectured
them on the necessity of strong and lively faith,—after having repeated, again, that he himself was the Bread of life
from heaven,—what does he now say this bread is in reality?
A. Verse 52, he says: "The bread that I will give is my flesh, for the life of the world."
Q. How did the Jews receive this announcement?
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A. Verse 53:—"They strove among themselves, saying, How can this man give us his flesh to eat?" This is exactly
the question put, at the present day, by unbelieving Protestants. "How?!!" To put such a question to the Almighty, is
it not blasphemy? How did he create the world out of nothing? How did he turn the rod of Moses into a serpent?
How did he change the waters into blood? How the water into wine at Cana? How feed five thousand people with
five loaves?
Q. If he had meant, that what he was to give them was mere bread and mere wine, what should he, as a good and
wise God, have done now that he saw the Jews would not believe him?
A. He should at once have explained, (as he did on other occasions,) that he did not wish to be understood literally,
but figuratively,—that he meant to give them bread and wine as a commemoration of his death.
Q. Did he give such an explanation?

A. No: he repeats, verse 54, the same again in stronger language, and even with an asseveration: "Then Jesus said to
them, Amen, amen, I say unto you, except you eat the flesh of the Son of man and drink his blood, you shall not
have life in you;" and, in the next five verses in order to give strength to his
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words, and to leave no doubt of his meaning on the mind of any one, he, in different forms, but almost in the same
words, repeats over, and over the same truth without any explanation whatever.
Q. When, on other occasions, Christ taught any thing in figurative language, was he in the habit of giving an
explanation immediately after, lest his words might be misunderstood, and lest the people might be misled by his,
figurative language, by interpreting his words literally?
A. Most certainly he was. In John, chap iii, he corrects Nicodemus, who understood him literally, when he wished to
be understood figuratively. In Matth. chap. xvi, 5, he corrects the Apostles, who understood him literally, when he
meant to speak figuratively, on the Leaven of the Pharisees. In John, chap. iv, 32, his disciples misunderstood him as
to the food he spoke of, taking him in the literal sense: he instantly corrects the error by explaining himself. In John,
chap. xi, 11, his disciples again mistake him, and he instantly explains. In Matth. chap, xix, there is another
misunderstanding on the part of his disciples, and he at once sets them right. Another instance may be seen in Matth.
chap. viii.
Q. Did the Jews, the Apostles, and the dis[pg. 201]
ciples of Jesus, understand him here in the literal sense?
A. Yes; for the Jews ask, How can this man give us his flesh to eat? Verse 62—"His disciples murmured" Verse
67—"After this, many of his disciples went back and walked no more with him;" whilst he finds it necessary, in
verse 68, to ask his Apostles,—"Will you also go?"
Q. Seeing, then, that all are about to leave him,—that they are scandalized at his doctrine,—that they do not believe
him in the literal sense, does he, on this, as on every other occasion, explain himself at once: and show them, that he
speaks in figures, that he does not intend to give them his flesh and his blood in reality, but merely bread and wine,
as a commemoration of himself?
A. No; he sees that the Jews, the disciples, and the twelve Apostles, understand him in the very sense which he
intended. He allows them to go away; he gives no explanation, because he has none to give. They understand him
literally, and he speaks literally. He appeals to his Ascension, as an argument which should induce them to believe,
(verse 63.) In verse 64, he clearly tells them, that the eating of dead flesh will profit them nothing, but that the flesh
which he will give them is his glorified
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body, animated by his soul and his life-giving divinity,—that same body, soul, and divinity by which, in the mystery
of Redemption, he was to give life to the world. He exhorts them again to have faith, showing that he was teaching
something which it was difficult to believe; and concludes, by asking his Apostles, whether they also refuse to
believe him: To which St. Peter replies, (verse 69,) with full confidence in his Divine Master: "Lord, to whom shall
we go? thou hast the words of eternal life,....thou art Christ the Son of God."
Q. What general inference would you draw from the conduct of those to whom Christ addressed himself on this
occasion?
A. If Christ intended only to give bread and wine, as a memorial of himself, why did he not say so to prevent the
departure of his followers, and to teach them truth? Or can any one in his senses suppose, that the author of truth
would leave, in doubt and obscurity, one of the most important articles of the religion he was about to establish?
Assuredly no. Then he spoke in the literal sense,—then he wished to be understood in the literal sense,—then the
Jews, the disciples, and the Apostles, understood him correctly. The Jews and disciples left him, because they would
not believe that he could give them his flesh and
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blood. But the Apostles, who knew that he was God, to whom nothing was impossible, who could not be deceived
himself, and could not deceive them, submitted to the belief of the incomprehensible mystery, in these words "Lord,
to whom shall we go? Thou hast the words of eternal life;" we believe an that thou hast taught, no matter how
difficult, BECAUSE "we have believed and have known, THAT THOU ART THE CHRIST THE SON OF

GOD."
Q. If Christ intended to be understood in the figurative sense, and meant only to give bread and wine, would there
have been any reason why all his audience should have turned their backs upon him?
A. Certainly not; since such memorial would have been inferior both to the manna and Paschal Lamb of the Old
Law.

Q. If Christ intended only mere bread and wine, was it not an awful violation of the propriety of language to say,
that, in using these, his followers would be eating his flesh and drinking his blood?
A. Yes, most certainly; such as we can never suppose the wisdom of God could adopt; nay more, such language was
well calculated to deter the Jews from believing his doctrine at all, because, in their language, to eat the flesh of any
one, meant to do him some grievous
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injury, (see 27th Psalm; 19th chap. of Job, Ecclesiastes, chap. iv; St. James, chap v.) As to the drinking of blood, it
was universally considered a dreadful crime among the Jews, (see Gen. chap. ix; Levit. chap, vii; Sam chap. xiv;
Judith, chap. xi) And as to the eating of human flesh, or drinking human blood, it is mentioned as the most dreadful
curse God could inflict on mankind, (see Wisd. xi, 7; Apoc. xvi, 6; Jerem. xix, 8.)
Q. What would you draw from this consideration?
A. That Christ evidently wished to be understood in the literal sense, and, on account of this, was compelled to use
language disagreeable to Jewish ears: otherwise, his use of such expressions was uncalled for, improper, and unwise,
and calculated to defeat the very object which our Divine Saviour had in view, and this supposition, that the very
author of wisdom would couch the doctrines he wished the entire world to believe, in language unpardonably
incorrect, and scandalous to his followers, is not only absurd—it a impious and blasphemous.
CHAPTER VII.
Q. Christ then promised, that he would give his body and blood for the spiritual food of his
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people, where do you, find that promise fulfilled?
A. In Luke, chap, xxii, 19: "And taking bread, he gave thanks, and brake, and gave to them saying: "This is my body
which is given for you;" Place these words beside the words of the promise and you will at once admit the promise
fulfilled. The words of the promise were—"And the bread that I will give is my flesh, for the life of the world."
Q. Is the institution as to the cup or chalice equally clear?
A. Yes; the words of the promise were—"Except you eat the flesh of the Son of man and drink his blood, you shall
not have life in you."This promise is now fulfilled in these words, Luke, chap. xxii, 20: "This is the chalice of the
New Testament in my blood, which shall be shed for you."
Q. Are the Evangelists, Matthew (xxvi chap., 26, 28) and Mark (xiv chap., 22, 24) equally clear?
A. Yes; and the fact, that they repeat the words of the institution almost in the very same words, and essentially in
the very same sense,—that they all repeat the words body and blood with the most remarkable uniformity of
language, is one of the strongest proofs for the real presence.
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Q. Why so?
A. Because they, at least, knew what Christ meant by the words body and blood; and if Christ meant by these merely
bread and wine, some of them, were it only by accident, would have given his meaning instead of his words, or, at
all events, would have given some explanation of them; yet not one of them did so.
Q. Is there any thing remarkable in the Syriac version of St. Mark?
A. Yes; learned Catholics, as well as Protestants, admit, that it represents our Lord as saying: "Take, eat, this is my
body ITSELF;" thus clearly confirming the Catholic interpretation. See Walton, Prol. Bib. Polygl.
Q. If Christ intended to deliver to mankind his real body and blood, could he have used more proper, concise, or
correct language?
A. No; we cannot conceive language better chosen.
Q. If he intended mere bread and wine, could he have used more improper language?
A. No; in that case, the use of such language would be unwise and inexplicable.
Q. Was the time in which Christ instituted the sacrament a period of his mortal career, in which the use of the most
obscure and improper figures should be employed to convey to his
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Apostles (those who were to teach the world) the most simple and necessary truths?
A. Certainly not; he was making his last Testament, which, even amongst men, is made in as simple and clear
language as possible; he was teaching his Apostles what they were to teach others; he was teaching what was to be
believed and practised by the whole world till the latest ages, and upon the belief and practice of which all were to
be saved or damned. The awfulness of the time, therefore the awful nature of the doctrine, and its awful importance
to those who were to teach, as well as to those who should be taught, all demanded from a good and wise God, what
he could easily give, and what he most assuredly did give—the utmost perspicuity in the language used.
Q. Is there any thing remarkable in the words of the old alliance, which tends to illustrate these words of the new—

'This is my blood?"
A. Yes; in Exodus, chap, xxiv, Moses took blood and sprinkled it upon the people, saying: "This is the blood of the
covenant which the Lord hath made with you. "The words of Christ in the New Testament have evidently a relation
to those of Moses in the Old; and as Moses presented to the people, in the Old Law
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the real blood of the victims, so, in the New the real blood of the heavenly victim—the Lamb of God—is presented
to the children of the new covenant.
Q. If, in this most dignified of all the sacraments, the true body and blood of Christ were not present, what would be
the consequence?
A. That Jesus Christ, the all-wise God and Saviour of mankind, did intentionally, or at least indifferent as to the
awful consequences, express himself so in its institution; as to deceive nineteen-twentieths of those he came to
redeem,—to involve all Christians in bitter and endless disputes, and expose the great body of his Church to be
guilty of the appalling crime of idolatry;—all this, too, whilst one word of explanation from him would have
prevented all these evils.
Q. What would you infer from this?
A. That, as these blasphemous suppositions cannot for a moment be entertained, so it is clear, beyond all doubt, that
Christ spoke in the literal sense, in that he intended to be understood, and in that sense, and no other, his language is
perfectly intelligible.
Q. Was the Almighty pleased to be explicit in the language to which he employed in the establishment of other
institutions of importance?
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A. To be satisfied that he was so in institutions of much less importance, read Gen. chap. xvii, 10, on circumcision;
Exod. chap. xii, 3, on the sacrifice of the Paschal Lamb; and Leviticus, on general ritual observance: and in the New
Law, the sacrament of baptism is instituted and enforced, in language the most clear and precise.
Q. If Christ meant to leave us in the sacrament mere bread and wine, are not his words sufficiently explicit?
A. No; they are the reverse. He says: "This is my body, this is my blood;" whilst Protestants would make him mean
by these words,—This is NOT my body, this is NOT my blood.
CHAPTER VIII.
Q. Can you quote any other Scriptural authority on the subject?
A. Yes; several, and of great importance. St. Paul, 1 Cor. x, 16, says: "The chalice of benediction which we bless, is
it not the communion of the blood of Christ? and the bread which we break, is it not the partaking of the body of the
Lord?"
Q. What is the first remark you would make on this passage?
A. St. Paul knew well whether the sacra[pg. 210]
ment was the body and blood of Christ, or only mere bread and wine. He is here preaching to the Christian
Corinthians, instructing them in what they ought to believe and practise. If then, Christ spoke figuratively, why does
not St. Paul now explain these figures to the simple and the unlettered? Why does he now, when he ought to be plain
and clear, call bread, the body, and wine, the blood of Christ? If the Protestant be the true sense of these words, why
does he not, even by accident, hint at such a meaning?
Q. Have you any other reflections to offer on St. Paul's words?
A. If the cup contain only wine, how can St. Paul call it a cup of benediction or blessing? If only wine, how can the
reception of it be the communion of the BLOOD OF CHRIST? If what appears bread, be only bread, how can the
partaking of it be the partaking of the body of the Lord? Besides, the word which St. Paul uses to express
communion, is koinonia, not metoche, a word which expresses, not any ordinary union, but the closest union of what
we receive with our own substance.
Q. What does St. Paul say in the next verse? (1 Cor. x, 17.)
A. After having said, that we are partakers of the body and blood of Christ, under the
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forms of bread and wine, he now adds: "For we, being many, are one bread, one body, all that partake of one bread."
Now, in the Catholic sense of the sacrament, these words are true strictly, for we all partake of ONE AND THE
SAME BREAD,—that is, the sacred flesh of the Lord. The bread which I will give, is my flesh; but, in the Protestant
sense, St. Paul's words would be nonsense; for if the sacrament be mere bread, then each receiver partakes of a
different bread; and hence, as the bread upon which they feed is not one, so neither can they be cemented into one
body. Protestants, therefore, being neither one bread, nor one body, are not the sort of Christians to whom St. Paul

addressed himself.
Q. What does St. Paul say in the next verse (18) of same chapter?
A. "Are not they that eat of the sacrifice, partakers of the altar?"
Q. What does St. Paul mean by these words?
A. That as the Jews, by the order of the Almighty, always, except when precluded by their sins, eat of the victims
that were offered, so also the Christians, by partaking of the altar, eat of the sacrifice; but the Christian sacrifice is
Christ himself; therefore, in partaking of the victim, they eat the body and drink the blood of Christ.
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Q. Have you any other Scriptural argument?
A. On this all-important matter, the arguments from Scripture seem inexhaustible. St. Paul, 1 Cor. chap, xi, 23, 24,
and 25, records the institution in the very language adopted by Matthew, Mark, and Luke, and adds, that he has
learned what he writes from the Lord. Now, if Christ had spoken in figures at the institution, would it not be natural
to expect; that; in this new revelation to St: Paul, who was not present at the Last Supper, he should vary the
language so as to afford some explanation of these figures? And yet he does not; the same words are adhered to with
the most wonderful exactness. Again, St. Paul knew the true meaning of these words; and if he understood them to
mean mere bread and wine, used as a figure or commemoration, why did he not, writing, as he was, in Greek, to the
Corinthians, say—this is a figure of my body, or a commemoration of my blood; or this SIGNIFIES my body and my
blood. St. Paul was instructing the ignorant—he tells these ignorant people, that what they believed to be bread and
wine, is the body and blood of Christ; was this the way an inspired Apostle should instruct the people?—would any
Protestant minister imitate St. Paul in this odd system of instruction?
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Q. Does St. Paul give any explanation which proves incontestably, that he understood the sacrament to be the the
body and blood of Christ?
A. Yes; in verse 27th of same chapter, he says: "Therefore, whosoever shall eat this bread or drink the chalice of the
Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of the body and the blood of the Lord."
Q. What inferences do you draw from these words?
A. That St. Paul believed in the real presence; for how could he call the chalice, the chalice of the Lord, if it were
only a cup containing common wine? And what would the unworthiness consist in, if only common bread and wine
were present,—and how could the unworthy receiver be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord, if the body and
blood of the Lord were not there present?
Q. What do you remark on the following verse (28)—"But let a man prove himself and so let him eat of that bread
and drink of the chalice?"
A. That, in the sacrament, there must be something more than mere bread, otherwise, why this searching proof and
trial before receiving it?
Q. What are the concluding words of St. Paul verse 29?
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A. "For he that eateth and drinketh unworthily eateth and drinketh judgment to himself; not discerning the body of
the Lord."
Q. What do you say on these words?
A. How could a man become unworthy by eating a morsel of bread and drinking a little wine, as a commemoration
of the death of Christ? Why, above all, is he consigned to eternal damnation for a thing, in itself, so Indifferent,—
and why is he doomed to this awful fate, for not discerning the body of the Lord, if the body of the Lord be not there
since, if not there, it cannot be insulted or profaned? If the Catholic be the true doctrine,—if the body and blood of
Christ are truly and really present, then are all St. Paul's words intelligible and full of meaning; but, in the Protestant
sense, they are the most unintelligible gibberish that ever was uttered.
Q. Can you draw any further proof of this from the next verse (30)"—Therefore, are there many infirm and weak
among you, and many sleep?"
A. Yes, and a very strong proof. St. Paul in these words, says: on account of your unworthy communions, because
you, in many instances, receive, without discerning the body of the Lord, you are afflicted with sickness, and even
with death, in punishment of your awful
[pg. 215]
guilt by the profanation of the sacred body and blood of the Redeemer,—a punishment which we cannot suppose
indicted for eating bread or drinking mere wine.
Q. Are the Christian Church and dispensation superior to those of the Old Law?
A. Certainly; this is admitted on all hands, by Protestants as well as Catholics.
Q. Would this be the case, if the most dignified sacrament of the New Law were only bread and wine, used as a mere

figure of the Christian sacrifice?
A. Assuredly not; for how much more dignified, and strikingly illustrative of the sufferings and death of our beloved
Saviour, was the Paschal Lamb of the Jews, slain and offered up before the Lord, than is the unmeaning practice of
eating and drinking bread and wine, as the only memorial of the Christian Pasch.
Q. Was the manna of the desert a figure of the Christian sacrament of the Eucharist?
A. Yes; Christ himself declares it; but if the Protestant bread and wine be the Christian Pasch, then the figure is
greater than the reality, and Christianity is degraded even below the level of the Judaic rite. The manna was
miraculous bread, the Protestant sacrament is natural bread: the manna came from on high, the Protestant sacrament
came from the earth,
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or the baker's oven; the manna was a heavenly food, given only to the people of God, the Protestant sacrament is the
common food of all men, wicked and virtuous, Jews and Gentiles, Turks and Christians; the manna, on the Sabbath,
suffered not corruption, the Protestant sacrament is corruptible at all times, it has no miraculous qualities; the manna
had the tastes of all kinds of food, and yet was not of all these foods, the Protestant sacrament has the taste of
ordinary bread, and has no heavenly property whatever. Thus, according to the Protestant faith, Christianity sinks
into insignificance before the wonders of Judaism,—the figure is greater than the reality,—Moses superior to
Christ,—all our notions of religion are subverted,—we find ourselves entangled in a dreadful mass of absurdities and
contradiction. But when we look at the Catholic Pasch, and believe in the illustrious sacrifice and sacrament in
which the body and blood of Jesus Christ are offered and received, we are extricated from our inexplicable
difficulties; our understanding becomes unclouded; we perceive at once the noble and significant figure of the Old
and the infinitely superior and illustrious reality of the New Law.
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CHAPTER IX.
Q. Does not Dr. Adam Clarke, in "Discourse on the Holy Eucharist," London, 1808, say, that in the Syriac, the
language used by Christ, there is no word that expresses "to signify or represent," and that hence Christ was
compelled to say "This IS my body," instead of "this REPRESENTS my body?"
A. Yes; but this assertion of Dr. Clarke has been expunged since by Mr. Horne, thus proving that Clarke was wrong.
Dr. Lee of Cambridge (Proleg. to Bagster's Polygl. Bible) confesses that Clarke was in error; and the Right Rev. Dr.
Wiseman, who is well qualified to judge in this matter, has discovered, in the Syriac, FORTY words expressing to
signify, to represent, or typify. But the simplest answer to the objection is, that the Apostles, who wrote in Greek,
had plenty of words meaning to signify. Why then did they use the word, IS, when, to express Protestant doctrine, if
they wish to teach such, they had an abundant choice of words?
Q. Does not St. Luke, chap. xxii, say: "And having taken the chalice, he gave thanks, and said, take and divide it
among you; for I say to you, that I will not drink of the vine till the kingdom of God come?" And does not this
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prove that it was wine, and not his Blood, which was in the chalice?
A. If Protestants would have patience to read the whole passage, and not leap at conclusions, they would see that the
above words were uttered not over the sacramental cup, but over the wine that was drunk with the Paschal Lamb,
immediately before Christ instituted the sacrament in verses 19, 20.
Q. Christ says—"this is the chalice, the new testament," &c.; and where we have these two figures, why may not the
whole be figurative?
A. These figures were the simplest language to the Apostles who were familiar with them. Every one says, this cup,
this glass, meaning the contents of it; and the Apostles were accustomed to the language of Moses—"This is the
blood of the covenant which the Lord hath made with you" meaning that the blood was not of the covenant, but its
seal. Besides, Christ explains the figure in the words "which shall be shed for you;" now, assuredly, it was not the
chalice or wine that was shed, but his blood.
Q. St. Paul, 1 Cor. chap. xi, says: "Do this for the commemoration or in remembrance of me" Now we do not
remember things present but the things absent; hence Christ is not present in the sacrament.
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A. This is a mere quibble. Eccles. chap. xii, says: "Remember thy Creator in the days of thy youth." Now, will any
Protestant be fool enough to say, that, in the days of our youth, our Creator is absent from us? Besides Christ is not
visibly present as he was when addressing the Apostles; hence, inasmuch as he is now invisible, he may be said to be
absent. In fine, the sacrament is a memorial of his death; and the real death of Jesus is not a thing present in the Holy
Eucharist, but is only represented in it,—l Cor. chap. xi,—"As often as you eat this bread, &c., you shall show the
death of the Lord till he come."

Q. Can a thing he a memorial of itself?
A. Yes; the manna preserved in the Ark was so; Aaron's rod was preserved as a memorial of itself, with which
Moses wrought so many miracles; the victims eaten by the Israelites were memorials of the same victims offered on
the altar.
Q. May not these words, "This is my body," &c., be understood as these others, "I am the door," " I am the vine?"
A. No, for many reasons. 1st, Nothing was previously said by Christ to prepare the Apostles for believing that he
was really to become a vine or a door, whilst he wrought a tremendous miracle, and addressed them in a long
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discourse, to prepare them to believe that the bread he was to give them should be his own flesh. 2dly, When Christ
says, "I am the door;"—John, chap. x—the Scripture itself, verse 6th, declares, that he was speaking figuratively.
This PROVERB Jesus spoke to them, but they understood not." Christ, seeing this, immediately explains the figure:
"I am the door into the sheepfold; by my doctrine and through my blood all must enter. If any man enter in, he shall
be saved. I am the good shepherd; the good shepherd giveth his life for his sheep." In John, chap, xv, where he says
he is the vine, he explains himself instantly, by calling us the branches; showing, that we must live by his grace, as
the vine-branch lives by the sap of the vine,—that we must be united to him by love and obedience, as he was by
these united to his Father. Now, when Christ says—"This is my body," he does not even hint that he is speaking
figuratively; he enters into no explanation whatever. The Jews are scandalized,—his disciples leave him,—all
exclaim: This is a hard saying; yet he repeats the same truth in the same words: "Except you eat the flesh of the Son
of man and drink his blood, you shall not have life in you."
Q. May not Jesus Christ, when he said, "This is my body," have spoken figuratively
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like St. Paul, when he said, 1 Cor. chap. x, "and the rock was Christ?"
A. No; for St. Paul is merely preaching where figures are allowed and useful; whilst Christ is instituting a sacrament
at the most awful moment of his life, in the act of making his last will and testament; and every one will grant, that
here rhetorical figures and flowers would be highly unbecoming. Besides, there is no figure in the words of St. Paul,
if carefully examined. He proposes the cloud and the passage of the Red Sea as a figure of baptism,—the manna as a
figure of the body, and the water of the Rock of Horeb as a figure of the blood of Christ. He then says: "And all
drank the same spiritual drink; they drank of the spiritual rock that followed them, and the rock (spiritual) was
Christ." And was not Christ the true spiritual rock, from whose wounds, as from spiritual fountains, all believers,
both prospectively and retrospectively, drank (not as the Jews, from the material and figurative rock Horeb) the
spiritual waters of eternal life? The word spiritual explains the whole, and does away with the figure.
Q. May not the substantive verb "IS" in the text, "This is my body," mean represents, as the same verb "IS" means
represents in Exodus, chap xii—"You shall eat (the flesh of the
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Lamb) in haste, for it is the Phase (or Passover) of the Lord?"
A. No, not at all; though on the force of this text Zwinglius became so bold as to deny transubstantiation, declaring,
that he was in a dream reminded of this text by some "white or black monitor." The fact is, that the verb is does not
mean represent in this passage. Even Rosenmüller, one of the most learned Protestant commentators, maintains, that
the word is should be here taken literally; the original has, This is the passover to the Lord, or this is the day or feastday of the passover sacred to the Lord. The very same construction of language is used in Exodus, x: "This is the
Sabbath to the Lord," which we have "this is the Sabbath of the Lord." The same again occurs in Exodus, xxxii, 5:
"The festival of the Lord," for "the festival to the Lord." And, finally, in the 27th verse of the very chapter under
discussion: "This is the sacrifice of the Lord's passover,"—that is, in the original: "This is the sacrifice of the
passover sacred to the Lord." So that the verb is does not here mean represent at all, but is to be understood literally.
How amusingly inconsecutive are Protestants in their arguments against Catholicism! In a few Scriptural instances
the verb to be means to represent, whilst in ten thou[pg. 223]
sand instances it is to be understood literally therefore, like true philosophers, they conclude, because it suits their
views, that in these words ''this is my body,"—the word is must be understood, not literally, but figuratively while
every circumstance connected with the above text goes to prove the contrary.
Q. Do not the Scriptures represent the body of Christ as in heaven, which he is not to quit till the "times of the
restitution of all things,"—that is, until the end of the world?
A. Yes; but the Scriptures assure us, that his body is also in the Eucharist; therefore we believe both. Those who
make this objection will find, that our Lord, after his ascension, appeared visibly to St. Paul in the castle of
Jerusalem.
Q. Does not Christ himself say, Mark, chap. xiv: "The poor you have always with you, but me ye have not always?"

A. Yes; but he speaks here of his mortal and visible presence; for he elsewhere says: "I will be with you all days,
even to the end."
Q. St. Paul calls the sacrament bread, 1 Cor xi. therefore it is bread.
A. He calls it bread, because it has the appearance of bread; but he calls it THIS bread, clearly showing that it has
something extraordinary about it. He calls it bread, but he says
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that he who partakes of it, partakes of the body of Christ. Christ called it bread; but he adds, the bread which I will
give you is my flesh for the life of the world" Again, we have many examples of Scripture; in which the thing
changed bears the name of that from which it is transubstantiated. Thus Gen. ii, Eve is called the bone of Adam: in
Gen. iii Adam is called dust; because he is made from dust; Exodus vii, Aaron's rod is called a rod, after it became a
serpent; John ii; the water after being changed into wine, is called water. The Scripture, too, often calls things what
their appear to be. Thus, Gen. xvii, angels in human form are called men.
CHAPTER X.—ON TRANSUBSTANTIATION
Q. What do you mean by Transubstantiation?
A. To comprehend this, we must observe, that in all bodies there are two things to be noted: 1st, the outward
appearances, such as taste, smell, shape, color, &c.; and, 2dly, the matter or substance in which these qualities
reside. The sensible qualities are objects or knowledge, which we can acquire by the testimony of the senses, but we
can form no notion of the nature or structure of the inward sub[pg. 225]
stance; it is beyond the reach of even our conception. Now, with regard to the Holy Eucharist, our faith teaches us,
that "this inward imperceptible substance of the bread and wine, at the consecration, by the Almighty power of God,
changed into the substance of the body and blood of Christ," all the outward sensible qualities remaining entirely the
same as before consecration. (Council of Trent, Sess. xiii, cap. 4.)
Q. Can you show that such a change took place?
A. Yes; for when Christ took the bread into his hands, it was still bread; but when he gave it to his disciples, he
declares that it is his body: "This is my body." His words cannot be false; by declaring it to be his body, he made it
so. The change did not take place in the outward sensible qualities; therefore it took place in the inward substance.
Q. May it not be said that his body is with the bread?
A. No; for Christ does not say: In this bread, or with this bread, or under this bread or this bread eaten by faith, or
with this bread when you receive it, is my body; but he simply says—THIS IS MY BODY. What Christ held in his
hand could not be bread and his body at one and the same time.
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Q. Does the Scripture, by any other example than this, show, that the word of Christ affirming that a thing is what it
was not before, is sufficient to produce the effect?
A. Yes; the ruler—John, chap, iv, 49, 50—says to Christ; "Sir, come down before my son die. Jesus saith to him: Go
thy way, thy son liveth; and it was the same hour that Jesus said to the ruler, thy son liveth, that the fever left him."
(Verse53.)
Q. How is such a change possible?
A. You may as well ask how was the world created out of nothing;—how were the waters of Egypt turned into
blood;—the dry rod into a living serpent;—the water into wine at Cana.
Q. How can one substance exist under the outward appearances of another?
A. As easily as angels who appeared to God's servants in the Old Law, under the outward appearance of men, and
spoke and walked and ate, as if they really were men. Luke, chap iii, 22—the Holy Ghost appeared under the bodily
shape of a dove; and Acts, chap. ii, 3 under the form of "parted tongues of fire."
Q. How can the body of Christ be in many places at one and the same time?
A. We know little of glorified bodies, or their qualities and perfection; but we know
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that they are not like mortal bodies. How did our Saviour's body pass through the stone with which his sepulchre
was closed?—Mark xv, 46. How did his body pass through the door?—John xx, 19, 26. How did he, whilst in
heaven, after his ascension, appear to St. Paul?—1 Cor. chap. xv. In fine, the miracle of the multiplication of the
leaves and fishes (Mark vi, 40) was intended and calculated to meet and remove the objections of unbelievers on this
subject; the leaves and fishes having been miraculously, though invisibly, endued with the properties of extension
and inexhaustibleness, so as to feed five thousand men with five loaves and two fishes and four thousand with seven
loaves and a few small fishes.—Mark viii, 6.
Q. Perhaps each one only look a little?

A. No; for the Scripture says, they did ALL eat and had their FILL, and there were twelve baskets of fragments
remaining.
Q. Perhaps, then, Christ created new loaves and fishes?
A. No; for again the Scripture declares, that "the TWO FISHES he divided among THEM ALL)" and that "they filed
twelve baskets of the fragments of the FIVE BARLEY LOAVES."
Q. How can the body of Christ be contained under the compass of a small host?
A. Our Saviour says, that our bodies shall become like the angels,—that it is possible for God to make a camel pass
through the eye or a needle; and how did the body of Christ pass through the door and through the stone?
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Q. Are not the senses deceived in this matter?
A. Not at all; the senses can only be employed on external qualities; they are not exercised on substance. In the
sacrament, the external appearances are those of bread and wine; the senses perceive these, and therefore they
perceive all that is within their province. As well might you say, the senses were deceived in Christ, who was Godman, and yet appeared to be only man, or in the Holy Ghost, when he appeared under the form of a dove.
Q. How can the same thing appear under two different forms, as under the form of bread and wine?
A. The Holy Ghost appeared under the form of a dove—Luke iii, 22; and under the form of parted tongues—Acts ii,
3.
Q. Has the doctrine of transubstantiation been believed in every age of the Church?
A. No portion of Christian doctrine is better attested. St. Ambrose, lib. iv de Sacra. chap. 4, says: "Before the
consecration, bread only is present; but after the sacred words are pronounced, the bread is changed into the body of
our Lord." And St. Gregory of Nyssa, in his Large Catechism, chap. 37, declares: "I firmly believe that the bread is
changed into the body of Jesus Christ."
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CHAPTER XI.
Q. Is Christ permanently present in the sacrament,—that is at any other time than when it is received?
A. He is really and permanently present from and after the time the words of consecration are pronounced.
Q. How do you prove this?
A. At the moment Christ finished the pronunciation of these words—"This is my body," either his body was there, or
his words were not true; the latter is blasphemy; therefore, his body was present, but the disciples had not yet
received it,—there it was, present at other than the moment in which it was received.
Q. Throw a little more light on this.
A. Christ did not say: This shall be my body when you receive it, but absolutely, this is my body. The present, and
not the future time, is marked by the word is.
Q. If the Lutheran doctrine in this matter were true, what would be the consequences?
A. That the body of Christ would be present, not by virtue of the words of consecration, but by virtue of the
manducation, which is a gross absurdity.
Q. What says St. Ambrose—Lib iv 6 de Sacr. chap. 4?
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A. "The words of consecration are as efficacious as those employed by God in the creation of the world." Hence, the
body of Christ is present immediately after the words of consecration, as the world existed immediately after the
pronunciation of the words which drew it out of nothing.
Q. Repeat St. Cyril in his Epistle to Coelosyrius?
A. "None but a fool," he says, "can imagine that the consecrated host loses its virtue immediately after
consecration."
Q. Have you any other proof of the permanent presence of Jesus Christ in the Eucharist?
A. Yes; the Primitive Church preserved the Eucharist for the sick in holy vessels. In times of persecution, it was kept
for a considerable time; and the bishops were wont to send it, one to another, as a mark of their strict union.
Q. How long does Jesus Christ remain under the species?
A. As long as the species exist.
Q. If the blessed sacrament should fall into fire or water, would Jesus Christ suffer or be insulted?
A. He would be insulted if this happened by the fault of man; but if by accident, no insult would be offered to him;
He is immortal and impassible—He call suffer no more; and in the
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cases mentioned, or any other such, the species only are consumed or changed.

CHAPTER XII.
Q. Should we adore Jesus Christ in the blessed sacrament of the Eucharist?
A. Certainly; because He, whom all the angels adore, is truly present on our altars.
Q. Are Catholics justified in kneeling before the blessed sacrament when it is carried past them in the street, either
to the sick, or in religious processions?
A. Yes; more than justified; for if, according to Scripture, we bend the knee at the name of Jesus, how much more
are we bound to do so before his sacred person.
Q. Do Catholics act properly in carrying the adorable sacrament with religious pomp and solemnity in processions?
A. If the Israelites carried the ark of the alliance with great solemnity, Catholics have much more reason to carry in
triumph the holy sacrament, of which the ark was only a mere figure.
Q. May it not be said, that Jesus Christ is in the sacrament, not seeking our adorations, but to be the spiritual food
of our souls?
A. Jesus Christ was in the crib of Bethlehem
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not to be adored merely, yet the Magi neglected not to adore him. He cured the man born blind, not merely to
receive that man's adoration, yet that man neglected not to give it him. Wherever Jesus Christ is, there he is to be
received and adored with sovereign honors. St Augus. super Psal. 98, says: "It is sinful to neglect to adore Jesus
Christ in the Eucharist" St. Ambrose, Lib. iii de Sanct. Spirit. chap. 12, says: "We adore Jesus Christ during the
celebration of the sacred mysteries."
Q. Are the Lutherans agreed upon this point?
A. No; Kemnitius and his partisans order the adoration of Christ in the Eucharist; Illvricus and his party forbid it.
ON THE SACRAMENT OF PENANCE AND CONFESSION
CHAPTER I.
Q. For what end was the sacrament of Penance instituted?
A. For the remission of sins committed after baptism.
Q. Is it a true sacrament?
A. Yes; because it has all the essentials of
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a sacrament,—the outward sign in the sentence of absolution pronounced by the priest—the inward grace in the
sanctifying grace of God, by which our sins are forgiven,—and it is evidently instituted by Jesus Christ.
Q. Where?
A. In Matth. chap. ix, Jesus heals the: man sick of the palsy, and says to him: "Be of good heart, thy sins are
forgiven thee." The Jews say: "He blasphemeth." Jesus replies, that he works this miracle, that they might know
"that the Son of man hath power on earth to forgive sins." "And the multitude seeing it, feared, and glorified God
who had given such power to men." Here Christ works a tremendous miracle to prove that he, as man, can forgive
sins, and the people glorify God who had given such power to men.
Q. What do you conclude from this?
A. That Jesus Christ, even as man, had this power from his Father.
Q. Does he communicate this power, which he certainly had to the pastors of the Church?
A. On the very day of his resurrection, he says to them—John xx, 21: "As my Father hath sent me, I also send you;"
but he himself, even as man, had, by the above text, power from his Father to forgive sins, therefore he gave this
power to his Apostles.
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Q. What does he immediately add, to clear all doubt as to this power?
A. "Breathing upon them, he said: Receive ye the Holy Ghost; whose sins ye shall forgive, they are forgiven them,
and whose sins ye shall retain, they are retained." Again—Matth. xviii, 18—Christ says: "Amen, I say to you,
whatsoever ye shall bind upon earth, Shall be bound also in heaven; and whatsoever ye shall loose upon earth, shall
be loosed also in heaven."
Q. What says St. Chrysostom on these passages?
A. "To the priests is given a power, which God would not give to angels or archangels; earthly princes have the
power of binding the body, but the binding of the priest reaches even to the soul:....what the priests do below, God
ratifies above, and the master confirms the sentence of the servants."
Q. Can the priest forgive or retain sin as he pleases?
A. No; he is bound to act as St. Paul did when he pardoned the incestuous Corinthian. The Apostle declares, that

what he did, "he did in the person of Christ" 2 Cor. ii. The priest acts in the person of Christ, and does only what
Christ would do for the sincere penitent.
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Q. Is it not blasphemy to say that man can forgive sins?
A. Certainly it is blasphemy to say, that men, not commissioned by God for that purpose, can do so; but it is no
blasphemy to say that men may have that power, and have that power from God, since the Apostles were men, and
yet they certainly had such power.
Q. On what conditions can the lawfully-ordained and commissioned priest exercise this power?
A. The penitent, to be absolved, must detest his sins;—he must be firmly resolved to avoid sin and its occasions in
future;—he must be willing to submit to whatever penance the priest imposes;—and, if able, he must confess all his
sins.
CHAPTER II.
Q. Is the confession of sin a modern practice?
A. No; it is as ancient as revealed religion.
Q. How do you prove this?
A. In the first place, from the clearest testimony of the Old Law—"When a man or woman shall have committed any
of all the sins that men are wont to commit, and, by negligence, shall have transgressed the commandment of the
Lord, they shall confess their
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sin and restore the principal, and a fifth part over and above."—Num. v, 6. Here we have not only confession, but
penance and.restitution.
Q. Quote other passages on this important matter.
A. "He that hideth his sins shall not prosper; but he that shall confess and shall forsake them shall obtain mercy."?—
Prov. xxviii, 13 "Be not ashamed to say the truth for the sake of thy soul; for there is a shame that bringeth sin, and a
shame that bringeth glory and grace." see also Ecclus. vi. 24, 31.
Q. Did the practice of confession exist immediately before the coming of Christ?
A. Certainly; for it is said of the immediate forerunner of Christ, St. John the Baptist, "That there went out to him all
the country of Judea, and all they of Jerusalem, and were baptized by him in the river Jordan, confessing their
sins."—Mark i, 5.
Q. But did not this confession merely mean confessing sin to God?
A. Protestants must be blind indeed, not to see the absurdity of this subterfuge; do they consider that a culprit, about
to be hanged, makes a real confession, if he merely confess his sin in his own mind or heart to God? No, every
execution that takes place proves that
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he does not. Confession is the revelation of sin to man. The confession of sin to God is in itself, without contrition, a
matter of little consequence; for God knows all things; we confess to him in spite of ourselves. Besides in Num. v,
you see that the confession must have been to men, as the restitution of the principal, and the fifth part over and
above, must have been made to men.
CHAPTER III.
Q. In the New Law, is confession instituted by God or by the Church?
A. Confession is a Divine institution, but the church has fixed the time for the performance of that duty.
Q. How do you prove that confession is a Divine institution?
A. From John, chap. xx, 22, where Christ says to his Apostles: "Whose sins ye shall forgive, they are forgiven them;
and whose sins ye shall retain, they are retained:" and from Matth. chap. xviii.
Q. What do you conclude from these passages?
A. That before the pastors of the Church can exercise this power the sinner must confess his sins to them.
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Q. Why so?
A. By the above text, the priest has power to forgive or to retain sin, according to the disposition of the penitent;
now, without confession, the exercise of this power is impossible, because, in that case, the priest cannot know what
sins to retain, or what to forgive.
Q. Throw a little more light on this.
A. The priest is a judge who must decide what sins he ought to forgive, what he ought to retain: now, no judge can
pronounce a decision without hearing the whole case.

Q. May it not be said, that the priest is not a judge, but is appointed merely to declare the sins forgiven?
A. No; for the keys are given, to open and shut the gate, not to declare that it is open. Hence, the power which Christ
gave to his Apostles and their successors, was the power of binding and loosing, not the power of declaring the
penitent bound or loosed.
Q. What do you find in 1 John, i, 8?
A. "If we say we have no sin, we deceive ourselves and the truth is not in us. If we confess our sins, God is faithful
and just to forgive us our sins."
Q. May not Protestants say, that this saying, we have no sin, and this confession of our sins, merely regard God and
not the priests?
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A. They must regard the priests; for who would dare to say to God that he has no sin? And does not God know all
our sins already without having recourse to our confession?
Q. Have you any other remark to make on this passage?
A. It says, if we confess our sins, God a faithful and just to forgive us. God is here said to be faithful and just,
because he promised to forgive us our sins on the condition that we confess them. The words of the Apostle are the
same as the following: "If we confess our sins, God, who is faithful and just, will keep the promise he made in these
words: Whose sins you shall forgive, they are forgiven."
Q. Can you produce any other texts of Scripture on this subject?
A. St. James, chap. v, 16, says : "Confess therefore your sins one to another, and pray for one another, that you may
be saved." Here we have confession to man laid down as a condition to salvation.
Q. May not this mean public and general confession, not to the priest, but to any neighbor?
A. It means confession of sin either public or private, for either will be sufficient, and it means to the pastors of the
Church who are declared to have power to absolve, for what
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would be the use of confessing private sins to the public who cannot forgive them, and who would be scandalized by
them? Besides, who would confess to those who might divulge his sins and destroy his character?
CHAPTER IV.
Q. Is there any example in Scripture to prove that the first Christian confessed their sins?
A. Yes; the 19th chapter of the Acts tells us, that many who believed came, "confessing and showing their deeds."
Q. What did the Apostles require of them besides confession?
A. "That many of them who had followed curious arts," should bring their books together and burn them.
Q. What do you infer from this passage?
A. That St. Paul and the converts of Ephesus were thoroughly Catholics in this matter, seeing that they did exactly
what the pastors of the Catholic Church and their people do at the present day, in the same circumstances.
Q. Is it clear, from the Fathers of the Ancient Church, that private confession was always practised?
A. Yes; St. Cyprian, in his Sermon, (de
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Lapsis) says: "My dear brethren, let every one, whilst he is yet in life, and in a state to profit by the advice and
assistance of the priest confess his sins." St. Basil (in Quæst. Brev. Reg. 228, 229) remarks: "Our sins must
necessarily be confessed to those to whom has been committed the dispensation of the mysteries of God."
Q. What are St. Ambrose's words? Lib ii de Poenit. chap. 6.
A. "If you obtain grace, confess your sins, for an humble confession bursts all the chains of sin."
Q. What says St. Chrysostom? Lib. iii de Sacerd.
A. "The Jewish priests could not cure the leprosy of the body, they merely declared it cured; but the Christian priest
does not merely declare, but effects the cure of the leprosy of the soul."
Q. What says St. Augustine? Hom. xlix, T. 10.
A. "Let no one say, I sin secretly; I do it before God, he knows my heart and will pardon me. Did Christ then say
without reason; 'What you shall loose upon earth, shall be loosed in heaven?' Were the keys then given to the
Church for no purpose?" See also St. Jerome, Expos. in Ezech cap. 10.
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Q. Why did the Lutherans abolish confession?
A. Because, says the Confession of Augsburg, "no man can remember all his sins."
Q. Is this a good and valid reason?
A. Certainly not; since the Catholic Church only requires, that her children be sorry for all their sins, and confess all
that, after earnest and careful examination of conscience, they can bring to their recollection.

Q. Was the above the real reason why Protestants abandoned confession?
A. No; they abolished it, first, because it was troublesome, and they did not wish to carry their cross; secondly,
because their pastors were not lawfully ordained and commissioned priests, and hence, as they had not the power to
absolve, confession to them was useless; thirdly, the thing which they called the Reformed Church taught them, that
faith alone was quite sufficient to save them,—hence, it was useless to practise confession or any other Scriptural
precept; fourthly, these ministers were bound by no law to keep secret the sins confessed to them,—hence, their
people would be fools to put any thing in their power.
Q. Does the Church of England teach any thing on this subject?
A. Yes; the Book of Common Prayer teaches
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both confession and the power of absolving; and even the Kirk of Scotland, (see Confess. of Faith, Visit. of Sick,)
whose ministers have certainly no ordination, would willingly lead their people to confess. But these spurious
churches have never succeeded in this attempt.

ON EXTREME UNCTION
Q. Where does the Scripture mention the sacrament of extreme Unction?
A. In James, chap. v, 14—"Is any one sick among you, let him bring in the priests of the Church, and let them pray
over him, anointing him with oil in the name of the Lord, and the prayer of faith shall save the sick man, and the
Lord shall raise him up, and if he be in sins, they shall be forgiven him."
Q. What do you conclude from these words?
A. That, according to Scripture, every Christian in danger of death should be anointed by the priests of the Church.
Q. What would you say to Protestant touching these words of St. James?
A. You boast, I would say, eternally about following the Scripture, to the letter, in every
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thing; how is it, then, that you never anoint one of your sick, whilst you are aware that there is an express command
in the Scripture to this effect?
Q. May not Protestants say, that this passage of St. James is to be understood of a miraculous unction, like that in
St. Mark, chap. vi, 13—"And they cast out many devils, and anointed with oil many that were sick and healed
them?"
A. No; this passage is rather a confirmation of our doctrine; for the Apostles, through the sacraments, often wrought
miracles, as in the 19th chap. of the Acts, St. Paul works miracles through Confirmation. These miracles were not an
essential part of the sacraments administered,—they were an extraordinary exhibition of God's power to induce an
unbelieving world to admit, not only the sacraments so miraculously established, but to admit also the truth of
Christianity. When, however, the world was converted, these wonderful accompaniments of the sacraments were no
longer necessary.
Q. Have you any other reply to make on this matter?
A. Yes; the words of St. James are so clear that it is impossible to explain them away. By those words, all priests are
ordered to anoint,
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from St. Mark this does not appear: 2dly, By the words of St. James all the sick are to he anointed, from St. Mark it
is only clear that many were anointed: 3dly, This duty of anointing the sick is, by St. James, expressly confined to
the priest;; whilst the gift of healing maladies and sicknesses, in St. Mark, is given to others, as well as to the pastors
of the Church: Finally, the unction mentioned by St. James, is to produce the effect of saving by the remission of sin,
which proves it evidently to be an institution of Jesus Christ; for only He, by a material mean, can produce such an
effect. Now, such effects are not at all attributed to the unction mentioned by St. Mark.
Q. Does not the word Presbyter mean Elder in the above passage?
A. Certainly not in the Protestant sense. The pastors of the Church were, in the primitive ages, called Presbyters;
because they were generally elderly men; such things as Kirk elders (anomalous beings, who are neither
ecclesiastics nor laymen) were unknown in the Church, until Protestantism made its appearance. But what sets the
matter at rest, is the circumstance, that the Apostles are called Presbyters in 1 Peter, v, 1; in 2 John, i, 1; and in 2
John, i, 1.
Q. Is Extreme Unction a sacrament?
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A. Clearly; because it is a visible sign, which by Divine institution, confers invisible grace.
Q. What is the sensible sign?
A. The anointing with holy oil, accompanied by prayer—"Let them pray over him, anointing him with oil in the
name of the Lord."—James, v.
Q. What is the invisible grace given?
A. The sanctifying grace of God, by which sin is washed away and forgiven; the actual grace of God, by which the
soul is strengthened, and sometimes the restoration of the body to health, according to these words—"And the prayer
of faith shall save the sick man, and the Lord shall raise him up, and if he be in sins, they shall be forgiven him."
Q. How do you show that Christ instituted this sacrament?
A. Protestants must be very ignorant to ask this question. They believe St. James to be an inspired Apostle; and can
they for a moment imagine, that such a man would even speak of a rite, by which man is to be saved, raised up, and
forgiven his sins, unless as an Apostle, taught by the Redeemer himself, he had the express institution and authority
of his Divine Master?
Q. Do the Fathers mention this sacrament in their writings?
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A. St. Augustine, Serm. 215 de Temp., says: "As often as sickness happens, the sick man should receive the
Eucharistical sacrament and then the unction of his body, in order to comply with the words of the Apostle James, v
chap.—'Is any sick amongst you,' " &c.
Q. Did the Church of England ever use this rite?
A. Yes; in the first Liturgy of Edward the Sixth, the use of Chrism and Extreme Unction is ordered. (See order for
Visit. of Sick. page 114.)

ON HOLY ORDERS
Q. Who sends the pastors of the Church?
A. Christ himself sent the first pastors, in these words: "Going therefore, teach ye all nations, baptizing them," &c.
These first pastors, aided by the Spirit of God in making their selection, appointed their successors; and thus through
the chief bishop of the Church, the body of pastors has continued down to the present day.
Q. May not any man set himself up for a Christian teacher, if he be chosen by the people as the Presbyterian
ministers are?
[pg. 248]
A. Certainly not; since St. Paul says, Heb. v, 4: "Neither doth any man take the honor to himself, but he that is called
(not by the mob, but) by God as Aaron was." "How can they preach," says St. Paul again—Rom. x I5—" unless they
be sent?"
Q. Have you any other texts on the subject?
A. In St. John, chap. x, Christ says: "For he that entereth not by the sheepfold, but climbeth up another way, the
same is a thief and a robber." Again—Matth. xv, 14—those who intrude themselves into the pastoral office are
represented as "blind leaders of the blind," who, with their unfortunate followers, will "fall into the pit."
Q. What are the principle duties of the pastors of the Church?
A. To preach the Gospel,—Matth. xxviii 19; to baptize,—Matth. xxviii, 19; to offer up the holy sacrifice of the
Eucharist,—Luke xxii, 19; to forgive sins by the power with which God has invested them,—John xx, 22; and to
administer the holy sacraments of which we are now treating. (See texts quoted, as regarding each sacrament)
Q. Did the Apostles communicate their sacred powers to those who succeeded them?
A. This is clear from the words of Christ who said he would be with them all days, even
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to the consummation of the world. Now he could not be with the Apostles all days, as the pastors of his Church;
therefore, he meant that he would be with them and their successors all days, even to the end. Besides, we hear St.
Paul—Acts xx, 28—address the chief pastors who were to succeed him in these words: "Take heed to yourselves,
and to the whole flock, wherein the Holy Ghost has placed you bishops to rule the Church of God." In fine, the
religion of Christ was to be the religion of all time; therefore, of necessity, it must have, at all times, pastors
ordained and sent as the Apostles were.
Q. Are bishops superior to priests in authority and jurisdiction?
A. Certainly; as much superior to the priests as the Apostles were to the other disciples. When Judas fell from the
Apostleship, the other Apostles elected and raised Matthias to his place, according to that prophecy—"His bishopric
let another take."—Acts i, 16-24. St. Paul, Acts xx, 28—says, the bishops are to rule the Church of God. In 1 Tim. v,

19, he says: "Against a priest, receive not an accusation, but under two or three witnesses;" from which the
superiority of bishops is more than evident as they are here constituted the JUDGES of the priesthood.
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Q. Where, in the sacrament of holy orders have we the outward sign?
A. In the imposition of the bishop's hands, the delivery of the necessary instruments, and prayer. Read the ordination
of the seven Deacons,—Acts vi, 6; and that of SS. Paul and Barnabas,—Acts xiii, 3.
Q. Where does it appear that inward grace is conferred in this sacrament?
A. In 1 Tim. iv, 14, where St. Paul says to Timothy: "Neglect not the grace that is in thee, which was given thee by
prophecy, by the imposition of the hands of the priesthood;" and in 2 Tim. i, 6: "Stir up the grace of God which is in
thee by the imposition of my hands."
Q. Who has the power to ordain priests?
A. None but bishops.
Q. How do you prove this?
A. From Titus i, 5, where St. Paul says to Titus, bishop of Crete: "For this cause I left thee in Crete, that thou
shouldst set in order the things that are wanting, and shouldst ordain priests in every city, as I also appointed thee;"
and from 1 Tim. v, 22, where St. Paul tells that bishop of Ephesus "not to impose hands lightly on any man."
Q. Can you establish the superiority of bishops from tradition?
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A. Very clearly; from the very establishment of Christianity down to the time of Luther, we defy any adversary to
name even one person considered a priest, who was not ordained by some bishop.
Q. What do the Fathers say?
A. St. Ignatius, a disciple of the Apostles, who succeeded St. Peter in the See of Antioch, says, Epist. ad Trall.:
"Reverence your bishop, as Christ himself, like as the blessed Apostles have commanded us; for who is the bishop,
but he who has all power and principality over all." Again—Ep. ad Magnes.—"It becomes you to obey your bishop,
and in nothing to resist him,....whether you be priest, deacon, or laic." St. Cyprian, Ep. 55, says: "Heresies and
schisms rise from no other source, but disobedience to the chief pastors." Tertullian, Lib. de Bap. cap. 17, writes:
"The bishop, indeed, has a right to give baptism, and next the priests and deacons, but not without the authority of
the bishops."
Q. What says St. Epiphanius—Con. Aerius?
A. That the 65 Heresy, condemned by the Church, consisted in maintaining, as Aerius had done, that the powers of
the bishop and the priest were equal. He adds, that there is this difference between the bishops and priests,—
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that the priests are the spiritual fathers of the people by baptism, whilst the bishops are the spiritual fathers of the
priests by ordination.
Q. What was done at the Council of Alexandria?
A. All the ordinations of Colluthus were declared null, because he was only a priest.
Q. What do you conclude from all this?
A. That none but Catholics have true and real priests or pastors; because, in other Churches, the ministers are not
ordained at all, or ordained by men whose Episcopal ordination is doubtful; hence, I conclude also, that sectarians
are deprived of the greater part of the sacraments,—their ministry is not of divine appointment but self-constituted,
and their Church forms no part of the Church of Christ. "Where there is no Episcopal ordination,'' says the Protestant
Dodwell, "there is no ministry, no sacrament, no Church."

ON MATRIMONY
CHAPTER I.
Q. Has marriage all the necessary constituents of a sacrament?
A. It has the outward sign, in the mutual
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consent of the parties, externally signified; accompanied by the other conditions which the ecclesiastical law
requires. The inward grace is that which enables the married couple to discharge their duties faithfully and in a
Christian manner to one another, and to train up their children in the fear of God; and the Divine institution is
evident from Matth. xix, 6, where it is said, "Wherefore they are no more two, but one flesh; what therefore God
joined together let no man put asunder."
Q. How does it appear that grace is conferred in the sacrament of marriage?

A. In the first place, you see from Matth. xix, quoted above, that God is the author of marriage, and surely you will
admit, that he will give to those whom he joins in this holy union, such graces as will enable them to discharge the
duties of it. 2dly, St. Paul expressly says, Ephes. v, 32: "This is a great sacrament, but I speak in Christ and in the
Church,"—that is, that marriage is, in the New Law of Christ and in his Church, a great sacrament; for the passage
would not make sense, if this be not its meaning; what, if marriage be not the great sacrament here alluded to—what
is this great sacrament in Christ and the Church?—Christ himself and his Church cannot be a great sacrament in
Christ and the
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Church; but if marriage be this great sacrament, then every sacrament confers grace.
Q. What does St. Paul say, in the preceding verses 24 and 25, of same chapter?
A. "Therefore, as the Church is subject to Christ, so also let the wives be to husbands in an things. Husbands, love
your wives, as Christ also loved the Church and gave himself up for it, that he might sanctify it." Here the union of
man and wife is likened to the union of Christ and the Church; but the union of Christ and the Church is not only a
union of love, but also of grace; therefore, such also is the union of man and wife.
Q. Do not Protestants translate the above word "sacrament" by "mystery," in Ephes. v. 32?
A. Yes; but they had an object in doing so, they wished to deny the sacrament of marriage; and to show them that
they have made nonsense of the text, you have only to ask them what mystery there is in marriage, if it be not a
sacrament? and, if not a sacrament, how is it greater "in Christ and the Church," than it was at any former period of
the world? St. Augustine reads sacrament; and St. Jerome, who restored the New Testament to the truth of the
Greek, and the Old to the truth of the Hebrew, who lived fourteen hundred years ago, and
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who was one of the greatest linguists of that or any other age,—this St. Jerome reads "sacrament" For "mystery."
Q. What does St. Augustine say as to the sacrament of Matrimony—De Bone Conjug. cap. 18, T. vi, p. 335; Ibid, c.
xxiv, p. 337 and c. x de Nupt.?
A. He says—"In the marriage of our women, the sanctity of the sacrament is of the greatest weight;" and again—"In
all nations, the great good of marriage consists in the propagation of children and the fidelity of the parties; but
among Christians, there is, besides, the HOLINESS OF THE SACRAMENT." Tertullian also, in his Treatise de
Monog., expressly calls matrimony a sacrament. St. Ireneus, Adv. Hæres, lib. i. cap. 1—says: "By all means they
ought to meditate on the sacrament of marriage." St. Cyril adds—Cap. 2, in Joan. 22: "Christ sanctified wedlock,
and gave grace to marriage." St. Ambrose—Lib. i de Abraham, and in Cap. 5 ad Ephes.—writes: "There is a great
sacrament in the union of man and wife."
Q. Are all Christians bound to marry by the command of God?
A. Certainly not; for if they were, St. Paul has given a very bad advice.
Q. Repeat his words—l Cor. chap. vii, 8.
A. "But I say to the unmarried and to the
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widows, it is good for them if they so continue even as I."
Q. Does not the Apostle say, In same chapter verse 2, "But for fear of fornication, let every man have his own wife,
and let every woman have her own husband?"
A. Yes; but in verse 1st; he says, "It is good for a man not to touch a woman ;" and in verse 9th, "But if they do not
contain themselves, let them marry." Hence, the Apostle's meaning evidently is, that those who do not feel, that,
with the help of God's grace, they can live chaste lives, ought to marry, and that once married, each man should
confine himself to his own wife, and each wife to her own husband. Indeed, in same chapter, verse 27, St. Paul says,
"Art thou loosed from a wife; seek not a wife;" and, in several passages, he exhorts all who are able, to live, like
himself, a single life. (See chap.vii, ver. 7.)
Q. Does not God order Adam and Eve; and the whole human race, in Genesis, to increase and multiply?
A. This is not a command to all but a blessing by which God accords fecundity to all that shall marry. Those
Protestants who understand it as a command, must charge St. Paul, one of God's inspired Apostles, with breaking the
law of God. With what face can
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Protestants bring forward such nonsense, seeing that a great number of themselves never marry and what will they
do with those who cannot get married?
CHAPTER II.
Q. Does the Catholic Church forbid one to marry?
A. No, she leaves every one at liberty to do as he thinks proper.

Q. Does she not forbid the marriage of priests?
A. She forbids priests to marry, but she obliges no one to become a priest.
Q. To what does she oblige those who enter into Holy Orders?
A. To keep the vow of chastity, which they have voluntarily, and after mature deliberation, made to God.
Q. Why does she oblige them to this?
A. That they may he more at liberty to discharge their duties to their flock, and that they may be totally disengaged
from temporal matters. These advantages of the unmarried priest over the married Protestant minister, were
acknowledged, even by Protestants, during the prevalence of that terrible pestilence, the Cholera, and are still openly
visible to all, when typhus
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fever and other contagious diseases scourge our population.
Q. Does St. Paul clearly urge these advantages in 1 Cor. chap. vii, 32?
A. Yes; he says—"But I would have you without solicitude: he that is without a wife it solicitous for the things that
belong to the Lord, how he may please God; but he that is with a wife is solicitous for the things of the world, how
he may please his wife, and he is divided." (Read also verse 34.)
Q. In any of the early ages of the Church, mere bishops or priests permitted to marry after entering into holy
orders?
A. No; we defy our adversaries to name even one such case.
Q. What are the words of the Second Canon of the 2d Council of Carthage?
A. "That bishops, priests, and all who are charged with the administration of the sacraments, must lead continent
lives."
Q. What reason does the Council give for this ordinance?
A. "This," adds the Council; "was taught by the Apostles, and has been always practised by the Church."
Q. What do you infer from all that has been said on this subject?
A. That reason, antiquity, and Scripture are
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all on the side of catholic doctrine and practice.

ON THE CEREMONIES OF THE CHURCH
CHAPTER I.
Q. Why does the Church make use of so many different ceremonies?
A. First, to give external expression to the interior sentiments of respect, devotion, and religion; secondly, to enliven
and increase devotion and piety by moving and striking the senses; thirdly, to lead the simple and illiterate more
easily to a knowledge of the mysteries of religion.
Q. Is there nothing superstitious in these ceremonies?
A. There was nothing superstitious in the ceremonies of the Old Law, why then should there be any thing
superstitious in those of the New?
Q. Is the use of ceremonies authorized by Scripture?
A. St. Paul, 1 Cor. xiv, 14, says: "Let all things be done decently and according to order;" and the ceremonies of the
Church contribute much to these ends.
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Q. What would you say to a Protestant who condemns ceremonies?
A. You make them, I would reply, contribute to the decency, solemnity, and grandeur of the court, the camp, the bar,
and the civic Festival, and yet you would banish them from the service of God in your ball-room, your dining room,
and drawing-room, are all ceremony, and this to add to your dignity and grandeur in the eyes of men, and you would
rob God's service of the solemnity and grandeur to which propel ceremonies so much contribute.
Q. Have you any other reply?
A. Your whole service, I would say, is only one great ceremony;—why build Churches, when you can serve God at
home;—why go to Church, when, in your own dwelling, you can study the Bible, and when your interpretation is as
good and as correct as that of your minister;—why have your children baptized, since many of you maintain, that
baptism is only a ceremony—that it does not remit original sin;—why receive the sacrament in the Church, if it be
only a bit of bread and wine, which you may receive at home;—why do you stand uncovered when the minister
prays, when sitting is more convenient and less troublesome?
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CHAPTER II.
Q. Why are wax tapers blessed and burnt on the Festival of the Purification in our churches?
A. To put us in mind, that our Saviour, who is the right of the world, appeared, for the first time, on that day, in the
Temple.
Q. Why are ashes distributed on Ash Wednesday, the first day of Lent?
A. To remind us, that we are only dust and ashes, and that we ought to enter upon that season, in which Jesus was
humbled and mortified for our sake, with an humble and mortified spirit.
Q. Why are Palm branches blessed and distributed on the Sunday before Easter?
A. To remind us of the triumphant entry of our Saviour into Jerusalem.
Q. Why are bells of churches baptized?
A. They are not really baptized, but they are only blessed in the same manner as churches.
Q. Why are bread, wine, eggs, and other things blessed?
A. To induce the Almighty to shower down his benedictions upon those who use them.
Q. When things are consecrated to the service of God do they, in reality, become more sacred?
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A. Yes; for Christ says—Matth. xxiii, 17-19 "Ye foolish and blind, for whether is greater, the gold, or the Temple
which sanctifieth the gold? Ye blind, for whether is greater, the gift, or the altar which sanctifieth the gift?" Where
you see the gold sanctified by the Temple, and the gift by the altar.
Q. Does the Scripture allow the sanctifying or blessing of inanimate things?
A. Certainly; for St. Paul, 1 Tim. iv, 4, 5, says: "Every creature of God is good,....For it is sanctified by the word of
God and prayer."
Q. What does St. Gregory of Nyssa say? (Orat. de Bap. Jesu Christi.)
A. "The mystical oil and wine before benediction are common things and of no virtue, but after benediction both of
them have a great virtue."
Q. Is it not a superstitious practice to make use of inanimate things for religious purposes, to procure blessings?
A. Certainly not; for the Scripture would, in that case, teach superstition.
Q. Where does the Scripture authorize this practice?
A. St. Mark, chap. vi, 19, says: "And they cast out many devils, and anointed with oil many that were sick and
healed them." St.
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John, chap, v, 4, we have—"And an angel the Lord descended at certain times into the pond, and the water was
moved, and he that went down first into the pond after the motion of the water was made whole of whatsoever
infirmity he lay under."
Q. Have you any thing in 4 Kings, chap. v, 10, on this subject?
A. Yes; "And Eliseus sent a messenger to him, saying, Go, and wash seven times in the Jordan, and thy flesh shall
recover health, and thou shalt be clean;'' and in verse 14th, the order is complied with, and he is made clean.
CHAPTER III.
Q. Whence has holy water its virtue?
A. From the prayers of the Church used in blessing it, and from the prayers and piety of those who use it.
Q. What are these prayers?
A. The priest, in blessing it, prays, that against those who use it, the intrigues of the devil may be defeated by the
Holy Spirit of God; and the people, whilst using it, pray in these beautiful words—"Sprinkle me, O Lord, with
hyssop, and I shall he cleansed, wash me and I shall become whiter than snow.''
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Q. Is the use of holy water of very ancient origin in the Church of God?
A. It is mentioned in the 5th chap. of Numbers—"And he (the priest) shall take holy water in an earthen vessel." In
Num. chap. viii, 7, it is again mentioned—"Let them be sprinkled with the water of purification." (See also Exod.
chap.19th and 30th.)
Q. May holy water be used under the New Law?
A. Certainly; for every creature of God may be sanctified by the Word of God and prayer. 1 Tim. iv, 5.
Q. Did the early Church use it?
A. It is mentioned in the Apostolical Instit. Lib, viii, cap. 35; St. Cyprian, Lib. i, Ep. 12; St. Jerom, Ep. 12; St. Basil

de Spiritu Sancto., cap. 27; St. Greg. Mag., Lib. ix, Ep. 71; St. Epiphan. Haer. 30; Euseb., Lib. v, cap. 21.
CHAPTER IV.
Q. Why do Catholics make the sign of the Cross upon themselves, and why is it so frequently used in the Church
service?
A. Because it is a brief profession of the Christian faith, and its use is derived by universal tradition from the
Apostles.
Q. How is it a profession of our faith?
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A. As often as we make the sign of the Cross, repeating at the same time these words: "In the name of the Father,
and of the Son. and of the Holy Ghost"—we profess ourselves followers of, and believers in, redemption by the
Cross, and we at the same time profess our faith in the three Persons of the Adorable Trinity.
Q. How do you prove that the use of this sign is as ancient as the Church itself?
A. From the testimony of the early Fathers and writers: "At the commencement of all our actions, whether we come
in or go out; whether we go to dress, to the bath, to the table, or to rest; whether we take a chair or a light, let us
always begin by making the sign of the Cross on our foreheads. This practice is not commanded by a formal law of
the Scripture, but tradition has taught it, custom confirms it, and faith observes it." Tertul. de Corona, cap. 4.
Q. Do any of the other Fathers mention it?
A. Origen says the same thing—Select. in Ezech. cap. 9. St. Cyril recommends the same practice to the faithful—
Catech. 4. St. Basil—De Spirit. Sanc. cap. 27, No. 66, expressly tells us that it is an apostolical tradition.
Q. Why is the sign of the Cross made so then in the holy Sacrifice, the administration
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of the Sacraments, the benedictions, and exterior worship of the Church?
A. To teach us, that every practice, every ceremony, rite, and service, has its virtue solely through the merits and
death of Jesus Christ upon the Cross, and that all God's graces are showered down upon us on account of his
sufferings and his blood.
Q. Were not the Christian Copts guilty of superstition in making the sign of the Cross with a hot iron on the
foreheads of their children, and was not this the origin of the Catholic practice?
A. Protestants must be very ignorant to make this assertion. The sign of the Cross, not however made by any painful
means, was universally used in the Church. The Copts made the sign of the Cross visible on the foreheads of their
children to prevent them from being stolen by the Mahometans. (See 1'Abbe Renaudot.)
CHAPTER V.
Q. What do the vestments worn by the Priest signify?
A. Each of them signifies some accompaniment of our Saviour's passion. The Amice signifies the piece of linen with
which our Saviour was blindfolded—Matth. xxvi. The Alb represents
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the white garment with which Christ was, in mockery, clothed by Herod—Luke xxiii. The Girdle, Maniple, and
Stole represent the cords and fetters with which Christ was bound—John, chap. xviii, 12, 24. The Chasuble
represents the purple garment which the soldiers put upon our Divine Saviour.
Q. What is meant by the Cross marked on the Chasuble?
A. It represents the Cross which our Saviour carried through the streets of Jerusalem.
Q. What is meant By the corporal and the veil of the chalice?
A. They represent the linen clothes in which our Saviour's body was wrapped, whilst it lay in the tomb.
Q. What does the altar signify?
A. Calvary, upon which our Saviour was crucified, and also the Table used for the Last Supper.
Q. Why is the Missal carried before the Gospel from the right to the left side of the Altar?
A. To commemorate the transference of the Gospel of Christ from the Jews who rejected it, to the Gentiles who
received it.
Q. Why do we stand during the reading of the Gospel?
A. To express our readiness to obey the orders of the Son of God.
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Q. Why does the priest put a drop of water into the wine in the Chalice?
A. To represent the union of the divine and human natures in Christ.
Q. Why does the priest elevate the consecrated elements?
A. To represent the elevation of the Cross after our Saviour was nailed to it.

Q. Why does the priest divide the Host into three parts, and let one of them drop into the chalice?
A. To signify the separation of our Saviour's body From his blood and his soul from both; and to represent the
descent of his soul to Limbo, where the spirits were in prison.
Q. Why does the priest pray sometimes in a low, and at other times in a loud voice?
A. Because Christ did so, whilst he was hanging on the Cross.
Q. Why does the priest bless the people at the end of Mass?
A. To represent the benediction which our Saviour gave to his disciples before he ascended to heaven.
CHAPTER VI
Q. Why Is Mass said in the Latin tongue and not in the vernacular?
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A. In the first place, That the service of God may be everywhere uniformly the same, secondly, That the same words
and same prayers may be used in order to avoid the changes, to which all living languages are so much subject;
thirdly, That the same language may be used over the whole Church, that the pastors of every country may
understand one another, and that the people passing from one country to another may have no difficulty in joining at
the public service, it being everywhere the same.
Q. Are not the people injured by having the public service in a language which they do not understand?
A. By no means; for surely God understands all languages,—prayers will reach His Throne, no matter in what
language they may be uttered; and as to the people, they have the prayers of Mass translated into their own tongue in
their Prayer Books.
Q. Does not St. Paul say—1 Cor. chap. xiv, 19, "But in the Church I had rather speak five words with my
understanding, that I may instruct others also, than ten thousand words in a tongue?"
A. Yes; but St. Paul is speaking here of instruction, as is evident from the words—"That I may instruct others also;"
And the
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Catholic Church in all her sermons, private prayers, and instructions, addresses her children in a language which
they do understand.
Q. Do not Protestants make frequent use of 1 Cor. xiv, against Catholics on this subject?
A. Yes; but if Protestants would think before they speak, they would see that this chapter has nothing to do with the
question. St. Paul, in the whole of this chapter, is reprobating the vain display of miraculous tongues in preachings,
exhortations, or instructions, made by recent converts, more to show their gifts than to glorify God or edify the
people.
Q. Can this chapter be turned against Protestants so as to support the Catholic practice?
A. Yes; in verse 5, St. Paul says—"For greater is he that prophesieth than he that speaketh with tongues, unless
perhaps he INTERPRET, that the Church may receive edification; now the Catholic service is interpreted for the use
of all. Again, verse 13,—"Therefore he that speaketh by a tongue, let him pray that he interpret;" where speaking
tongues is not found fault with, if interpretation follow. In verse 27,—"If any speak with a tongue,....let one
interpret." In fine, in verse 39, the Protestant argument is annihilated by the Apostle. "Wherefore, brethren, be
zealous to
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prophesy, and forbid not to speak with tongues."
Q. Is the Latin in reality an unknown tongue?
A. None but those who are very ignorant will venture to say that it is. In some countries it is still the vernacular
tongue; the learned of every country are acquainted with it; and of all languages it is, at least to a certain extent, the
most universally known.
Q. Is the custom of not performing the service in the vernacular tongue confined to the Catholic Church?
A. No; the Greek, Ethiopian, Indian, and Muscovite schismatics, say Mass in their ancient, and not in their modern
tongues. The Syrians and Egyptians say Mass in Syriac, though Arabic be their vulgar tongue. Arabic is the
language of the Melchites and Georgians; though they say Mass in Greek.
Q. Is there any other reason that the Mass should be said in Latin?
A. The Mass is the one sacrifice of the whole Church, foretold by Malachi, as an offering to be made in every place
under heaven: Hence, all Christians have, in the oneness and unchangeableness of the language in which it is offered
up, a strict bond of union; unity is preserved by uniformity of rite.
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Q. Is it necessary that all the people should understand every word used in the Liturgy?
A. Certainly not. It is only necessary that they should comprehend the nature of the action performed, and unite their

intention and devotion with that of the priest.
Q. What do we find in the Jewish Church?
A. The Jews lost the use of the Hebrew language during the Babylonish captivity so entirely, that when Nehemias
and Esdras read the Law from the Scriptures to the people they were obliged to interpret it, (Nehemias viii, 13.)
Q. What do you infer from this?
A. The Jews spoke Syriac; the Scriptures were not translated into that language until after the time of our Saviour;
yet the Hebrew was still retained in the religious service of the Jews. Besides, from Levit. xvi, and Luke i, it is very
evident that the people were not required to be even so near the priest as to he able to hear him; for they were not
allowed to be even in the Tabernacle when he prayed for himself and the whole congregation.

ON PICTURES OR IMAGES
Q. What is the use of Images?
A. They serve, in the first place, to adorn
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the Church; secondly, to instruct the ignorant and, thirdly, to excite devotion.
Q. Do Catholics adore images?
A. No; Catholics adore God only.
Q. Do Catholics invoke images?
A. No Catholic ever thought of such a thing. Catholics neither hope for, nor ask succor or
grace from them.
Q. What says the 25th Session of the Council of Trent?
A. That we honor pictures or images, not for any virtue these inanimate things possess,
but on account of the originals which they represent. The honor is given to the original
not to the picture; so that in uncovering the head, or kneeling before a picture of Jesus
Christ, we honor and adore Jesus Christ himself.
Q. Does not the commandment forbid the making or the use of pictures or images?
A. No. It only forbids worshipping them as Gods. "Thou shalt not adore them nor serve
them."
Q. If the Scripture condemned as idolatry, the making or use of pictures or images, would
not the Scripture contradict itself?
A. Yes; For in that case God himself would contradict his own command; and in fact
order that idolatry which, in the commandment, he
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had forbid—Exod. chap, xxv, 18: "God said to Moses, thou shalt make also two
cherubims of beaten gold on the two sides of the oracle; let one cherub be on one side,
and the other on the other." See also 20, 21, 22 verses of same chapter.
Q. We see here the likenesses of heavenly: things made by the express command of God;
did he anywhere order, in the same manner the likenesses of earthly things?
A. In the same Exodus, chap. xxviii, 33, he does so: "And beneath, at the feet of the same
tunic, round about, thou shalt make as it were pomegranates of violet, and purple, and
scarlet, twice dyed, with little bells set between." See also 34, 35 verses; and 3 Kings, (1
Kings, Prot. Trans.,) chap, vii, 23, 24, 25, 29. Again, 3 Kings vi, 29; and 3 Kings x, 19.

Read also Osee, (Hosea,) chap, iii, 4.
Q. Did God ever use an image for miraculous purposes?
A. Yes; in Num. xxi, 8,—And the Lord said to him, (Moses,) make a brazen serpent, and
set it up for a sign; whoever being struck shall look on it, shall live;" and in verse 9 you
will see the miraculous effect produced.
Q. You have said that pictures and images adorn the House of God, is it proper to adorn
temples?
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A. Certainly. The Royal Prophet says, Psalm xxv, 8,—"I have loved, O Lord,: the beauty
of thy house, and the place where thy glory dwelleth." And in 2 Kings vii, 2, (Protes. 2
Sam.,) David is ashamed to dwell in a house of cedar, whilst the Ark of God is lodged
within skins. See also Psalm cxxxi, 3, 4, 5. Catholics glory in the splendor of God's house
and the grandeur of his service; and in this they imitate the example of David and
Solomon, (see opening of his temple,) rather than the niggardly parsimony of the traitor
Judas; who wished to sell the box of precious ointment and give the price to the poor, and
for which he received such a severe reprimand from Christ himself—John xii, 3, &c.
Q. Why do Protestants strip the House of God of every ornament, whilst they are so
profusely liberal in the decoration of their own dwelling, and all their worldly
monuments and public buildings?
A. It is because their religion is essentially that of this world. They flatter themselves that
they may obtain heaven at the least possible expense. They give God's glory to
themselves and to their worldly heroes; and their ministers are too much engaged in
providing for wives and families, to give themselves any trouble about or spend any of
their incomes
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in, the erection or decoration of splendid temples to the living God.

ON RELICS
Q. In what manner do Catholics honor relics?
A. As precious remains, which bring to their remembrance distinguished sanctity, and as
dear pledges, which animate their confidence in the communion and intercession of
saints.
Q. Did the first Christians honor relics?
A. Certainly; and it is from them that we have learned to do so.
Q. Repeat St. Augustine's words—Epist, 103, ad Quint.
A. "I send you the relics of St. Stephen, to which pay due honor." St. Jerom wrote a
whole book against Vigilantius, who was the first to deny honor to holy relies.
Q. Have relics any secret or interior power or virtue?
A. No; but God has often granted great favors through them.

Q. Do Catholics adore or worship relics?
A. No, this would be rank idolatry.
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Catholics can, with a safe conscience, say,—"Cursed is he who commits idolatry, who
prays to images or relics, or worships them for God."
Q. Has God himself honored relics, and through them wrought astonishing miracles?
A. Yes; the waters of the Jordan being struck by Eliseus with the mantle of Elias,
suspended their course and afforded him a dry passage,—4 Kings ii, 14, (Prot. ver. 2
Kings ii, 14.) And, in the same chapter, verse 8th, the same astonishing prodigy was
performed by the same means. Read the wonders performed by means of the rod of
Moses, (Exod. vii.) See also 1 Kings, (alias Sam. v,) and also Sam. vi, 19, as to the
wonders God was pleased to perform on account of the Ark, which was certainly a mere
relic. See also 2 Kings, (alias Sam. vi, 6, 7,) and 4 Kings, (alias 2 Kings xiii, 21,) where
the bones of the prophet Eliseus raised a dead man to life.
Q. Are any such examples to be found in the New Testament?
A. Yes; many such—Matth. ix, 20-21. The woman troubled with an issue of blood for
twelve years is cured by touching the hem of our Saviour's garment. In Matth. xiv, 36, as
many as touched the hem of his garment were made whole. In Acts xix, the handkerchiefs
and aprons which had touched the body of St.
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Paul, removed diseases, and expelled devils. In fine, the shadow of St. Peter healed
multitudes that were sick and troubled with unclean spirits. (Acts v, 15, 16.)
Q. What inference do you draw from all this?
A. That Protestants show a lamentable ignorance of Scripture, when they rail against holy
relics. If God has so honored them, and has wrought such wonderful miracles by them, as
honored instruments, under both the Old and New Law, should not all Christians honor
them; and may not those men be deemed wicked who despise the venerable instruments,
used by the Almighty, to display the wonders of his power?
ON PILGRIMAGES
Q. Is there any spiritual advantage to be derived from religious pilgrimages?
A. Yes; when they are performed in the spirit of true devotion.
Q. What can be the use of a pilgrimage to any particular place, since God is every
where?
A. It is useful in this, that, though God is
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everywhere, some places are better calculated to excite devotion than others; for example,
the scenes of any of the great wonders or triumphs of Christianity, the Shrine of SS. Peter
and Paul, the Crib of Bethlehem, or the thrice holy soil of Mount Olivet or Mount
Calvary.
Q. What succor does devotion find in a pilgrimage to such places?

A. We pray with more fervor, and are humbled more sensibly, when we find ourselves as
grievous sinners wandering amongst the monuments of redemption.
Q. Can we glorify God by doing, for his honor, what he has not commanded?
A. Certainly; David—2 Kings xxiii 15, 16, 17—whilst he burned with an ardent thirst,
poured forth the fresh water as an offering to the Lord; and, by this act of mortification,
which was not commanded, he glorified God. The Blessed Virgin surely glorified God by
her voluntary chastity, which was not commanded —(St. Luke, chap, i.) St. Paul glorified
God by the voluntary chastisement of his body—(1 Cor. ix.)
Q. Can you give us any Scriptural example of religious pilgrimages?
A. Elcana and Ann went every year to Silo to pray; and the Blessed Jesus and his Virgin
Mother made a pilgrimage every year to Jeru[pg. 280]
salem to pray in the Temple. These surely are good and sufficient authorities.

ON THE VENERATION OF THE EVER-BLESSED MOTHER OF JESUS.
CHAPTER I.
Q. Do Catholics adore the Blessed Virgin Mary as they adore God?
A. No, this would be idolatry; but Catholics honor her pre-eminent prerogatives with a
degree of veneration infinitely inferior to that which is due to God, but much superior to
that which is due to the angels and saints.
Q. Why honor her at all?
A. Jesus Christ himself—John xii, 26—says, "If any man serve me, him will my Father
honor;" surely, then, even as God honors the Blessed Mary, for no one served his Divine
Son with so great fidelity, our veneration for her cannot be misplaced. Even Dr. Pearson a
Protestant, (Exp. of Creed, p. 178,) says,—"We cannot bear too reverend a regard to the
Mother of our Lord, so long as WE GIVE HER NOT that worship which is due unto the
Lord himself"
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Q. What do you discover so especially eminent in the Blessed Virgin as to demand our
especial veneration?
A. Immediately after the fall of man, the Almighty honors her by pointing her out, four
thousand years before the event, as the person whose seed should crush the serpent's
head. In Isaiah vii, 13, she is made again the subject of a prophecy, and the sacred lips of
the Prophet of the Lord proclaim her virginity—a virtue which in all ages has obtained
the first degree of honor.
Q. What do we find in Luke i, 26?
A. We find she is chosen of all the daughters of Eve to be the Mother of Jesus,—the
CHOICE is made by the ADORABLE TRINITY, and an ARCHANGEL announces the
wonderful tidings to her.
Q. Is the heavenly message delivered by the Angel in such a manner as to give a strong

proof of Mary's exalted dignity?
A. Yes; for she is addressed in language so respectful as to leave no doubt about the
matter. "Hail!" says the Angel, "FULL OF GRACE, THE LORD IS WITH THEE:
BLESSED ART THOU AMONGST WOMEN."
Q. What think you of those Protestants who call the Blessed Virgin an ordinary woman?
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A. We pity them, we tremble for them. An Archangel, bearing the words of the Adorable
Trinity upon his tongue, tells them they are blasphemers of the saints of God. They utter a
falsehood in the face of that exalted creature,—a falsehood in the Face of the Angel,—
nay, a falsehood in the very face of God himself.
Q. Do the above passages of Scripture exhibit her as an ordinary woman?
A. No; but the contrary. Is she an ordinary woman who is made the subject of
prophecy,—with whom the Blessed Trinity communes,—to whom that Blessed Trinity
delegates an ARCHANGEL MESSENGER—Who is declared by the unerring lips of that
Angel to be FULL OF GRACE,—to have THE LORD WITH HER, of all the women of
the earth, to be particularly BLESSED?
Q. What should Protestants do to justify their language towards the Mother of God?
A. They should corrupt their Bible a little more, and make the Angel say,"Hail, thou that
art an ordinary woman,—thou hast no grace,—thou art not blessed more than other,—the
Lord is as much with the wives and daughters of the holy reforming ministers as he is
with thee."
Q. What does Origen, who lived fourteen
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hundred years ago, say to our present purpose?
A. He says,—" 'Hail Full of grace,' &c., is a salutation addressed to MARY ALONE."
CHAPTER II.
Q. What says Luke, i, 35, on this question?
A. "And the Angel answering, said unto her, (Mary,) the Holy Ghost shall come upon
thee and the power of the Most High shall overshadow thee; therefore also that Holy
Thing which shall he born of thee shall be called the Son of God."
Q. Does this passage prove the Blessed Virgin an ordinary woman?
A. Oh! blush for shame, ye reforming pretenders to Scriptural knowledge! Is SHE an
ordinary woman, who holds direct intercourse with the three persons of the Adorable
Trinity? She whose son is the Son of God?—She who is made the mother of the King of
kings?—she whose son, as the Angel tells her, shall be great, and shall be called the Son
of the Highest, who shall sit on the throne of David, and reign over the house of Jacob for
ever?
Q. Does she not, in verse 34, show some
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doubt, when she asks—"How shall this be? seeing that I know not man?"
A. Yes; but the moment that the Angel tells her that the Holy Ghost shall come upon
her,—that all is to be the work of the Most High,—she submits at once, and, with the
most edifying docility and humility, exclaims—"Behold the handmaid of the Lord, be it
done unto me according to thy word."
Q. Is there any thing in the 40th verse of same chapter to throw additional light on the
exalted dignity of the Blessed Mary?
A. Yes; at the salutation of Mary, the babe leaped in Elizabeth's womb, and Elizabeth
was filled with the Holy Ghost.
Q. Did Elizabeth, filled thus with the Holy Ghost, and bearing in her womb the Baptist,
than who none greater was ever born of woman,—did Elizabeth, who was made by God
miraculously fruitful, who knew, though not present at the angelic interview, what had
passed between the Angel and Mary,—did this honored, exalted, and inspired Elizabeth
agree with Presbyterians in thinking the Blessed Virgin an ordinary woman?
A. No; she would have shuddered at such language. She proclaimed Mary's blessedness,
and, though exalted herself, she considered herself highly honored by Mary's
condescension in
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paying her a visit. "And Elizabeth spake out with a loud voice, and said, Blessed art thou
among women, and blessed is the fruit of thy womb; and whence is this to me, that the
mother my Lord should come to me?"
Q. Is there any other proof, in this chapter, of Mary's pre-eminent dignity?
A. The poorest daughter of Eve is ennobled and exalted by becoming the mother of a
king. How great, then, must be the dignity of Mary, who became the mother of the King
of king and Lord of lords! And, when we consider that Jesus could not dwell in an unholy
tabernacle, how ineffably pure and exalted must Mary's spiritual state have been !!
Q. Does not this chapter suggest still some other proofs of her extraordinary and
singular dignity?
A. Yes; she was troubled at the extraordinary nature of the angelic salutation; but the
Angel Messenger of the Most High calmed her fears, by declaring to her the exalted place
she held in the estimation of the Most High. "Fear not, Mary, thou hast found grace with
God." But the circumstance which proclaims above all others her singular pre-eminence
is her maternity combined with virginity. She is a virgin and yet a mother!!! This alone is
sufficient to put to shame those unhappy
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men who seem to glory in reviling the blessed mother of their Redeemer, by proclaiming
her, whose SON THEY ADORE, as an ordinary woman.
Q. What do we learn from Luke i, 18?
A. That the ever-exalted and blessed Mary is a prophetess. She declares of herself that all
generations shall call her BLESSED; and: surely no one will be bold enough to say, that
she, who was full of grace, and the temple of the Holy Ghost, could speak Falsehood.
Q. What inference should you draw from this revealed truth?
A. That Protestants belong not to the true people of God; for they refuse to fulfil this
prophecy. They glory in contemning the Blessed Virgin: they proclaim her an ordinary

woman, instead of obeying the Scripture, which says,—"From henceforth all generations
shall call me blessed."
Q. Does not the Blessed Jesus despise Mary—John ii, 40—in these words—"Woman,
what have I to do with thee?"
A. Yes, according to the corrupt Protestant translation; but according to the Vulgate,
which even the Protestant Grotius considers the SAFEST VERSION, our Saviour's
words are,"Woman, what is it to thee and to me?"
Q. Is the Protestant translation absurd and ridiculous as they understand it?
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A. Certainly; for they would make our Saviour,whose example we are all bound to
imitate, despise and contemn his own mother. She is honored by being asked with him to
the marriage; she was familiar with him previously, for she asks him to work a miracle,
which she clearly knows he can perform. She does not seem hurt by the apparent refusal
of Jesus. But the solution of the whole difficulty is found in the fact, that he works the
very miracle requested by Mary immediately after. Thus, he works his first miracle at the
suggestion or Mary. In Luke ii, 49-51, he treats her with the greatest respect; he forgets
her not, when, even hanging on the Cross in the agony of death, he commends her with
his last breath to the care of his beloved disciple; and yet, after all this, Protestants would
make us believe that he despised her, and treated her with studied contempt at the
marriage-feast of Cana !!
Q. What would you say to the difficulty, if the Protestant translation was correct?
A. He sometimes acted in his character as God, and sometimes as man, and, on this
occasion, he wished to manifest that, as God, he knew their wants and would relieve them
in the same manner as, on another occasion, he said to Mary—"Didst thou not know that I
should be about my Father's business?"
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CHAPTER III.
Q. What says St. Augustine (Serm. on the Announ.) as to the dignity of the Blessed
Virgin?
A. "By what praises; O sacred Virgin, I may extol thee I know not, since thou hast been
deemed worthy to bear in thy womb Him whom the heavens are unable to contain."
Q. What says St. Epiphanius—Adv. Hæres. Lib. iii, F. 2?
A. "Truly life itself was introduced into the world by the Virgin Mary,....Eve brought to
the human race the cause of death,....Mary brought the cause of life."
Q. Is the Greek schismatical Church one with the Catholic Church on this head?
A. Photius, its great leader, speaks thus, (Serm. de Nativ.:) "But you, O Blessed Virgin,
and also Mother of the eternal Lord, our propitiation and refuge, interceding for us with
your Son and our God,....vouchsafe to render us your panegyrists." See Counc. of
Ephesus and Nice, Act 6.
Q. Is the veneration of the Blessed Virgin an ancient practice in the Church?
A. It can owe its origin only to the Apostles, for it can be traced to no later age; no men,
no body of men, no country, can be pointed
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out as having originated it; hence, it is evidently Apostolical, and, consequently, it has the
authority of heaven.
Q. What general conclusion would you draw from all that we have said?
A. That Protestants, in their contempt for the Blessed Virgin, resist the irresistible
evidence of their own Bible. They talk of her as an ordinary woman, whilst, in a flood of
heavenly light, she shines the most singularly preeminent personage that ever was
created. God himself makes honorable mention of her at the very dawn of the world;—the
prophet Isaiah, centuries before the event, proclaims her the illustrious Virgin Mother of
the future Messiah;—an all-wise Deity selects her, of all the daughters of Eve, to be the
Mother of the Redeemer;—the Blessed Trinity sends an Archangel to obtain her
consent;—she is saluted as full of grace;—she is assured that the Lord is with her;—that
she is blessed among women;—that the Holy Ghost will come upon her;—that the Most
High will overshadow her;—that her son shall be called the Son of God;—that she has
found grace with God;—that, though a virgin, she shall conceive the Son of God, at once
a VIRGIN and a MOTHER ! ! ! At the sound of her voice, the infant Baptist leaps in his
mother's womb, and his mother is filled
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with the Holy Ghost. The inspired Elizabeth salutes Mary in the very words of the
Angel—"Blessed art thou among women;" and this Blessed Mary herself bursts forth in
the spirit of prophecy, and foretells, that all generations will call her blessed; and all
generations, during fifteen hundred years, did so, and seven-eighths of Christianity do so
at the present day.
Q. It does appear strange, that Protestants will despise her, whom God has so preeminently sanctified and exalted,—have you any additional considerations which may
have a tendency to make them blush for their rash and unscriptural conduct?
A. Yes; many. For nine months did the Blessed Mary carry our Redeemer in her thrice
holy womb;—she suffered with him at the crib of Bethlehem;—wept over his infant body,
and wiped away his tears;—she sorrowed when he bled in the temple;—fled with him to
Egypt;—tended him during youth;—and was sanctified by his Divine companionship
during thirty three years. She was the companion of all his sorrows, suffering, and
tortures;—her soul was transfixed by every wound he received,—her tears were mingled
with every drop of blood which he shed;—a living monument or grief, she was found at
the foot of the Cross, when all had abandoned him. In the dying
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struggle of Jesus, we find her his anxious care—with his dying breath he commends her
to the affectionate tenderness of his beloved disciple. She received into her arms his
mangled and bloody body, and sorrowed with those who laid him in the tomb;—she
sought him early on the morning of the Resurrection, add was found among his Apostles
on the day of his Ascension and on the day of Pentecost; and even all this is not sufficient
to induce wise and religious Protestants to regard with respect and veneration the Mother
of Jesus !
Q. What should Catholics do in a country where torrents of blasphemous insults are

every day poured fourth against the Mother of God by men calling themselves Christian
ministers?
A. They should have ever on their lips the sweet address of the Archangel Messenger,
thus paraphrased by the holy Athanasius fourteen hundred years ago: "Be mindful of us,
O Blessed Virgin! Hail, full of grace, the Lord is with thee! Thee the angelical and
terrestrial hierarchies proclaim blessed Blessed art thou among women, and blessed is the
fruit of thy womb. O mistress, lady, intercede for us! Queen, and Mother of God, pray for
us!"
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ON PERSECUTION
Q. Is persecution, on account of religious belief a tenet of the Catholic religion?
A. Certainly not. Although some Catholics are said to have persecuted, if matters are
carefully examined, it will be found, that, in some instances, the persecutions arose out of
the wicked spirit of revenge, and in others, that it was not religious opinion which was
persecuted, but gross moral and political crimes. If Catholics have ever been guilty of
persecution, the crime was their own, not that of their religion.
Q. Did Protestants persecute Catholics?
A. Yes; in every country where the Reformed doctrines were received, Catholics were
persecuted. C. Peterson Hooft, a Protestant, reproaches his Protestant countrymen of
Holland thus: "Actuated by: hatred of cruelty, you rush yourselves into acts of cruelty; no
sooner have you secured your freedom, than you wish to tyrannize over others."—Hist.
Reform. Ger. Brand., T. i, p. 333. Knox commenced the Reformation in Scotland, by
being a party to the murder of Cardinal Beatoun. (Tytler's Hist.of Scotland.) In l560, the
Parliament established the Presbyterian re[pg. 293]
ligion, and ordered all the professors of the ancient faith to be punished with death. "With
such indecent haste," says Robertson, "did the very persons, who had just escaped
ecclesiastical tyranny, proceed to imitate the example." In 1596, the Presbytery, writing
to the Ring and Council concerning the Earls of Huntly, Errol, &c., say that, "as they had
been guilty of idolatry, a crime deserving of death, the civil power could not spare them."
Q. Did the French Protestants persecute?
A. They rebelled against their sovereign, prohibited the Catholic religion, murdered the
priests and religious, burnt the churches and convents, and dug up the dead to make
bullets of their leaden coffins. (Maimbourg, Thuanus, Hist. Calv., Lib. 31.) Nic.
Fromenteau, a Protestant, confesses, that in Dauphine alone, they killed two hundred and
fifty-six priests and one hundred and twelve monks or friars. In these atrocities, the
Protestant Baron des Adrets forced Catholic prisoners to jump from the towers upon the
pikes of his soldiers, and obliged his own children to wash their hands in the blood of
Catholics. (Liv.de Finance.)
Q. Did Protestant England persecute Catholic Ireland?
A. Dr. Curry has preserved, amongst many other martyrs, the names of twenty-seven
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priests, who suffered death on account of their religion. (Hist. of Civil Wars in Ireland,
vol. i, p. 8.) See Spondanus and Pagi on the martyrdom of F. O'Hurle, the Catholic
Archbishop of Cashel, a sanguinary deed, perpetrated by Sir W. Drury. See also Bourke's
Hibernia Dominicana, where the number of Irish martyrs, and the dreadful deaths they
died, are given in detail.
Q. Did not the Duke of Alva boast, that, In the Low Countries, he had delivered eighteen
thousand heretics to the executioners?
A. These heretics should have been called rebels, since, according to the Protestant writer
Brand, they had conspired against the life of the duke, then Spanish governor, and put to
death, in cold blood, all the priests and religious they could lay their hands upon. See
Brand, Hist. Reform. des Pays Bas. Feller, Hist. Dict. art. Toledo, says, that Vandermerk
slaughtered more unoffending Catholic priests and peasants in 1572, than Alva executed
Protestants during his whole government. See also on this subject, Mons Kerroux,
L'Abrege de l'Hist. de la Hollunde.
Q. Did not the 4th Lateran Council, in 1215, expressly ordain the persecution of
heretics?
A. In the first place, Matthew of Paris (ad dict. ann.) denies that the supposed persecuting
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Canon was the act of that Council; 2dly, even Dupin, who was more Protestant than
Catholic, Tom. x, p. 104, says, "it is certain that this chapter (the persecuting Canon) is
not the work of the Council;" 3dly, the learned Protestant divine Collier, Eccl. Hist., vol,
i, p. 424, declares, that the Canon in question is spurious;" 4thly, supposing this Canon to
be genuine; it was framed for a particular case and not by the Ecclesiastical part of the
Council alone, but by all the sovereigns of Europe, who were present at the Council,
either by themselves or by their ambassadors.
Q. For what particular class of heretics was this Canon adopted?
A. It was framed to check the horrible brutalities of the Albigenses, who taught that there
were two Gods—one good and the other evil;—that no one could be saved in a married
state;—that unnatural gratifications should be substituted for those of marriage;—that no
kind of flesh-meat could be used without sin;—they threw the Scriptures into the
common sewers, and profaned horribly even the sacred vessels of the Altar. All these,
and many other dreadful impieties, they openly taught and practised, so that even
Mosheim, Eccl. Hist. vol, iii, says: "Their shocking violation of decency was a
consequence of their pernicious system, they
[pg. 296]
looked upon modesty and decency as marks of inward corruption." Such were the men so
often pitied by Protestants as a persecuted race. See Limburch. Hist. of Inquis. See also
Bossuet's Var.
Q. Did not the Council of Constance persecute Wyckliff?
A. He was treated very mercifully; notwithstanding his seditious and impious doctrines,
he was left unpunished during his whole life. Dr. Fiddes, Life of Cardinal Wolsey, pp. 38,
39, Protestant as he was, says: "It was not for their speculative opinions that the followers
of Wyckliff were punished, but because they maintained opinions derogatory to the rights
of princes, injurious to society, and contrary to law" and Archb. Parker says: "The laws

against them were necessary on account of the tumults they occasioned."
Q. What were these impious and seditious doctrines of Wyckliff? were they such as to
deserve prosecution?
A. He taught, 1st, that one mortal sin (an act of drunkenness for example) in a rector,
bishop, magistrate, or sovereign, justified the people in disobeying and deposing these
authorities, (Walsingham, Hist. Ang. p. 283;) 2dly, that no civil laws were to be obeyed,
no taxes paid, unless the justice of such laws could be
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proved from Scripture, (Walsing. ibid;) 3dly that no man could lawfully swear in a court
of justice, (Walsing. page 204,) or confirm his own or his friends' title to an estate for
ever, (Knyght, Col. 2707;) 4thly, that it was sinful in any clergyman to have one shilling's
worth of property, (Knyght, Col. 2648 ;) 5thly, that his followers should despoil all that
had property, (Walsing. p. 284;) 6thly, that God ought to obey the devil, (Knyght, Col.
2648;) 7thly, that colleges and universities were diabolical, (Condem; Coun. Constan.,
Art. 29;) 8thly, that it was unlawful to pray in churches, or keep the Lord's day,
(Hypodig. Walsing. p. 557;) 9thly, that temporal princes should cut off the head of any
Ecclesiastic who sinned; and that, if the prince himself sinned, the people should punish
him. (Knyght, Col. 2657.)
Q. Did this dreadful doctrine produce its bitter fruit?
A. In four years from the time he opened his mission, he and his followers produced,
amongst the people, insurrection, plunder, murder, and civil war. The Chancellor,
Primate Ludbury, Lord Treasurer Hales, and Chief Justice Cavendish, were murdered by
the Wyckliffite rioters, and their intention was to kill the king himself and all the nobility,
(Walsing Hist. Ang. p. 265). They fixed adver[pg. 298]
tisements to the church doors in London, declaring that they had raised one hundred
thousand men, to combat those who did not agree to their opinions, (Walsing. Hist. p.
385.)
Q. At least, John Huss and Jerom of Prague were put to death for heresy.
A. Yes; but they caused violent seditions in Bohemia; they excited a general
insurrection,—they deluged the country with blood. "The Hussites began by murdering
the Mayor of Prague, then they overturned the government of the kingdom, after fighting
several battles against their sovereign in the field, and after everywhere burning down
monasteries, murdering the clergy, and even those who protected them."—Aeneas. Sylv.
ap Fleury.
Q. But were not Huss and Jerom put to death by the Ecclesiastical Council of Constance?
A. No; the Council excommunicated them, and declared it had no farther power
regarding them, (Act. Counc. Sess. 15.) Nay, the Church, under her highest penalty,
forbids any Ecclesiastic to concur in any sanguinary punishment; and hence, the bishops
in the British Parliament leave the house, when trials of life and death are going on.
Q. But were not these men burnt at the insistance of the Council?
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A. No; they were committed to the flames by the magistrates, acting on the laws of the
land, and by the order of the Elector Palatine and of the Emperor Sigismond, (L'Enfant, L
iii, § 48.) Nor had the Council any thing to do with their death; its acts are still extant;
and we have its history by L'Enfant, a Calvinist, who does not even hint at such
solicitation on the part of the Council.
Q. Was not the Council culpable in permitting the execution of these men, after granting
them a safe-conduct?
A. The Council could not prevent the execution of seditious rebels; John Huss had no
safe-conduct, but merely a passport, promising him protection to and from the Council,
(L'Enfant, Hist. Cons. L. i. parag. 41.) The Council was guilty of no breach of faith to
Jerom, but he was guilty of flagrant perjury to the Council; he publicly anathematized his
own doctrine, and yet afterwards confessed that, at the time he denounced it, he believed
every tittle of it in his heart. See the Calvinist L'Enfant, Lib. iv, parag. 75.
Q. Are not the Protestants who were slaughtered on St. Bartholomew's day at Paris, an
undeniable proof that the Catholic Church persecutes?
A. Very far from it; that massacre was
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caused by the unrelenting vengeance of Charles IX. and the bloody ambition of Catherine
de Medicis. "On the day of this massacre an edict is published, in which the king
declares, that whatever had happened was done by his express order, and not out of
hatred to Protestants, but to put an end to the conspiracy of the Calvinist Coligni and his
nefarious companions."
Q. What did the Calvinists do, which thus provoked the inexcusable vengeance of the
king?
A. They were reported to the king, as having hatched a plot to overturn his government
and destroy himself. They certainly attempted to seize the king, and overturn the
constitution of his dominions, (Maimb. Lib. iv, Conspiracy of Amboise and Meaux;) they
threatened to whip the king, and to make a mechanic of him, (Ibid.;) they fought four
battles against him, and treasonably delivered Havre de Grace, the key of his dominions,
to Queen Elizabeth, a foreign potentate: they murdered multitudes of priests, religious,
and unarmed people, burned churches and monasteries, and made rivers of blood flow in
the very streets of Paris, (Davila.) In the city of Pamiers, they murdered all the clergy
who composed a procession on Corpus Christi. Heylin, Hist. Presb. Lib. ii.
[pg. 301]
Q. Did not the Bishops encourage the massacre of St. Bartholomew?
A. No; on the contrary, the bishop of Lisieux opposed the execution of the king's order,
saying: "It is the duty of the good shepherd to lay down his life for his sheep, not to let
them be slaughtered before his face. These are my sheep, though they are gone astray,
and I am resolved to run all hazards in protecting them." Maimb., Conten., Fleury, &c.
Q. Did not Pope Gregory XIII. rejoice when he heard of this massacre?
A. If he did, it was because the matter was represented to him, not in its true colors, but
as a victory gained by the king in a fair manner over impiety and sedition. Thuan. Lib. i;
Maimb. Lib. iv. "The Pope considered Charles's act, as a necessary act of self-defence
against the infamous, treasonable, and bloody plot of the Calvinists, Coligni, &c., against

his life and government." Pagi. Brev. Gest. Rom. Pant. vol. vi, p. 729.
ON THE INQUISITION
Q. Is not the Inquisition a state engine employed by the Catholic Church for the purpose
of persecution?
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A. No; the Church has not, and never has any connection with the Inquisition, farther
than this, that some of her members, through mistaken zeal, resorted to this cruel and
unwarrantable means for the purpose of suppressing immoral, blasphemous, and infidel
doctrines.
Q. Why do you say that the inquisition is no part of the Catholic religion?
A. Because no such court existed till the twelfth century; and in many Catholic countries
no such tribunal has ever existed; whilst, in some of those where it was established, it has
been long since suppressed.
Q. Was not St. Dominic the founder of the Inquisition?
A. This is a Protestant calumny; it was nowhere established till after his death. Mosheim,
Saec. xiii.
Q. If some Popes and Bishops and Catholic Princes established and used this dreadful
engine, it must certainly be a part of the Catholic religion?
A. No more than Queen Elizabeth's Court of High Commission, which the Dissenters of
that period declared to be more intolerable than the Inquisition itself, was a necessary part
of Protestantism. See Hume Hist. Eng. James II., c. vi; Mosheim, vol. iv, p. 395.
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Q. Was not the Inquisition, with Ecclesiastics at its head, competent to pass sentence of
the loss of limbs or death?
A. No; it had no such power. Very few received sentence of death at all from the Roman
Inquisition; there is not one such sentence recorded; and more blood was shed by the
Calvinistic Huguenots of France on account of religion, than could have been shed by
five hundred Spanish Inquisitions.
Q. Why such an engine at all?
A. The rulers at that time were, in their wisdom, impressed with the idea, that it was the
best mode of suppressing sacrilege, profanation, apostacy, magic, and other crimes,
which are corporally punished in every country, whether Catholic or Protestant. How
many witches did the Calvinist ministers burn in Scotland, or the early Puritans in N.
England? How many Papists did they persecute and prosecute? (Arnot's Hist. of
Edinburgh.)
Q. The Inquisition, then, is no essential part of the Catholic religion?
A. It is so far from being so, that most Catholics condemn it as loudly and as earnestly as
Protestants themselves. It is a mere state engine, which certain rulers used as a matter of
policy, not so much to put down heresy, as to check the seditions and immorali[pg. 304]

ties that, in every age, were the consequences of heresy, an engine which Catholics in
general denounce as opposed equally to policy justice, and charity.
Q. Have Protestants any right to be perpetually harping on the Inquisition?
A. As a matter of principle, they should come to the charge with clean hands; living, as
they do, in glass houses, they should not throw stones. What difference is there between
the jails, into which they cast thousands of Catholics, and the prison of the Inquisition;
and what difference between the deaths the unhappy victims on both sides died? If Queen
Mary put to death two hundred and seventy-seven Protestants for their rebellious
opposition, Protestants have had ample revenge, through the first Protestant king, Henry
VIII, who slaughtered sixty Catholics for denying his spiritual supremacy; and through
their merciless Elizabeth, who persecuted, in most instances, to death, and in all to utter
ruin, twelve hundred Catholics, for their faith; and if Mary burnt her victims, Elizabeth
hanged, quartered, embowelled, and burnt hers. See, For other examples of persecution,
Lingard, vol. viii, reign of Elizabeth; and for the penal laws against Catholics, vol. viii, p.
143. In fact, Catholics have experienced from the Protestants of these
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countries only one continued persecution more or less intense. They have been permitted
to fight for the honor of a country and the security of a crown, which, in return, gave
them no encouragement, and, till very lately, scarcely any protection.

ON THE POWER OF A GENERAL COUNCIL,
OR PAPAL CONSISTORY, IN TEMPORAL MATTERS.
Q. Can a General Council frame new matters, or articles of faith?
A. No; a General Council can only define what has been already revealed and belongs to
the deposit of faith.
Q. Have not Popes at times claimed the right of deposing sovereigns?
A. For many centuries monarchs were consecrated in the Church, with ceremonies
instituted by the Church, they swore in the hands of bishops of the Catholic Church to
govern justly and to respect the rights of the people and of God's Church.
Q. If a king violated his oath, what was the tribunal at which he could be arraigned?
A. The Holy See was the recognized tri[pg. 306]
bunal. If the charges were sustained he was condemned, and unless he reformed was
declared to have forfeited his throne by violating his oath of office.
Q. Was the action of the Popes in such cases in favor of the rights of the people?
A. It was in all cases.
Q. Are the States of Europe more happy or quiet now that this power is no longer
recognized?
A. No century in history has been so many monarchs deposed and driven into exile as the
last hundred years, or so many small States swept away entirely.

Q. How are these changes made?
A. By secret societies, plots, conspiracies and revolutions, or by the unbridled ambition
of princes who by force of arms crush all surrounding States and establish a military
despotism.
Q. What is the body which these secret societies and despotic military sovereigns alike
oppose and seek to crush?
A. The Catholic Church.
Q. Are equivocation or mental reservation, allowed by the Catholic Church?
A. No; these are Protestant charges, invented for the purpose of exhibiting Catholics in
odious colors. The Catholic Church never
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taught such unworthy doctrines; on the contrary, she disapproves and condemns them.

ON THE READING OF THE SCRIPTURES.
Q. Do Catholics forbid the reading of the Sacred Scripture?
A. No; they only forbid the abuse of that thrice Holy Volume, which the Catholic Church
has ever preserved and regarded as one of her most sacred deposites, and without whose
preservation the Protestant Church would never have had it.
Q. Is it forbidden to any one?
A. Yes, to those who would certainly abuse it, to those ignorantly proud people, of whom
St. Peter speaks, where he says (2 Pet. i, 20,) that certain parts of St. Paul's Epistles "are
HARD to be understood which the UNLEARNED and UNSTABLE wrest, as also the
rest of the Scriptures, to THEIR OWN PERDITION."
Q. Why are not all permitted to interpret the Scripture as they will?
A. Because (2 Pet. iii, 16) God has given only "SOME to be apostles, some prophets,
other some evangelists, and some pastors and teach[pg. 308]
ers." Because its sense is to be sought from those who were sent to teach; from the "lips
of the Priest who shall keep knowledge, and from whose mouth they shall require the
law." Mal. ii, 7.
Q. Do not Catholic Bishops and Popes discourage the reading of the Scriptures?
A. No; the Catholic clergy are bound to read the Scripture for nearly an hour every da y;
the Catholic Bishops of Great Britain publicly declared, in 1826, that the circulation of
authentic copies of Scripture was never discouraged by the Church; Pope Plus VII., in a
rescript, April 18, 1820, addressed to the English Bishops, tells them "to encourage their
people to read the Holy Scriptures, because nothing can be more useful more consoling,
more animating. They serve to confirm the faith, to support the hope, and to inflame the
charity of the true Christian."
Q. Does not the Catholic Church forbid versions of the Scripture into modern tongues for
the very purpose of keeping the Scripture from the people?

A. Even the Rev. Robert Adams refutes his Protestant slander; though a Protestant
himself, he declares that the Catholic laity are not debarred the use of the Scriptures.—
Religious World Displayed, vol. ii p. 78. But
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the best refutation of this calumny is, that Pope Plus VI, writing to Martini, Archb. of
Florence, on the subject of his translation of the Scriptures, applauds his zeal in
publishing his version, and exhorts the faithful to read it. This document is dated April
1788, and is prefixed to every English edition of the Catholic Bible.
Q. Is it not said that Catholics published few versions of Scripture till they they were
compelled to do so by Protestant example?
A. This is another Protestant slander propagated to catch the ignorant. Before
Protestantism had a being, there were upwards of twenty versions of the Scripture into
almost all the modern languages, as will be evident from the subjoined detail.
EARLY CATHOLIC VERSIONS

Fust's, printed at Mentz, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Bender's printed at Augsburg, . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Malermi's Italian Bible, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Four Gospels, Belgic, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Entire Bible, Belgic, Cologne, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Julian's (an Augustinian monk,) . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Delft Edition, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
St. Vincent Ferrier's Spanish, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Gouda Edition, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Guyards des Moulins, French, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Four Versions mentioned by Beausobre,
(Hist. de la Reformation, livre iv,) printed before . . . . .
Estaple's New Testament, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Old Testament printed before . . . . . . . .
Bruccioli's Italian Bible, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Antwerp and Louvain, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
EARLY PROTESTANT VERSIONS

Anno

146
2
146
7
147
1
147
2
147
5
147
7
147
7
147
8
147
9
149
0
152
2
152
3
152
6
153
2
157
8

Luther's Version of the New Testament, . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Tyndale's New Testament, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
First Belgic Version, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Luther's Old Testament, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Tyndale's Pentateuch, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Miles Coverdale's Version . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Olivetan's Old Testament, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
First Italian Version, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
ENGLISH CATHOLIC VERSIONS

Anno

1522
1526
1527
1530
1530
1535
1537
1562

Version of the whole Bible, MS., . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Anno
1290
Anglo-Saxon Version, MS. about . . . . . . . . . . . . .
1300
FRENCH, GERMAN, SPANISH, AND ITALIAN MS. VERSIONS
German, about 800; Italian, 1270; Spanish, 1280; French 1294.*

* Six versions, and twelve editions, of the Sacred Volume appeared in German before
Luther's time. The same is true of three versions, and many editions, in Italian. Four
versions, with a multitude of editions, were published in Gothic and French. Two Belgic
versions, with several editions. The Bohemian version was published, Prague, 1488; at
Putna, 1498; at Venice, 1506, and 1511. For other Catholic translations, in almost all the
languages of the world, and many of them published in Rome, the very HOTBED of
POPERY,—See Le Long's Bibliotheca Sacra, Bochmer, Leipsic, 1709; and note
appended to Lord Shrewsbury's Letter to Lord Bealey, page 90.
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ON MONKS, FRIARS, AND NUNS.
Q. What is the meaning of religious Orders?
A. The very fact that we have in revelation counsels, as well as commands, proves that
such Orders should exist in the Church as should observe these counsels, for Christ did
not give them in vain.
Q. What do you mean by counsels?
A. Those virtues which Christ has recommended, but not commanded under pain of sin,
such as chastity, voluntary poverty, &c.
Q. Is there not something wrong in becoming a Monk or a Nun?
A. No; but if we are to believe the Scripture, there is something peculiarly praiseworthy
in doing so. Christ speaks often of the danger of riches; he tells the young man in the
Gospel to go and sell all that he had, and give it to the poor, if he wished to be perfect.
Now, this is what Monks and Nuns do; and can there be any thing wrong in following the
advice of Christ himself, in embracing a life of voluntary poverty, instead of exposing
one's self to the seductive danger of riches? St. Paul declares, that he who giveth his
virgin in marriage doth well but he that giveth her not,
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doth better; and can there be any thing wrong in following this advice of the Apostle, in
vowing and preserving that brightest of all virtues—chastity? Christ declares, that we
must deny ourselves, take up our cross, and follow him; can there then be any thing

wrong in those, who, finding that they cannot do this well in the midst of this world's
temptations, retire from it into the cloister, and there practise the counsels of Christ, in
obedience to, and under the guidance of, the great masters of a religious life, always to be
found in every religious establishment?
Q. Are all religious employed merely in laboring for their own, or praying for the
salvation of others?
A. No; many religious Orders are established entirely for the good of their neighbors,
some to teach the ignorant, others to preach the Gospel, some to provide for the poor,
others to imbue the minds of the rich youth with knowledge and virtue, some to attend
the sick, especially in the public hospitals, and others to redeem the slave and the captive.
Q. May there not be abuses in these establishments?
A. There is nothing so good that it may not be abused; marriage, every profession, the
very Word of God nay, our common Christianity
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are all occasionally abused; but surely no good Christian will think this an argument
either against them, or to get rid of them.

ON THE CHARGE OF IGNORANCE MADE
AGAINST CATHOLICS.
Q. Did not the Reformation bring the blessing of learning into the world?
A. Protestants attribute to the Reformation, what is due solely to the art of printing,
discovered before the introduction of the new religion of Luther.
Q. Did the Catholics use the art of printing for the promotion of literature before
Protestantism had a being?
A. Before the end of the fifteenth century, printing presses were wrought in thirty-four
towns of France alone; and between the years 1455 and 1536, twenty-two millions nine
hundred and thirty-two thousand volumes had been printed. The Popes, Nicholas V. and
Sixtus IV., with the Princes and Kings of most European countries, were the munificent
patrons of the arts and sciences, (Recherches sur les Bibliotheques, pp. 82, 207, 233,
180.) Learning was in such a flourishing state in Germany,
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that ten Universities were founded between the years 1403 and 1508. Erasmus declares
that learning triumphed in England, that the King, the Queen, two Cardinals, and almost
all the Bishops, exerted themselves in promoting it." (Ad Pet. Bembum; Basileæ, 1518.)
Indeed, all the Universities in Europe were founded by Catholics and in Catholic times.
During three hundred years, Protestants have shown their wish to promote learning by the
erection of only two Universities, those of Dublin and London.
Q. By whom were the Universities of Scotland erected?
A. By Bishops and Popes: That of St. Andrews, by the Catholic Bishop Wardlaw, under
the sanction of Benedict XIII, in 1413; that of Glasgow, by Pope Nicholas V., aided by

Bishops Muirhead and Turnbull, in 1450; that of Aberdeen, called King's College, by
Pope Alexander VI., to which Bishop Elphinstone largely contributed. Even the
Edinburgh University was projected by a Catholic Bishop, (Reid of Orkney,) who left
eight thousand merks for that purpose. Indeed, every nation in Europe, by the proudest
monuments, such as Oxford, Cambridge, Bologna, Sorbonne, Salamanca, bears
irrefragable testimony to the untiring exertions of the Cath[pg. 315]
olic Church for the promotion of the arts and Sciences.
Q. Can you illustrate this matter by any additional consideration?
A. Yes; is not Europe indebted to Catholic Bishops and Popes for its civilization, its laws,
and all its knowledge of the fine arts? Are not painting, sculpture, music, and
architecture, all completely and entirely Catholic? If you have any doubt, only look to the
magnificent abbeys and cathedrals which have survived the fury of Vandalic reform, and
which the barbarous hand of Protestantism has left only a interesting ruins, and you will
be quickly convinced. No wonder, then, that the candid Colonel Mitchell, in his Life of
Wallenstein, should declare, that "deep and indelible is the debt which RELIGION AND
CIVILIZATION OWE TO THE EARLY ROMAN PONTIFFS AND TO THE
CHURCH OF ROME. They strove long and nobly to forward the cause of human
improvement."
Q. Did not even the Monasteries possess large libraries and men of learning?
A. For this we have excellent Protestant authority. "The monasteries....had more
opportunities for study than the secular clergy possessed...But their most important
service was as secure repositories for books. All our
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manuscripts have been preserved in this manner." (Hallam, Mid. Ages, vol. ii, p. 439.)
"When the monks were settled in the reign of King Edgar, they promoted a general
improvement; they were very industrious in restoring learning, and retrieving the country
from the remarkable ignorance of these times." (Collier Hist. Ecclesiast.) ''A little before
the Reformation, many of the great monasteries were NURSERIES OF LEARNING; the
SUPERIORS of monasteries were men of distinction." (Ibid.) Bishop Tanner says: " The
monasteries were schools of learning and education."
Q. What was the order of Pope Gregory VII. to the Bishops of the Church?
A. He urged all the Bishops in Christendom to encourage literature and the arts, and to
have each a school attached to his Cathedral Church. (Voigt, Hist. Greg. VII., French
Trans., p. 500.)
Q. What was the opinion of Burke, Gibbon, and Lord Hutchinson, as to Catholic
learning?
A. The first declared, that "France alone had produced more eminent scholars than all the
Protestant Universities of Europe;" the second said, that "one Monastery of Benedictine
Monks gave to the world more works of learning than both the Universities of Eng[pg. 317]

and;" and the third spoke thus to the British House of Lords: "Catholicity, which has this
night been the subject of so much abuse, has been the belief of the most extensive and
ENLIGHTENED nations of Europe, and of the most illustrious characters that ever did
honor to the name of man:" (Cob., Letter i; Lingard's Tracts, p. 63.)
Q. Do not Protestant countries stand much higher, in modern times, as to education,
comfort, and prosperity, than Catholic countries?
A. They turn their whole attention to worldly prosperity; religion gives them little
concern; and hence it would not be very surprising if, in the above branches, they were in
advance. That such, however, is not the case, you have only to read, Howitt's Life in
Germany—Tait, Feb. 1843; Turnbull's Austria, vol. i, p. 219; Ibid, vol. ii, pp. 66, 72—see
also, p. 59; Borrow's Bible in Spain, chap. v. Even Dr. Welsh, in the General Assembly
of 1835, admitted, that Scotland, "instead of being the very first in point of education,
holds a very low place in respect of some Protestant, and I must," he says, "add, some
ROMAN CATHOLIC COUNTRIES." This from a minister is a very large admission;
and when taken in connection with the declaration of a British Secretary of State on the
Factory question,
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"that Protestant England is the most ignorant Christian country in the world," and with
the astounding proofs of spiritual and temporal ignorance laid before that Factory
Commission, must be considered as perfectly conclusive.
Q. What does Mr. Laing—Notes of a Traveller, pp. 435, 442—say as to the comparative
state of education?
A. In page 435, after saying that the poverty-stricken intellectual recluse is the Popish
priest of the Nineteenth Century, he adds, "Our clergy in Scotland have a very erroneous
notion of the state of the Popish clergy;....we often hear them prayed for, as men
wallowing in luxury, and sunk in gross ignorance. This is somewhat injudicious, as well
as uncharitable; for when the youth of their congregations....come in contact abroad with
the Catholic clergy, so described, and find them in learning, liberal views, and genuine
piety, according to their own doctrines, so very different from the description, and the
describers, there will unavoidably arise comparisons....by no means edifying or flattering
to their clerical teachers at home....Our Churchmen should understand better the strength
of a formidable adversary,....who brings into the field zeal and purity of life equal to their
own. The education of the regular clergy of the Catholic
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Church, is, perhaps, positively higher, and, beyond doubt, comparatively higher, than the
education of the Scotch clergy. By positively higher, is meant that, among a given
number of Parish and of Scotch clergy, a greater proportion of the former will be found,
who read with ease and a perfect mastery the ancient languages—Greek, Latin, and
Hebrew—and the Eastern languages connected with that of the Old Testament,—a greater
number of profound scholars, a greater number of high mathematicians, and a higher
average amount of acquired knowledge." In page 442, he adds, "The Catholic clergy
adroitly seized on education, and not, as we suppose in Protestant countries, to keep the
people in darkness and ignorance, and to inculcate error and superstition, but to be at the

head of the great social influence of useful knowledge." Again, in page 439, alluding to
the gross calumny, "that the Catholic clergy seek to keep their people in ignorance," he
scouts the impudent saying in the following masterly style: "This opinion of our
Churchmen seems more orthodox, than charitable, or correct. The Popish clergy have, in
reality, less to lose by the progress of education than our own Scotch clergy. In Catholic
Germany, in France, Italy, and even Spain, the education of the common people, in
reading,
[pg. 320]
writing, arithmetic, music, manners, and morals is, at least, as generally diffused, and as
faithfully promoted, by the clerical body, as in Scotland. It is by their own advance, and
not by keeping back the advance of the people, that the Popish priests of the present day
seek to keep a-head of the intellectual progress of the community. Education is, in reality,
not only not repressed, but is encouraged, in the Popish Church, and is a mighty
instrument in its hands, and ably used. In every street in Rome, for instance, there are, at
short distances, public primary schools, for the education of the children of the lower and
middle classes. Rome, with a population of 158,678 souls, has 372 public primary
schools, with 482 teachers, and 14,099 children attending them. Has Edinburgh so many
public schools for the instruction of those classes? I doubt it. Berlin, with a population
about double that of Rome has only 264 schools. Rome has also her University, with an
average attendance of 660 students; and the Papal states, with a population of two and a
half millions, contain seven universities. (Protestant) Prussia, with a population of
fourteen millions, has only seven....The statistical fact, that Rome has above a hundred
schools more than Berlin, for a population little more than half that of Berlin, puts
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to flight a world of humbug....Is it asked, what is taught to the people of Rome by all
these schools? Precisely what is taught at Berlin. (the most Protestant capital of the most
Protestant country in the world,)—reading, writing arithmetic, geography, languages,
religious doctrine of some sort." This ample attestation, given by an enemy, when looked
at along with the extraordinary exertions that are made, now that the penal laws are done
away with in Great Britain and Ireland and other countries of Europe, by the Catholics of
these countries, in establishing schools, educational convents, and colleges, should, we
think, open the eyes of the veriest bigot to this truth, that the Catholic Church loves
learning, and promotes the arts and sciences.

ON THE CHARGE OF UNCHARITABLENESS.
Q. Are Catholics uncharitable to Sectarians?
A. Certainly not; since the Church teaches them to love all mankind, to pray for all, to
forgive all, and to do good corporally and spiritually to all, respective of creed country, or
color.
[pg. 322]

Q. Does she not teach that there is no salvation out of the Church?
A. We have already proved that there is only one true Church, as there is only one Lord,
one faith and one baptism, and that the Catholic Church is that one true fold. Hence it is
not only not uncharitable, but very charitable in Catholics to declare to the world what is
laid down in Scripture, which teaches, that sects and heresies and schisms are sins which
exclude from heaven. St. Paul declares, that "they that do such things, shall not inherit the
kingdom of God."—Gal. v, 20, 21.
Q. Do Catholics charge all that are apparently out of their communion with the crimes of
heresy and schism, and consequently exclude them from salvation
A. No; all baptized children who die before they sin mortally, and before they embrace
and believe error, are members of the true Church. Again, all those sincere people belong
to the soul of the Church, who, being baptized, and believing the great fundamental truths
of Christianity, and who are prevented from believing it in all its details, not by
carelessness, nor temporal interest, nor human respect, nor the spirit of obstinacy, nor by
malice, but simply because they never doubted, and never had sufficient means of
knowing the truth, which
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they would embrace at once, and with gladness, could they only discover it,—all these,
we say, belong to the soul of the Church, and will be saved, if they lead good lives and do
not violate God's law.
Q. What do you mean by the soul of the Church?
A. All those belong to the body of the Church who are openly professing Catholics; to the
soul of the Church belong all such as I have above described, who, being baptized, and
believing the fundamental truths of religion, are living separate from the body of the
Church, not by any fault of their own, but purely by not having sufficient means to lead
them into a knowledge of the whole truth.
Q. Do Protestants expressly teach the very doctrine they unjustly blame in us, "exclusive
salvation?"
A. Yes; the 16th Article of the Old Presbyterian Confession says: "That there is one Kirk,
out of which Kirk neither life nor eternal felicity is to be hoped for." The 25th chap. of the
Westminster Confess. declares, "that those who profess the true religion, (there can be
only one religion true,) with their children, are the house of God, out of which there is no
ordinary possibility of salvation." The 18th chap. of the Church of England Articles de[pg. 324]
clares, "that they also are to be had accursed, that presume to say, that every man shall be
saved by the law or sect which he professeth." The same is the doctrine taught in the
Prot. Belgian Confess., 1561, and by the Synod of Dort, 1619. The French Prot.
Catechism, Edit. 1710, p. 283, says, "Without doubt, out of the Church, there is nothing
but DEATH and DAMNATION." This is extraordinary doctrine to come from the lips of
men who came out of the only Church in the world a few years before.
Q. What do you conclude from all this?
A. That those pretended lovers of charitable doctrine must be very blind who look for
such in any Protestant Communion.

ON HERESY
CHAPTER I.
Q. What is heresy?
A. An obstinate attachment to one's own private opinion, in opposition to what is
declared an article of faith; and he is guilty of it who prefers his own opinion to the
declared doctrine of the universal Church; for example,
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if he hold obstinately any meaning he chooses to give to any portion of Scripture, which
meaning is opposed to that given by the Church.
Q. Have all heretics pretended to prove their peculiar doctrines from Scripture?
A. All, without exception. The Arians denied the consubstantiality of the Word,
depending on that passage of St. John, chap. xiv—"My Father is greater than I." The
Macedonians denied the divinity of the Holy Spirit, on these words—Rom. viii, 26—"The
Spirit himself asketh for us with unspeakable groanings." The Manicheans pretended to
prove, that Christ became man only in appearance, by Philip. ii, 7—"Taking the form of a
servant; being made in the likeness of men." The Nestorians fancied they proved, that in
Christ there were two persons, by Coloss. ii, 9—"For in him dwelleth all the fulness of the
Godhead corporally." The Eutychians cited John, chap. i,—"and the Word was made
flesh,"—to prove, that Christ had only one nature; and the Pelagians founded their denial
of original sin, on Ezech. xviii, 20—"The son shall not bear the iniquity of the father."
Q. What was the source of all these errors?
A. The presumptuous desire and determination of each Heresiarch to prefer his own in[pg. 326]
terpretation of the Scripture, to that given by the whole Church.
Q. Were Luther and Calvin guilty of a similar irrational presumption?
A. They were shipwrecked on the same rock which had caused the ruin of all the
Heresiarchs that had gone before them. Calvin, for example, gave these words—"this is
my body"—a figurative meaning, whilst the whole Church then existing, and the whole
Christian world during fifteen hundred years, understood them in their natural sense.
Luther explained these words—Rom. iii—"Man is justified by faith without the works of
the law''—as dispensing with the necessity of good works, and the observing of God's
commandments, whilst the whole Church understood these words to mean, that man is
justified neither by the works of the natural nor of the Jewish law, but by faith in Jesus
Christ, and by the works which proceed from that faith, having the grace of God for their
source.
Q. Did Luther and Calvin act uniformly on this irrational principle of preferring each his
own single individual judgment to that of the whole Church?
A. Yes; such was the principle upon which they grounded each article of their new faith.
Q. Can Luther, or any of his followers, be
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excusable before God, seeing that each one of them prefers, in the interpretation of
Scripture, his own one light, and his own one judgment, to the light and judgment of the
whole Church?
A. Certainly not; for to such individual we say: Either you believe that you are fallible in
the interpretation which you give the Scripture, or you hold that you are infallible: if you
say you are fallible, then your faith is uncertain and vacillating, and, consequently, is not
faith at all; but if you say you are infallible, then your absurd presumption drives you to
assert, that the whole Church may err in her interpretation of Scripture, but that you
individually can interpret it with infallible certainty ! !
Q. What can he reply to this dilemma?
A. We defy him to make any satisfactory reply; he being either the victim of perplexity,
or the dupe of the most insupportable obstinacy.
CHAPTER II.
Q. Have you observed any peculiarities which have uniformly accompanied every
important heresy that has made its appearance in the Christian world?
A. Yes; five peculiarities are always observable. 1st, Every Heresiarch presumed to
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blame the Church with having fallen into pernicious error; 2dly, These Heresiarchs, with
their adherents, always separated themselves from the Church 3dly, They uniformly
taught new doctrines, unknown till then in the Christian world; 4thly, They always gave
their own name, or the name of their country, or the name of their new dogmas, to their
followers; 5thly, Not one of them could ever prove that he had a lawful mission.
Q. Have you observed the same traits in the Heresiarchs Luther and Calvin?
A. Yes; like Arius, Macedonius, Nestorius, and Eutyches, they blamed the Church,—they
separated themselves from her,—they taught new doctrines,—they gave their names to
then followers—and they were unable to prove a lawful mission.
Q. How do you prove that Luther, for example, taught new, dogmas?
A. We defy him or any of his followers to name even one country, one perish, or even
one village, which, from the time of Christ until Luther appeared, ever taught, that there
are only two sacraments,—that the Mass is an abomination,—the invocation of saints,
idolatry—Purgatory, a Superstition,—and the Pope, Antichrist.
Q. Have you remarked any other peculiarity
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as often as any new, doctrine appeared in the Church?
A. We can always name the author of such new creed,—tell the place and time where it
made its first appearance, give the names or the first men who opposed it,—and point out
the Council which condemned it. Thus we know that ARIUS, in the YEAR 315, in
ALEXANDRIA, a city of Egypt, was the first to teach, that Christ Jesus was not equal to
the Father; and we know, that this error was combated by the PATRIARCH

ALEXANDER and by ST. ATHANASIUS, and that it was CONDEMNED BY THE
FIRST COUNCIL OF NICE.
Q. Do we observe the same peculiarities, as to the new doctrine of Luther?
A. Exactly the same. That doctrine made its first appearance at WITTEMBERG, in
Saxony, in the YEAR 1517; it had LUTHER for its author; was COMBATTED BY ALL
THE UNIVERSITIES to which he appealed; and was finally CONDEMNED BY THE
COUNCIL OF TRENT.
Q. What other marks of novelty do you discover in Luther's doctrine?
A. Three other marks. That doctrine was at first embraced by very few; all those who
embraced it, had been previously taught a very different doctrine; and its appearance
gave rise to great confusion, amazement, and sedition.
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Q. May it not be said, that Luther taught nothing new, but merely re-established what the
Apostles taught?
A. This reply is justly suspected, because it was the reply of every Heresiarch that
appeared in the world.
Q. How do you refute this assertion?
A. The doctrine of the Apostles could never cease to be taught, because Christ declared
he would be with his Apostles teaching ALL DAYS, even to the consummation of the
world; but the doctrine of Luther was not only not taught, it was not even known before
his own time; therefore, the doctrine of Luther was not the doctrine of the Apostles.
CHAPTER III.
Q. Were Luther and Calvin better able to prove their mission, than were Arius,
Macedonius, or Nestorius?
A. No; in this they had the very same difficulty to contend with as had these Heresiarchs.
Q. How did the Catholics prove to the reforming leaders that they had no mission?
A. They said to them: Your ecclesiastics superiors have not sent you to preach or baptize;
therefore you have no ordinary mission: but neither have you an extraordinary mission;
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for, if you were sent immediately and directly by God himself, you would have been able
to prove this, like Moses or our Saviour, by working miracles.
Q. Did Luther himself admit, that no man could preach unless he had one or other of
these missions?
A. Yes; addressing the Anabaptist preachers, he says: "If you are sent by man, show us
your patent; if by God, let us see you working miracles." (German Edit., T. 5, p. 491-6.)
He forgot, however, this embarrassing dilemma, when the Catholics, with much more
justice, applied it to himself.
Q. Could not Luther, who was a priest of the Catholic Church, reply, that he had power
and commission from her to preach the true doctrine contained in the Scripture?
A. Either the Catholic Church was at that time the true Church, or she had ceased to be
such; if she was then the true Church, it was unlawful for Luther to separate from her,

and she could not give him a commission to preach a doctrine contrary to her own; but if
she had ceased to be the true Church, then she was not qualified to give any commission
at all.
Q. As then Luther and Calvin had evidently no mission, either ordinary or extraordinary
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in what light are we to regard them and their successors in the ministry?
A. As wolves in sheep's clothing, who have entered the fold, not by the door, but over the
wall; of whom Christ says, that they come not to feed, but to devour the sheep.

THE PROTESTANT "RULE OF FAITH"
EXAMINED.
CHAPTER I.
Q. You have said much already on the rule of faith; still, as it is a very important
question, I should like a more full exposition of the three false rules generally followed by
Protestants, and then a brief but clear statement of the Scriptural grounds upon which
the Catholic rule of faith rests.
A. You shall be gratified, as far as our brief space will allow.
Q. What say you then to the rule of the Socinian? He admits that the Scripture is inspired
but that reason is to be the interpreter of that Divine revelation, and that nothing is to be
admitted, but what reason can clearly comprehend.
A. We reply, in the first place, God is infinite,
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we are finite; hence, he can reveal many things of which we understand nothing except
the facts revealed,—such are, for example, the Unity and Trinity of God, the Creation, the
Incarnation, &c. Now, can reason be our guide in things which it cannot comprehend?
Will presumptuous, finite reason pretend to fathom the unfathomable abyss of God's
infinite wisdom and power? Will it blasphemously tell God, that it will believe nothing
but what it can understand—that it will believe nothing on God's word, unless he
condescend to explain its nature? Secondly, reason is fallible; hence it cannot be the
foundation of faith, which excludes all doubt; it can only be the foundation of opinion.
Only open the pages which contain the sad history of man; look at the molten idols of
ancient Rome, and the garden gods of ancient Egypt,—at the contradictions and
absurdities of Pagan and Christian schools, guided entirely by human reason, and you
will be satisfied, that there is nothing ridiculous, gross, absurd, or shameful, which erring
reason has not taught; and if so, surely it cannot be a secure rule of faith. Thirdly, all the
sects in the world professing Christianity, agree in denouncing the Socinian or Unitarian
rule, and their creed founded on that rule. Most certainly, therefore, it is safer to follow
the over[pg. 334]

whelming majority of Christians, than to risk our salvation upon a rule lately adopted by
a handful of men, who have no claim to the title of Christian, since they deny one of the
fundamental articles of Christianity—the Divinity of Christ.
Q. Have you any other argument against this rule?
A. Yes, many. The reasons or judgments of men are as different as their faces; hence, an
infinite variety of religions would be formed under the direction of reason. Look at our
contradictory systems of medicine, philosophy politics, and agriculture, and say: If such
is the case in secular sciences, should we not have the same Babylonish confusion as
regards religion, if reason were admitted as supreme judge? Should we not, in that case,
have as many creeds as there are men,—as many varieties in religion, as there are
different grades of strong or weak, polished or unpolished, reason amongst men? In fine,
the very rule of the Socinian is a contradiction to his reason. The Christian rule is much
more rational. God reveals certain truths, many of which are mysteries. The Socinian
says: What I understand of these, I will believe; what my reason does not comprehend, I
will reject ; and thus an insolent creature who is the mere work of God's
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hand,—who does not understand even himself—who cannot comprehend half the
mysteries which exist in and around him every moment dares to disbelieve God's word,
unless God condescend to explain all to him. How irrational is such conduct! The
Christian, on the contrary, when a mystery is proposed, seeks sufficient proof of the fact
of revelation;—satisfied on this head, he believes at once, God is infinitely good, he says,
therefore he cannot deceive me; he is infinitely wise, therefore he cannot be deceived
himself; whatever he reveals must be true; therefore I believe it, whether I understand it
or not. We may then sound as we please the depths of worldly science; in this we are
confined to no bounds, but in religion we have prescribed limits. It is a positive
institution—"Thus far shalt thou go, and no further."
CHAPTER II.
Q. What say you to the rule adopted by we Baptists, Quakers, Moravians, and Methodists
which consists in a supposed private inspiration made by God to each individual?
A. The conduct of those who adopted this delusion is its best refutation. Montanus and
Maximilla were the first who adopted it, and
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they both hanged themselves. (Euseb. Eccl. Hist., Lib. v.) The followers of Carlostad
were privately inspired by God, "to despoil and kill all the wicked." (Sleidan, De Statu
Rel. et Reip. Comment., Lib. iii, p. 45.) John Bockhold, following his inspiration,
declared himself king of Sion—he married eleven wives, and, by order of his spirit, put
them all to death. (Hist. de la Reform. par Ger. Brandt.) Herman was inspired to declare
himself the Messiah,—to order that all priests and magistrates should be killed.
(Brandt,p.51.) David George declared himself the true son of God. (Mosheim, V. iv, p.
484.) Such were the foreign Protestants who followed private inspiration as a rule of
faith.

Q. Were the English followers of this rule more moderate than their continental
brethren?
A. No; Nicholas taught, that Faith and worship were useless,—that men should continue
in sin, that grace might abound. (Brandt, p. 51.) For the doings of Hacket's and Venner's
private inspiration, see Fuller's Hist. of the Church, p. 9, and Echard's Hist. of Eng. Fox
according to Penn's Journal, declared the Scripture only a secondary rule, subject to the
spirit; and one of his party entered the Parliament House with a drawn sword, saying, he
was authorized by the Holy Spirit to kill every
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man that sat in the house. (Maclaine's Note on Mosheim, V. v, p. 470.) James Naylor was
inspired to have himself hailed as the "Prince of peace, the rose of Sharon, and the fairest
of ten thousand." (Echard.) Wesley says of the Moravians, that many of them did not read
the Scriptures, pray, or communicate, because that was seeking salvation by works.
"Some of our English brethren say," he adds, "you will never have faith, till you leave off
the Church and the sacraments; as many go to hell by praying as by thieving." (Journal,
1740.) Such were the impious and blasphemous fruits of the rule called "private
inspiration."
Q. These unquestionable facts are shocking evidences against that rule,—have you any
additional argument to offer?
A. In the first place, the rule of faith is a rule for all, whilst, with the exception of these
few deluded Protestant fanatics, no body of Christians ever felt, or even pretended to feel,
that they were privately inspired by God; therefore, the great mass of Christians have
ever been, and now are, without any rule of faith; and is this at all reconcileable with
God's goodness and mercy? Secondly, Those who adopted this rule directly contradicted
the Scripture. Their spirit told them to murder
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—the Scripture says—"Thou shalt not kill." The spirit told them to sin that grace might
abound;—the Scripture forbids all sin. Nay, they contradicted one another. The same
Spirit of God taught one thing to Wesley, and another to Bockhold,—one to Joanna
Southcote, and another to Fox. Finally, the Spirit of God say these fanatics, teaches us
what we are to believe and what we are to do; but can they prove that it, in reality, is the
Spirit of God, and not the spirit of error? (for from their Works hinted at above, it would
appear that the latter is their guide.) No, they cannot; for, in order to do so, they should
work some unquestionable miracle; but in this they have never succeeded. What wise
man, therefore, would be weak enough to abandon the Scripture, constant tradition, and
Church authority, and deliver his soul to the guidance of such self-sent, foolish, and
wicked pretenders to inspiration? They are guided by a spirit, but it is evidently the spirit
of fanaticism, darkness, and error.
CHAPTER III.

Q. What is the third false rule of faith?
A. That of the respectable portion of Protestants, who maintain, that the Bible, and the
Bible only, and the Bible, not as it sounds, or
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as it is understood by the learned, but as it is understood by each private individual,
whether ignorant or learned, is the rule of faith, given by a wise and good God to
mankind.
Q. Have you many arguments against this pretended rule?
A. Yes, very many. The first of which is derived from a comparison of this Protestant
with the Catholic rule of faith.
Q. What is the Catholic rule of faith?
A. All truly inspired Scripture, and all truly divine interpretation, (see Chap. on
Tradition,) interpreted, not by the ignorant, nor even the learned laity, but by the lawfully
sent and ordained pastors of God's true Church.
Q. In comparing these rules, why do you give a preference to the Catholic rule?
A. Even at this moment, there are seven Catholics for one Protestant in the world; hence,
we have seven to one in favor of our interpretation of Scripture, and in favor of our rule;
we have, in addition to this, the whole world during fifteen hundred years before Luther;
and all this is confirmed by the fact, that whilst all Catholics, of every age and country,
agree as to the the of faith and its interpretation, no two sects of Protestants are agreed
upon every question of religion; nor do they give their rule of faith one and the same
inter[pg. 340]
pretation,—each individual Protestant explains the Scripture for himself, whilst each
Catholic has the Scripture explained by all that is at present—or ever was—wise, learned,
great, or good, in God's Church. The Protestant has only the security of his own one
judgment;—the Catholic has that of the whole Church.
Q. Is there any thing absurd in this trait of Protestantism?
A. Can any thing be more absurd, than that an ignorant peasant should pretend to
interpret the Inspired Volume better than all the pastors of the Church?
Q. Would it be less absurd if only learned Protestants pretended to do so?
A. Very little indeed; since they can be only considered a handful, when compared with
the learned body of the Catholic Church: if, as the Scripture says, "There be wisdom
among many counsellors," truth will be on the side of Catholicism; we have the learning
of eighteen centuries,—Protestants have only that of three.
Q. What is your best argument?
A. During three hundred years, the Bible, as privately interpreted, has been the rule of
Protestants; now, if it had been the rule intended by God, all Protestants would have been
of one faith,—they would have given the same interpretation to every passage. But the
reverse
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the case. Luther taught the real presence out of the Bible; Zuinglius, out of the same
book, taught the contrary;—the Church of England teaches one doctrine, the Kirk of
Scotland another, the Evangelical Church of Prussia a third, and yet all follow the Bible
and interpret for themselves. They have proved the Bible, as privately interpreted, to be
the fruitful source of delusions, heresies, and schisms.
Q. Is it not clear, that there can be only one true faith, as there is only one Lord, one
baptism, one revelation, which can have only one true sense?
A. Yes beyond all doubt; and the Protestant rule destroys this unity of faith. Let each man
interpret the Bible for himself, and you will have, as is evident from our swarms of
Protestant sects, as many religions as there are different heads and judgments.
Q. May not the ministers restrain these sects by forcing all to accept their interpretation?
A. No; for this would be in contradiction to their own principles; it would be destroying
the right of private interpretation.
Q. Does not the Protestant rule facilitate the teaching of all sorts of error, and this
without the possibility of applying an antidote?
A. Yes, clearly. For example, an ignorant
[pg. 342]
Unitarian cobbler denies the divinity of Christ, on these words—"The Father is greater
than I." It will be of no use for a Protestant minister to quote against him that other
passage—"I and the Father are one;" for the cobbler will reply, that their unity is a unity
of affection not of nature, and this he will say is evident from the former passage. The
minister must leave him in his error; for the cobbler will tell him he has a right to
interpret Scripture for himself, and that he is as good a judge as any minister.
Q. If the Bible be the only rule of faith, should not Protestants be able to tell us, with
certainty, of what and how many books the Bible is composed?
A. Certainly; yet this they cannot do. They have never agreed amongst themselves on this
head;—they reject nine or ten books which we admit. St. Paul to the Hebrews, St. James,
the second of St. Peter, the third of St. John, St. Jude, and the Apocalypse, have been all
successively admitted and rejected by Protestants. Their opinions, so often changed, show
they have no certainty as to what books really constitute the Bible; and, consequently, the
Bible can never be for them a certain rule of faith.
Q. What say you as to the books of Scrip[pg. 343]
ture which are lost, alluded to in Num. xxi, 14; 1 Kings iv, 32; Chron. ix, 29; 1 Cor. i 9;
Matth. xxvii, 9; Matth. ii, 23?
A. If the Bible be the only rule, it is either the whole Bible, including the books that are
lost, or it is that portion of the Bible which we still have; if the former, then the rule is
incomplete; if the latter, then let Protestants give us one text, declaring what we have to
be sufficient as a rule, and clearly indicating the non-necessity of what is lost.
Q. Can you draw any argument against the Reformed rule, from the circumstance, that
Christ appointed a body of pastors to teach and preach in his Church?
A. Yes; the Reformed rule makes these pastors an unnecessary lumber; for either these
pastors and their people agree in their interpretation of Scripture, or they differ; if they
agree, then give the people Bibles—the pastors are useless—the people can teach

themselves; if they differ, then which is right—the pastor or the people? Where is the
certainty? If the pastor compel the people to follow his interpretation, then their rule is
destroyed; if he cannot do this, then again he is useless; and if they give up their own
opinion and follow his, then they are trusting their salvation to one fallible man, who
gives them, not the infallible
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Word of God, but his fallible interpretation of that infallible Word.
Q. If Christ intended the Bible to be man's only guide, should we not suppose that he
would have written it, or ordered it to be written?
A. Certainly; and yet he never did so; he never commanded his Apostles to write Bibles,
but to PREACH the Gospel.
Q. What may we ask Protestants in addition?
A. Why did not the Apostles, who knew well the true rule of faith, write millions of
Bibles, and send them to all the ends of the earth, with a command to all to learn to read
them? Why did they not establish schools, that all might be taught to read? Why did only
a few, even of the Apostles, write their doctrines? Why did they allow nearly one
hundred years to pass before the last book of Scripture was written; and what rule did the
Christians of that century follow, since the Scripture was incomplete? Was not the world
converted by the preaching of the Apostles and other pastors, and not by Bibles? Why
did not the Apostles even translate the Scriptures into the vulgar tongues of the nations
they converted? Why did not St. Peter and St Paul, who lived at Rome, translate into the
Roman tongue even their own Epistles? Why
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did St. Paul write to the Romans in Greek—a language understood only by the learned?
Q. Does it appear from undoubted facts, that God could never have intended the Bible to
be our only rule of faith?
A. We have seen that this was impossible during the first century, For the Bible was not
completed. During the first four hundred years it was equally impossible; few copies, and
these few written with the pen, existed. Some books of Scripture were lying at one
Church, and some at another; and during these four hundred years they were translated
into only one language; yet, during these four hundred years whilst the Bible, as a rule of
faith, was a physical impossibility, the whole world was converted: Nay, until the art of
printing was discovered, the Bible could not be the rule of faith; and thus Protestants
must maintain, that the whole world was without any rule of faith during the first fourteen
hundred years of Christianity. During that time few could read, and even if they were
able, they could not get a copy of the Scripture, which cost immense sums. Even at
present there is not one Bible in existence for every ten souls; and what rule are those to
follow who cannot read? Thus, even during the first century, the Bible was not the only
role of faith, and much less was it the rule
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during the first four, nay, during the first fourteen hundred years.
Q. If the Bible, as privately interpreted, were our only tribunal of appeal, would not God

have acted like an unwise legislator who would make every man his own judge in matters
of law?
A. Yes; and is not this consideration alone sufficient to convince every reflecting person
of the futility of the Protestant rule? What sort of law would we have, if every man were
his own advocate as well as judge? If a wise legislator considers the judge of the law as
important to the welfare of the community as the law itself, what are we to think of
Protestants, who would make God give us a divine code or laws, without supplying us
with divinely appointed interpreters and judges of these laws? Such a principle contains
in itself endless divisions and schisms. Luther's religion, which was one in him, became,
by the adoption of this principle, the seed of an infinity of creeds—so much so, that
scarcely two Protestants have the same faith on every point.
Q. What does Capito, Protestant minister of Strasburg, admit in this manner?
A. "Our people tell us," says he, "I know enough of the Gospel—I can read it for
myself—I have no need of you." (Inter. Epist.
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Calv.) Dudith says to Beza, "Our people are carried away with every wind of doctrine; if
you know what their religion is today, you cannot tell what it will be to-morrow. In what
single point are those who war against the Pope agreed amongst themselves? "It is of
great importance," says Calvin to Melancthon, "that the divisions which subsist among
us, should not be known to Future ages."
CHAPTER IV.
Q. Are there not many essential truths, the knowledge of which is necessary to salvation,
which are not clearly laid down in Scripture?
A. Yes; many for those out of the Church. who have for their guide Scripture alone, as
understood and explained by private interpretation. But the Scriptures having been
written by inspiration by Apostles and founders of the Church, and for her use, her
members are not exposed to any error or danger on this subject. The command to the
Apostles and their successors was, "to teach."
Q. Even if the Scripture told us what and
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how many were the true, all-necessary, and original books of Scripture, would that be
sufficient?
A. No; to be a certain rule of faith, it should also inform us, with the utmost certainty,
what are the true and uncorrupted copies of the true and original Scripture. The last of
the Scriptures were written nearly two thousand years ago; we know that the last chapter
was added to Deuteronomy after the death of Moses, and that other changes have taken
place since that time. What text, then, tells us that these changes were made by inspired
men, and not by impostors? Without certainty on this head, the Bible cannot be a secure
rule of faith.
Q. What do you draw from the fact, that the Jews were, for generations, without the Bible
as a rule of faith in their own tongue?

A. A most important inference,—viz., that the people of God were all that time without
that which Protestants maintain to be the only rule of faith. That people lost the use of the
Hebrew language in the Babylonish captivity, during fourteen generations after, they
spoke Syriac; and the Protestants themselves admit, that there was no Syriac version of
Scripture before the time of Christ, (Raycroft's Ed. of Bible London, 1655.)
Q. Can Protestants be certain that the Jew[pg. 349]
ish Rabbins did nor corrupt the original Scripture?
A. No; this is another question the Bible cannot answer. If these ignorant and malicious
men, who hated Christianity, and in that hatred, had a sufficient motive for corrupting
Christianity in its source, when they inserted, after the time of Christ, points to indicate
where there should be a vowel, inserted maliciously a wrong point, may they not thus
have perverted verses and chapters, nay, whole books of Scripture; and what Protestant
can be now certain that they did not do so?
Q. But even supposing all the originals which exist to be perfect, how can Protestants
know that their translations from these originals are faithful?
A. Here is another necessary truth which the Bible cannot teach. Translation from dead
languages is at all times difficult;—the original idiom of the Bible has not been in use for
upwards of two thousand years;—the translators are mere men, and, of course, fallible.
Zuinglius says, Luther was a foul corruptor of God's Word—Luther retorts the
compliment upon Zuinglius—Beza condemns the translation of OEcolampadius, and
Castalio condemns that of Beza;—the Protestant Bishop Tunstal counted two thousand
errors in the first English trans[pg. 350]
lation—and Dr. Broughton says, the English Bible is so corrupt as to send thousands into
eternal flames. The very translators themselves confess, that they are not certain that they
have given the true Word of God in every passage, but merely what THEY supposed to
be the best readings. Such is the Protestant rule—such the thing to which they trust their
immortal souls!
Q. If the Scripture be the only rule of faith, must it not be a matter of the last importance
to know what is the true sense of that Sacred Volume?
A. Certainly; and yet the Scripture cannot tell us this; nay, St. Peter (2 Pet. iii, 16) tells us,
that parts of Scripture "are hard to be understood, which the unlearned and unstable
wrest, as also the REST OF THE SCRIPTURE, to their own perdition." Nay, the
Scripture cannot even prove that itself is the Word of God, and this Protestants admit.
(Chillingworth, p 69, No. 49; and Hooker Eccl. Polem., Lib. i S. 14, p. 86.) Dr. Covel
(Defence, Art. iv p. 31) declares, "It is not the Word of God which does, or can assure us
that we do well to think it the Word of God." The Bible then cannot tell us these two most
important of all truths—that itself is the true Word of God, and what is its true and
genuine sense.
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Q. Do you observe other necessary truth as taught by the Church, not clearly laid down
in Scripture?
A. The doctrine of the Trinity, a doctrine the knowledge of which is certainly necessary
to salvation, is not explicitly and evidently laid down in Scripture, in the Protestant sense
of private interpretation.
Q. What say you of infant baptism?
A. One-third part of the whole human race die before they reach their seventh year: it is
then a matter of the last importance to know whether infants should be baptized; for the
Scripture declares, that baptism is necessary to salvation; and yet the Scripture does
nowhere tell us clearly whether Christ intended infants to be baptized. If it did, why
should we have Baptists, who have never been able to see this truth clearly laid down in
Scripture? Here, then, we have a truth, upon which the salvation of one-third part of the
whole human race depends, which is not to be found in Scripture.
Q. Did not the Church, at the time of Christ, and before that period, keep the day of rest
from five o'clock on Saturday till five on Sunday?
A. Yes; and yet Protestants keep it from twelve to twelve without any warrant of
Scripture. Nay, they oppose the Scripture—Levit. xxiii, 32—"From even unto even shall
you celebrate your Sabbath."
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Q. When Protestants do profane work upon Saturday, or the seventh day of the week, do
they follow the Scripture as their only rule of faith,—do they find this permission clearly
put down in the Sacred Volume?
A. On the contrary, they have only the authority of tradition for this practice. In profaning
Saturday, they violate one of God's commandments, which he has never clearly
abrogated, "Remember thou keep holy the Sabbath day."
Q. Is the observance of Sunday, as the day of rest, a matter clearly laid down in
Scripture?
A. It certainly is not; and yet all Protestants consider the observance of this particular day
as essentially necessary to salvation. To say, we observe the Sunday, because Christ rose
from the dead on that day, is to say we act without warrant of Scripture; and we might as
well say, that we should rest on Thursday because Christ ascended to heaven on that day,
and rested in reality from the work of redemption.
Q. Is it not said, is the Book of Revelations, that St. John was in the Spirit on the Lord's
day, that is, Sunday; and is not this Scriptural proof that Sunday is the day to be observed
in the New Law?
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A. Are we then to observe this particular day, merely because St. John had a revelation
upon it,—must we observe, as a day of rest and holiness, any day upon which an Apostle
was in the spirit?
Q. But it is called the Lord's day?
A. And is not every day the Lord's day,—does this text tell you not to work upon that
day,—does it tell you that the obligation of keeping Saturday is done away with, or that it
was not the day of the Resurrection or Ascension which St. John here calls the Lord's
day?

Q. Is it not said in the Acts—"And upon the first day of the week, when the disciples
came together to break bread, Paul preached unto them, ready to depart on the morrow,"
and is not this ancient scriptural authority for the observance of the first day of the week?
A. But does this text abrogate the observance of Saturday the seventh day, or allow
Protestants to do profane work on that day? Certainly not. They should then rest upon
both days, if they hold the above text as any argument. The text in question does not say
that the Apostle preached, or that the people assembled every first day of the week, but
merely on this particular day, for which a good reason is given, namely, that St. Paul was
to depart next day. It is quite clear, however, that they met every
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Saturday; for the same Acts say, St. Paul preached in the Synagogue every Sabbath, and
exhorted the Jews and the Greeks. Besides, it is not wonderful that the disciples came
together on this first day of the week, since, according to Acts ii, they continued DAILY
in the Temple breaking bread.
Q. Does not St. Paul order the Galatians and Corinthians to make collections on the first
day of the week?
A. Yes; but, again, this does not abolish the observance of Saturday. St. Paul does not say
that the people would be at church on that day,—that they were to keep that day, to the
exclusion of Saturday, holy,—or that these collections were to be made at church, but
merely that every man should lay up by himself in store upon that day.
Q. What do you conclude from all this?
A. That Protestants have no Scripture for the measure of their day of rest,—that they
abolish the observance of Saturday without warrant of Scripture;—that they substitute
Sunday in its place without Scriptural authority,—consequently, that for all this, they
have only traditional authority. Yet Protestants would look upon a man who would do
profane work after five o'clock on Sunday, or keep the Saturday and profane the first day,
as a victim
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of perdition. Hence we must conclude, that the Scripture, which does not teach these
things clearly, does not contain all necessary truths and, consequently cannot be the only
rule of Faith.
Q. Does it not appear from all this; that Protestants teach, in many things, what is
opposed to Scripture, and that the Catholic doctrines are much more Scriptural?
A. This is very evident from all we have said, and must be considered indisputable, if we
study carefully what has been said in page 88, and the following.
CHAPTER V.
Q. Does it appear from Scripture, that the written word was ever; either under the Old or
the New Law, considered as the only rule of faith?
A. Until the time of Moses there was no written revelation; yet Seth, Abraham, Isaac,
Melchizedeck, and all God's people, were saved by the belief of truths for which they
could have no authority but tradition.

Q. What says Moses as to the Book of the Law which he wrote, and which was the first
written revelation the world was favored with?
A. He orders the Levites to deposit it "in
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the side of the Ark of the covenant of the Lord; adding "after seven years, in the year of
remission,....thou shalt read the words of this law before all Israel in their hearing." (Deut.
xxxi, 24, et seg.) Was this a giving of the written word to the people as their only rule?
The Levites are ordered to read it to the people, and this only once in the seven years.
Q. What do we find in Deut., chap. xvii, 8, 9 et Seq.?
A. God commands his people, whenever they find among them a hard and doubtful
matter in judgment, "to come to the priests of the Levitical race, and to the judge that
shall be at that time, (the High Priest,) and thou shalt ask of them," says the Lord, "and
they shall show thee the truth of the judgment; and thou shalt do whatsoever they shall
say....and what they shall teach thee; and he that will be proud, and refuse to obey the
commandment of the priest who ministereth at that time,....that man shall die." Moses had
written out the law by this time; yet he, the inspired oracle of heaven does not put that
written word into the hands of the people, that by it they might decide their disputes; on
the contrary, he orders them, under pain of death, to have recourse to the priests of the
Church, and especially to the High Priest. See 2 Paralip. (2 Chron. xix)
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end Malachias ii, 7, where it is said, "The lips of the priest shall keep knowledge, and the
people shall seek the law at his mouth."
Q. Is not the New Testament equally clear on this head?
A. Certainly; for Christ never wrote anything, and never commanded his Apostles to
write. In Heb. i, 2, it is said, "In these days (God) hath spoken" (not written) "to us; by his
Son." In Matth. xxviii, 18, Christ does not say to his Apostles, Go, write Bibles to all
nations; but "Go, teach all nations." In Luke x, 16, He does not say, He that readeth, or
heareth the Scripture, heareth me, but "He that heareth you, heareth me." In Matth. xviii,
17, He does not say, He that will not read the Scripture, but "He that will not HEAR the
Church, is to be considered as a heathen and publican."
CHAPTER VI.
Q. Do Catholics depend on traditional doctrines as well as on those that are Scriptural
or written?
A. Yes; we believe that what Christ or his Apostles spoke, is as true as what they wrote. It
is clear, from what we have seen above, that they delivered many truths by word of
mouth,
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which are not written in the Scripture. The truths are considered authentic and divine by
Catholics, when it is found that they have been believed by all Christian nations, and in
every age of the Church.

Q. Does the Scripture authorize this dependence on traditional doctrine?
A. In 2 Thess. ii, 15, we have, "Hold the traditions you have been taught, whether by
word, or by our Epistle." In 2 Corinth. iii, 3, it is said, "You are the Epistle of Christ, not
written with ink, but with the Spirit of the living God." Here, what is not written is called
the Epistle of Christ, written with the Spirit of the living God upon the heart, which,
though only tradition, most certainly must be as true as the written Word itself.
Q. Have you any other tests to the same effect?
A. 2 Thess iii, 6—"Withdraw yourselves from every brother that walketh disorderly, and
not after the tradition which ye have received of us." See Rom. vi, 17; 1 Cor. xi, 2; Tim
vi, 20; Tim. i, 13, where it is said, "Hold fast the form of sound words which thou hast
heard of me." 1 Thess. ii, 13—"When ye received the Word of God, which ye heard of
us, ye received it, not as the word of men, but (as it is in truth) the Word of God."
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Q. How can you distinguish true from false tradition?
A. As easily as you can distinguish a true from a false copy of Scripture. In both earn you
must depend on the uniform and universal testimony of Christian antiquity. You hold
your Bible to be the Word of God, because all Christian ages and nations have done so
before you; and you have the very same testimony for the traditional doctrines held as
divine by the Catholic Church. We have as much evidence for the truth of universallyadmitted traditional doctrine, as we have for the truth and authenticity and divinity of the
four Gospels.
Q. Does not our Saviour say—"Search the Scriptures, for in them ye think ye have eternal
life?" John v, 39
A. Yes; but he does not say, in them ye have certainly eternal life. This argument would
prove, that the Old Testament, without the New, was sufficient; for, at this time, not one
word of the New Testament was written. In 2 Tim. iii, 15, we are told, that all Scripture is
profitable, and that it maketh wise unto salvation; and what Catholic ever denied this?
This text does not say that the Scripture alone maketh wise as to every thing necessary.
The book of Genesis makes men wise, but will this one book make men wise in every
religious
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truth? St. Paul praises Timothy, because he had read the Scriptures from his youth; but
then Timothy was a bishop, whose duty it was not only to read, but to expound the
Scripture.
Q. What say you to Deut. iv, 2—"You shall not add to the word which I speak, nor take
away from it?"
A. At this time nothing but the Mosaic law was written; hence, this passage in the mouth
of a Protestant proves, that he believes the Mosaic law sufficient as a rule of faith. But
what will he say to the Prophets and Apostles, who afterwards added all the rest of the
Old and New Testament? It is not what is added by inspired men that is here condemned,
but what is contrary to that which God had already revealed, for God does not condemn
the good institutions of men. 2 Chron. xxx, 21, after the children of Israel, according to
law, had kept the solemnity of Azymes seven days, (ver. 23,) the whole assembly took
good counsel to keep other seven days, and yet, though this was a human addition, (ver.

27,) "their prayer came to the holy habitation of heaven." Thus also, Christ himself (John
x, 22) keeps the feast of the dedication, mentioned in 1st Macchabees iv, 56, though this
book is not admitted by Protestants to be Scripture at all.
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Q. Does not St. John, at the end of Apocalypse, the last book of Scripture, say—"If any
man shall add to these things, God shall add unto him the plagues written in this book?"
(Chap. xxii, 18.)
A. The Apocalypse, though placed last in order, was not last written. St. John wrote his
Gospel some years after his liberation from the Isle of Patmos, where the Apocalypse was
composed; hence, as St. John, according to the Protestant sense of the words above
quoted, would himself incur the curse, it is evident that he merely threatens with that
curse any one who should dare to vitiate, by addition or subtraction, the book which he
there concludes,—that is the book of the Apocalypse. He ends his Gospel by declaring,
(John xx, 25,) that our Lord did much that was not written; and surely the witnesses of
these doings were not, accursed for relating and believing what they had seen, or heard
from the lips of Christ, although these things were never written. The Thessalonians had
tradition, (2 Thess. ii, 14;) Timothy had a form of sound words, (2 Tim i, 13;) and were
they, or are we, to be visited by the plagues, because, in obedience to St. Paul, we hold
these traditions, in addition to what God commanded to be written? It is therefore a mere
Protestant gloss, unauthorized
[pg. 362]
by the text itself, and in contradiction to the rest of the Scripture, to assert, that we are to
believe nothing except what is written.

ON THE TRUE RULE OF FAITH,
OR THE INFALLIBILITY OF THE TRUE CHURCH OF CHRIST
CHAPTER I.
Q. What is the rule of faith adopted by Catholics?
A. All truly inspired Scripture, and all truly divine tradition, interpreted by the teaching
body of the Church,—that is, by the Pastors to whom Christ said: "Go, teach all nations.''
This teaching body, the Chief Pastor and the bishops in communion with him, all
Catholics believe to be infallible,—that is, that they can teach no error. Now, if this great
fundamental truth be clearly laid down in Scripture, then Catholics will be quite safe In
following the teaching of their Pastors;—then the teaching body will be, to the taught, an
infallible rule of faith. Mark well, we do not maintain that the pastors of the Church are,
of themselves, infallible, but that God has made them so for the benefit of his
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people and that Christ himself teaches by their lips.
Q. What proof have you to advance for all this?
A. In Isaiah ii, 3, Christ is represented as teaching the Church—"He will teach us his
ways, and we shall walk in his paths."* That Church must be infallible in its
teaching,which has Christ as its director, and whose children walk in the paths of the
Saviour.
Q. What do we find in Isaiah, liv, 17?
A. That no weapon which is formed against the Church of Christ shall prosper; and that
every tongue which resisteth her in judgment she shall condemn. Surely she must be
infallible, if she triumph over every enemy, and have power from God to condemn every
tongue that opposes her decisions. In Isaiah lx, 12, it is said, "that the nation and kingdom
that will not serve her shall perish."Now, could nations be compelled to serve the Church,
if she could lead them astray and teach them error?
Q. Do we find anything of importance to our purpose in Ezechiel xliv, 23?
* Our Protestant brethren have only to refer to their own Bible, and note the titles of its chapters, to be
satisfied, that this and the following passages, quoted from the Old Testament, have a direct reference to
the Church of Christ, whose infallibility they foretell in the most explicit terms.
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A. "They (the priests) shall teach my people what is between a holy thing and a thing
polluted, and the difference between clean and unclean they shall show them; and when
then, shall be a controversy, they shall stand in judgment, and shall judge according to
my judgments." The judgments of the priests of the Most High must then be infallible,
since they me according to the judgment of God himself.
Q. What have we in Psalm cxxxii, 13?
A. We have—"Our Lord hath chosen Sion, he hath chosen it for an habitation to himself;
this is my rest for ever and ever; here will I dwell, because I have chosen it." Now,
according to St. Paul, 1 Tim. iii, 15, Christ's dwelling-place is his Church—"That thou
mayest know how to converse in the house of God, the Church of the Living God." It
must be manifest, then, that the Church of Christ is pure and free from error; for, were
she the mother and mistress of idolatry, the pure God of heaven could never have chosen
her for his dwelling-place.
Q. What says Isaiah, liv, 4?
A. "Fear not," says the Almighty, addressing the Church, "for thou shalt not be ashamed,
neither be thou confounded, for thou shalt not be put to shame." If, as Protestants pretend,
the Church became idolatrous, surely she must
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have been put to shame, and, in this case, the words of the Almighty are supposed False,
which is evident blasphemy.
Q. Is there not a still more brilliant testimony to the infallibility of the Christian Church
in the same Prophet, lx, 15?
A. Yes;—"I will make thee an ETERNAL excellence." Would the Church be an eternal
excellence, If after a few centuries' duration, she had fallen into the depths of idolatry?
And, in verse 18, "Thou shalt call thy walls salvation; our Lord shall be unto thee an

everlasting light; thy sun shall go down no more, and thy moon shall be no more
diminished." Now, could it be said of an idolatrous Church, that her walls were
salvation,—that the infallible Deity was her everlasting light,—that her sun should set no
more, nor her moon withdraw her light? According to these tests, either the Church is
perpetual, pure, and infallible, or God is a false prophet. In chap, xlii, 3, she is called "a
crown of glory, the delight of the Almighty;" and in ver.12, she is called "a city sought for
and not forsaken;" and could she be either the one or the other, if she had, as Protestants
pretend, fallen into idolatry and superstition?
Q. What says Ezech. xxxiv, 22?
A. "I will save my flock, and it will be a
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more a spoil." Could the flock be saved from spoil, if the Church teaching that flock were
full of error and buried in idolatry, as Protestants contend, for upwards of a thousand
years? Surely that Church is infallible in which God himself saves the flock from spoil.
Q. Is not this infallibility clearly laid down in Isaiah, lxi, 8?
A. Yes, very clearly. "I will direct their work in truth," says the Lord of his Christian
Pastors, "and I will make an everlasting covenant with them" for preserving this never
failing truth. Surely nothing could more explicitly point out the infallibility of the future
Christian Church. Again, in xxxv, 5, it is said, that in the time of Christ's Church, "the
eyes of the blind shall be opened, and a highway shall be there, and it shall be called the
way of holiness....though fools shall not err therein." Now, if the Church were idolatrous
or superstitious, could she be called a way of holiness, a way in which even fools could
not err?
Q. Do we not find a very strong text in Isaiah, lxix, 20?
A. Yes; there the Almighty makes a covenant with his Church, which places her
infallibility beyond all doubt. "There shall come," says he, "a Redeemer to Sion, and to
them that
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shall return from iniquity in Jacob; as for me, this is my covenant with them: my spirit
that is in thee, and my words that I have put in thy mouth, shall lot depart out of thy
mouth, nor out of the mouth of thy seed, nor out of the mouth of thy seeds' seed, from
henceforth and for ever." Surely a Church, with the Word of God in her mouth, with the
Spirit of God as her guide, and having the word of heaven, that these shall remain with
her for ever, must he infallible—can teach no error.
Q. What say you to the words of Jeremiah, xxxii, 39, where God says of his Christian
Church—"I will give them one heart and one way, that they may fear me for ever; I will
put my fear in their hearts, that they shall not depart from me?"
A. Protestants see here how false is their assertion, that after three or four hundred years'
duration, the Church of Christ fell into idolatry. That Church is to fear God for ever, and
never to depart from God. In Ezec. xxxvii, 24, the Almighty says—"They shall walk in
my judgments, and observe my statutes and do them. I will make a covenant of peace
with them; it shall be an everlasting covenant with them; I will set my sanctuary in the
midst of them for evermore." We here ask any reasoning Protestant, if an idolatrous
Church can observe
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God's statutes; can He make an everlasting peace with such a Church; or can it be even
imagined, that He could place his holy sanctuary in the midst of a mass of idolatry and
superstition for evermore?
CHAPTER II.
ARGUMENTS FROM THE NEW TESTAMENT

Q. What do you observe on Matth. xviii, 17—"If he will not hear the Church, let him be
unto thee as a heathen and a publican?"
A. We ask, could a good God, who came to teach truth, and to save men by the belief of
truth, give such a command as this, if the Church, which he appointed to teach, were an
idolatrous Church? Suppose, for a moment, that Church teaching even one error, does not
Christ, in the above text, command all to believe that error under pain of being as
heathens and publicans, for whom there is no salvation? If this supposition be not
blasphemous, I know not what is; and yet such is the language of every Protestant. By
rejecting the infallibility of tile teaching body of the Church, they evidently make the
Saviour command his people to believe idolatry, as the Church, according to them, fell
into it, and taught it, soon after Christ left the world.
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Q. Have you any remark to make on the next verse—Matth. xviii, 17—where Christ says
to the teachers in his Church, "Whatsoever you shall bind on earth, shall be bound in
heaven; and whatsoever you shall loose upon earth, shall be loosed also in heaven?"
A. Yes; these words have relation to the Sacrament of Penance, and the other doctrines
connected with it. But the infallibility of the Church is secured and asserted in other parts
of the Scripture, as, "Go ye, teach;" "I am with you all days;" "He that hears you hears
me."
Q. Do you here suppose the teachers individually infallible?
A. The Pope as the constant head of the Church we hold infallible in decisions ex
cathedra: but not exempt from falling into personal sin. The various bishops are neither
individually infallible or sinless. But we may argue that if the Pope and the various
bishop teach any particular doctrine,—men who have had no motive for such, do actually
teach the very same truths, then we maintain, by all laws of human evidence or moral
certainty, that their combined testimony to the existence of any doctrine infallibly proves
its truth. This, however, is not what we contend for here; we maintain our teaching body
to be infallible, because God has made them so; as in the Old
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Law he made the Scribes and Pharisees, who were the public ministers of his Church,
(though often, no doubt, personally sinners,) infallible, for the safety of those whom they
taught. That these teachers of the ancient Church were infallible, is more than evident
from Matth. xxiii, 1—"Upon the chair of Moses have sitten the Scribes and Pharisees; all
therefore whatsoever they shall say unto you, observe and do." Were they not infallible

teachers, even God could not thus command us to obey them; and surely no one will
make the teachers of the better Christian Church inferior to these.
Q. Did not the Apostles and first Christians act on this teaching as infallible?
A. Yes; in Acts xv, 2; Paul and Barnabas, and certain others, went up to Jerusalem to
have a disputed question of religion authoritatively decided. They had no Scripture to
guide them: yet, after great disputation, they, as the teaching body, decided, Saint Peter
declaring that their decision was the decision of the Holy Ghost—"It seemeth good to the
Holy Ghost and to us;" and this decision was obeyed by all, as the infallible decree of
heaven.
Q. Is it not manifest, from Gal. ii, 1, that the first Christians reposed no confidence in any
authority but the Church teaching?
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A. It is; even St. Paul, after teaching and preaching fourteen years, goes up to Jerusalem.
"I went up," says he, "according to revelation, and conferred with them the Gospel which
I preach among the Gentiles." St. Paul does not take the Scripture here as his only rule;
no, no; he draws an additional confirmation of his own inspired teaching, from its
conformity to the teachings of the Church, necessarily infallible. This, however, not as if
he were doubtful, but to satisfy such, if any, as might regard him as a teacher apart or
distinct from the Church.
Q. Does not St. Paul—Ephes. iv, 11—supply us with a very strong argument: "He gave
some Apostles, and some prophets, and other some evangelists, and other some pastors
and teachers, for the perfecting of the saints, for the work of the ministry, for the edifying
of the body of Christ, until we all meet in the unity of faith?"
A. This certainly is a strong passage. Here the Bible is not employed to perfect the
saints,—to edify the body of Christ,—but a body of living teachers are pointed out, and
these must be infallible in their doctrine, otherwise they would neither perfect nor edify
the body of Christ.
Q. What say you on Matth. xvi, 18—"The gates of hell shall not prevail against it," (the
Church?)
A. In this passage, Christ is the architect or builder—"On this rock I will build my
Church." A rock is the foundation; and Christ declares
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that even all the power of hell shall never prevail against her. Who then will dare to assert
that this Church, with such a foundation, such an architect, and such a promise, is
fallible,—that she may fall into idolatry? Either she cannot fail, or Christ is only a false
and impotent prophet.
Q. Is not the infallibility of the Church clearly pointed out in Matth. xxviii, 18, 19, 20,
where it is said, "All power is given to me in heaven and in earth; going therefore, teach
all nations,....teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you, and
behold I am with you all days, even to the consummation of the world?"
A. Christ here sends his Pastors to teach all nations, and to teach them until the end of the
world: He knew well that his Apostles could not do this of themselves; for twelve mortal
men could not teach everywhere and always until the consummation of the world. When,
therefore, Christ sent these first teachers, he sent with them all their chosen assistants and

successors; for surely Christ did not come merely to secure safe teachers to those who
lived in the time of the Apostles! Now, he says he has all power; therefore he can make
his teachers infallible: He, the God of truth, send them to teach all nations; and surely he
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does not send them to teach error! He will be with them, he says, all days, and, beyond
all doubt, he will be with them, to preserve them at all times from teaching even the
smallest error, for he could not be with an idolatrous Church. Hence, as Christ himself is
the guide of the Church, and this in every age, she can obviously teach no error; hence
she is infallible.
Q. What says St. Paul—1 Tim. iii, 15?
A. He calls the visible Church, in which Timothy is a teacher, "THE CHURCH OF THE
LIVING GOD, THE PILLAR AND GROUND OF TRUTH." What man will dare
attempt to give these clear words even two probable explanations? She is, says an
Apostle, the Church of the living God, therefore she can teach no error. She is the pillar
and ground of truth; could she be so, if she taught idolatry or superstition?
Q. We admit, you may say, that the church was infallible until the Scripture was written,
but after that period the Scripture became be infallible rule.
A. Christ does not tell you that his Church will be infallible only for a time,—he declares
she will be so until the end of time; nor does St. Paul say, that the Church will ever cease
to be the pillar and ground of truth. The Scriptures are, beyond doubt an infallible rule to
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the extent of the revealed truth contained in them, but they are infallible only in
themselves and not with regard to us, unless we are prepared to say, that the meaning we
give them is infallibly correct, and that this cannot be, we have only to consider how
Protestants contradict one another in interpreting Scripture. The Bible, then, cannot be an
infallible rule, unless your understanding of it be infallibly right; but of this you can never
be certain, unless you have it interpreted for you by an infallible judge, and this, as you
must see, supposes the existence of an infallible Church?
Q. In Luke x, 16, what do we find?
A. "He that heareth you, heareth me, and he that despiseth you, despiseth me." He who
heareth the teaching of Christ, heareth infallible teaching; but Christ, who cannot deceive
declares, that he who heareth his pastors, heareth himself; therefore their doctrine, being
that of Christ, is infallible.
Q. Does not the Apostle—Gal. i, 8—assume, that the teaching of the pastors is infallibly
correct?
A. Certainly; for he declares, that even an angel from heaven is not to be believed, if he
teach a doctrine contrary to that preached by the pastors of the Church.
Q. Have we not a most conclusive passage
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in John xiv, 16, 17, and xvi, 13—"And I will ask the Father, and he will give you another
Paraclete, that he may abide with you for ever, the Spirit of truth....You shall know him,
because he shall abide with you and in you; but when he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he

will teach you all truth?"
A. Here the teaching body of the Church are to be directed by the Spirit of truth, who is
to teach them all truth, and for ever. They must then be infallible guides.
Q. Does not Christ call his Apostles the light of the world?
A. Yes; and upon these words we argue in the following manner. The light, sent by Christ
to enlighten the world, could not lead into darkness or error; but the Apostles and their
lawful successors were such light; therefore they could not lead mankind astray.
Q. We admit, say some of our reformed brethren, that the Apostles were infallible, but we
cannot make the same admission as to the pastors who succeeded them.
A. You must, we reply, either admit the latter, or you must make Christ a respecter of
persons, who gave to the first Christians infallible teachers in the Apostles, and left all the
rest of mankind to the direction of erring men. Christ surely makes us as secure as
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the first Christians: he loves us, as he loved them.
Q. Can you strengthen your cause by a reference to Ephes. chap. v?
A. Yes. The Church is described there as the spouse of Christ; Christ has sanctified her,
and loved her, and presented her to himself without spot or wrinkle, or any such thing,
and made her holy and without blemish. Now, this Church must be free from error,
otherwise Christ could not sanctify her, nor could he love her, if she was idolatrous: her
holiness, without spot or blemish, is a certain pledge of her infallibility. "Obey your
prelates," says St. Paul, "for they watch, as being to render an account for your souls."
Now, how could the Almighty, by his Apostle, order us to hear and obey men, unless he
knew that these men could teach us no error? "Take heed to yourselves," says the same
Apostle to the pastors of the Church, "and to your whole flocks, wherein the Holy Ghost
has placed you bishops, to rule the Church of God." Could the Holy Ghost subject his
people in this world to the rule and direction of men, who might—and, according to
Protestants, did—teach error, idolatry, and superstition?
Q. Must not the rule of faith, given by the Almighty to mankind, have been an easy rule?
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A. Yes, because it was intended for the ignorant as well as the learned. Wherever the
Christian Church existed, there were Christian pastors—for we cannot suppose a flock
without shepherds; hence, the teaching of these living guides was always within reach of
their people. This mode of acquiring instruction is a "path in which even fools cannot
err;" not so the Bible, about the interpretation of which even the most learned dispute and
differ, and which, until the invention of printing, fourteen hundred years after Christ,
could not be within the reach of the people at all; and to those who were unable to read,
could be no rule at all.
Q. Was the Jewish as well as the Christian Church infallible?
A. As long as it was the decree of heaven that the Jewish Church should exist, she was,
by the teaching of her pastors, infallible as a guide to her people. During the first two
thousand four hundred years of the world, there was no Scripture; God's people—Seth,
Abraham, Isaac, Israel, Job, Melchizedeck—were saved by the teaching, which must have
bean infallible, of the patriarchs. In Deut. xxxi, the Levites are ordered to read and

expound the Scripture to the people; but the Scripture is not put into the hands of the
people. In the same Book,chap. xvii, all are commanded,
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under pain of death, to have recourse to the pastors of the Church in every controversy. In
2 Paralip. (2 Chron. xix)—"Amarias, your high priest, shall be CHIEF in the things which
regard God." In Malac. ii, 7, the people are commanded to seek the law from the lips of
the priesthood. Now, surely these commands, to obey the pastors or teachers in the
Jewish Church, evidently suppose that body to be infallible, for a good God could not
command his people, under pain of death, to obey men who might lead them into error.
Q. Was the Church of Christ to be so universal, that all its children might be within reach
of its teaching?
A. St. John, Apoc. vii, 9, besides twelve thousand of every tribe of Israel, saw a great
multitude, which no man could number, of all nations, tribes, peoples, and tongues. Ps. ii,
8—"Ask of me, and I will give thee the Gentiles for thy inheritance, and the end of the
earth for thy possession." Ps. xxii, 27—"All the ends of the earth shall remember and be
converted to the Lord." Ps. lxxii, 7—"He shall rule from sea to sea,....yea, all the kings of
the earth shall adore him, and all nations shall serve him." And in the New Testament, the
Church is represented as a city on the top of a mountain,—as a light which cannot be
hid,—
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whilst Christ commissions his Apostles to teach all nations. The teaching of the Church,
then is within reach of all, as the Church is visible to all; but no one in his senses will say
the same or the Bible, whose existence, in the hands of the people, was an impossibility
during most of the time that has elapsed since the establishment of Christianity.
CHAPTER III.
Q. May not some reasoning Protestant here say: You have given a very plausible
interpretation of these passages of Scripture in favor of the infallibility of the Church of
Christ; but how are we to know that yours is the true interpretation,—that these texts
mean exactly what you say?
A. Here we have a sensible person to reason with, and we request him to beg the
Almighty to enlighten his mind; we beg him to solicit this grace through the all-powerful
mediation of the incarnate and crucified God; we beseech him also to recollect, that there
is a thick mist of long-fostered prejudice to be removed—that the effects of early
education are to be overcome,—pride and self-love to be curbed and repressed. Let him
give these texts an
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attentive reconsideration, and then weigh impartially the following reflections.
1st, The following rule of criticism has been universally received—"Every explanation
must be clearer than the thing explained." The texts, then, in question, by the chapter
titles of the Protestant Bible, evidently refer to the Christian Church: on this head,

therefore, there can be no dispute. These texts say, that, in the Christian Church, the Lord
will teach us his ways,—that our path shall be so plain that even fools cannot err in it,—
that God will never be wroth with his Church,—that she shall be founded in justice,—that
her children shall be taught of the Lord, &c., &c. Now, what interpretation can be so
clear as that which I gave these texts,—that the Church of which they were spoken must
be free from error; and what inference could be more forced and unnatural than this,
which Protestants draw,—that a Church, with these splendid and glorious attributes,—a
Church which has God as her teacher, his Spirit her guide, and his Word ever in her
mouth, should be liable to teach error, or fall into idolatry?
The inference which I drew from the New Testament evidences is still more natural. I
will build my Church upon a rock—the gates of hell shall not prevail against it,—I will be
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with her all days, even to the consummation of the world,—she is the pillar and ground of
truth,—my Holy Spirit will teach her all truth for ever. Is not the interpretation of these
passages, in favor of infallibility, easy, natural, and obvious; and would not any
interpretation of them, in favor of fallibility, be forced, conjectural, and whimsical, and
much less clear than the texts themselves?
2dly, Our next reason For the admission of the Catholic interpretation is this:—We have,
for this interpretation, the unanimous testimony and collective judgment of all ages, of all
nations, of all Christian people; and surely this ought to be preferred to the private
interpretation of one fallible man; for this, in fact, is the Protestant rule—each Protestant
is bound to follow the interpretation he himself thinks best. If there is wisdom among
many counsellors, and if Christ is in the midst of even two or three gathered together in
his name, surely any interpretation, universally believed by the Catholic Church spread
over all nations, and existing in all ages, is preferable to the interpretation of any one
individual, how learned soever he may be !
3dly, Our interpretation should be admitted if I can prove that the Protestant mode of
interpretation ought to be rejected: truth lies
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between us; the one must be right, the other wrong. Now, that mode of interpretation is
bad in theory, which its advocates are obliged to abandon in practice. But such is the
Protestant mode; it supports the right of private judgment as the great palladium of
Gospel liberty. When, therefore, Protestant Churches interfere with, or restrain this
liberty, they abandon their system in practice. But the Church of England
excommunicates—the Church of Scotland excommunicates—for doctrinal errors; is this
reconcileable with the right of private judgment? This right, they say, is from Christ,
those who use it are responsible only to Christ; and if so, no Protestant Church has a right
to judge of its use, or its abuse, for that is the very power they deny to the infallible
Church. Protestants authorize each man to interpret, and then excommunicate and depose
him for doing what they authorize; hence, their principle is bad; they hold in theory what
they are obliged to abandon in practice. What, indeed, are their signatures to the thirtynine articles, and the Athanasian Creed,—their denunciations of Dissenters and
Unitarians,—their suspensions of Pusey and others,—but a practical abandonment of the

empty boast of Protestantism—the right of private judgment?
4thly, That mode of interpretation must be
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the correct one, which is sanctioned by the example of the Apostles, and practised by the
primitive Church. But both these appealed, not to private judgment, but to the judgment
of the teaching Church, for the truth of their doctrines. When certain teachers at Antioch
disputed with Paul and Barnabas concerning the necessity of circumcision, did they
appeal each to his private judgment, or to the Scripture privately interpreted? No; they
sent a deputation with Paul and Barnabas to consult the pastors of the Church at
Jerusalem. The Judeans and Antiochians, led by private judgment, believed circumcision
necessary; Paul and Barnabas thought otherwise. They appeal, not to the Bible, but to the
teaching body of the Church, and, under the direction of the Holy Ghost, the point is
decided by this body. Now, if the Scripture alone were the only rule, the Antiochians
were guilty of a heinous sin in abandoning that rule, and the Apostles were equally
criminal in deciding by any other.
5thly, That mode of interpretation is true which was adopted during the first five
centuries; during which period even Protestants admit that the Church was pure and free
from every error. Now, when Arius denied the Divinity of Christ, there was no appeal to
private judgment; a general Council was called in
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the year 325, and thus was condemned, by the body of living teachers, the impious
doctrine of Arius,—a doctrine which may be styled the first monster produced by the
principle of private interpretation.
6thly, Such as the above was the principle adopted by all the Fathers of the first five
centuries. St. Irenæus, (Adv. Hæres; L. iv, c. 45,) who lived in the Second Century, says:
"God appointed in his Church Apostles, prophets, and doctors; where, therefore, are the
holy gifts of God, there must the truth be learned." And again—Cap. lii, p. 355—"To this
man all things will be plain, if he read diligently the Scriptures, with the aid of those who
are the priests in the Church, and in whose hands rests the doctrine of the Apostles."
Origen, of the Third Century, says, (Præf. Lib. i, Periarchon,)—"Many think they believe
what Christ taught, and some of these differ from others;....all should profess that
doctrine which came down from the Apostles and now continues in the Church; that
alone is truth which in nothing differs from what is thus delivered." St. Hilary, in the
Fourth Century, says, the ship from which Christ preached "is an emblem of the Church,
within which is the word of life placed and preached." "I would not," says St. Augustine
(Contra Epist Fund.) in the Fifth Century, "I would
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not give credit to the Gospel, unless the authority of the Church induced me to it; for,"
says he, Contra Faust., "the authority of our sacred books is confirmed by the consent of
nations, through the succession of Apostles, bishops, and councils."

CHAPTER IV.
Q. Can you confirm all these arguments in favor of infallibility, by an appeal to reason,
which is the handmaid of Scripture?
A. Yes; reason tells us, that a fallible Church is unworthy of a good and merciful God.
What security can man have from a Church which may teach error; his salvation depends
upon his faith and morals; and how can he be certain what he should believe or practise,
if he have no teacher but a fallible Church? Hence, either the Church of Christ must be
infallible, or there should be no Church at all; for no man can ever be certain that what a
fallible Church teaches is true;—he can never, without doubting, believe her doctrines;—
he can have not even moral certainty of salvation: for though he may believe every thing
she teaches, and practise all that she commands, he must still remain in doubt as to the
truth of his belief. To have true faith, you must have a
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teacher that cannot err; this you cannot have, unless the Church be infallible. It is vain for
you to reply, that the Scripture is an infallible teacher; we admit it an infallible teacher, if
your interpretation of it be infallibly right; but, until you are satisfied that you have it
explained by an infallible interpreter, you must still be in doubt regarding its true
meaning; and hence, though in itself the Bible be infallible with regard to you it is still a
fallible rule.
CHAPTER V.
THE CHURCH CALLED CATHOLIC IS THE TRUE
INFALLIBLE CHURCH OF CHRIST

We have already proved, by the most convincing arguments, that the Church of Christ,
whatever and wherever she be, is infallible; we have yet to point out what and where that
Church is; we now deliberately assert, that this infallible Church of Christ, is that great,
ever-enduring, and everywhere-existing Church which is called Catholic.
Q. How to you prove this assertion?
A. Were we destitute of every other argument, the following would be sufficient. That
Church, and that Church only, can be the true Church of Christ, which openly avows and
behoves its own infallibility; for, having once
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admitted that Christ's Church is infallible, any Church teaching its own fallibility, teaches
that it cannot be the Church of Christ; because, even though such Church were actually in
itself infallible, by teaching its fallibility, it teaches an error in dogma, and, by this very
fact, becomes fallible. But the Catholic Church is the ONLY Church upon earth, which
avows, believes, and teaches its own infallibility; therefore, the Catholic Church is
beyond all doubt, the true, infallible Church of Christ and the Protestant Church, by
proclaiming her own fallibility; and liability to err, proves to a demonstration, that she
has no right to the august title of Christ's Church.
Q. What other proofs have you to advance on this subject?

A. The Scriptural marks of the Church of Christ are to be found only in the Catholic
Church; hence, the latter is evidently the Church of Christ. These marks are Unity,
Sanctity, Catholicity, and Apostolicity.* The true Church of Christ is, according to
Scripture, One. There is one Lord, one faith, one baptism one fold, of which there can be
only
* As an apology to the reader for the brevity with which we will state the following argument, we request
him to remember, that we have treated these subjects more fully at page 54, in the early part of this work.
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one shepherd. She is Holy: The spouse of Christ—a purchased people,—holy and without
blemish. She is Catholic or universal: The prophet declares, that she will have the nations
for her inheritance, and the ends of the earth for her possession; and Christ tells his
Apostles to preach the Gospel to all nations. She is Apostolical: Christ was to be with her
all days—she was to exist always, from the time of the Apostles to the end of the world,
that all her doctrines might be traced easily back through every age to the Apostolic
times.
The Protestant Church is not One. Protestants admit and Protestants deny the Trinity;
some of them admit and some of .them deny the Divinity of Christ; some admit and some
deny the necessity of baptism, the real presence, the existence of free-will, the necessity
of good works, the propriety of having bishops as rulers; in short, there is scarcely one
point in which they are agreed;—upwards of two hundred jarring sects of Protestants
made their appearance during the first century of their existence. The Protestant Church,
then, is not One.
Nor can it he said that she is Holy. She has taught that God is the author of sin,—that man
must sin,—that good works are hurtful to salvation. Her founders and leading teachers—
Luther, Calvin, Cranmer, Knox—were all
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stained by immorality; Melanchthon says the whole Elbe would not supply tears enough
to weep over their crimes; and Luther adds. "Our people are more disorderly, vicious and
cruel now than when they were Papists." The Protestant Church, therefore, is not Holy.
Nor is it true that she is Catholic. St. Pacian says, that by the name Catholic, the true
Church is distinguished from all heresies. The Protestant Church has never, though she
has often attempted it, been able to filch that glorious name from us, or to get herself
made known and recognised by that title. If you ask any; where, even in Protestant
countries, for the Catholic Church, no one will point to a Protestant Church. Fifteen
hundred years of Christianity had elapsed after the death of Christ before she made her
appearance, before even her very name was known; therefore she is not Catholic or
universal as to time. She never was so diffused throughout the world as that she deserved
to be styled the Church of all nations. She is only known in a few countries;—Protestants
are only 48,000,000 Catholics are 256,000,000;—she is not exclusively the Church of any
one nation, nay, of any one parish under heaven; therefore, she is not universal as to
place. She is not Catholic as to the truth of her doctrine—it is different in al[pg. 390]

most every different country; it has been chopped and changed almost every year;—
scarcely will you find two Protestants, who, on every point, believe the same principles.
It is evident, therefore, that the Protestant Church is not Catholic.
To be Apostolical, she should have a perpetual succession of society, doctrine, orders,
and mission from the Apostles. Now she made her first appearance in the world only in
the year 1517;—her society existed nowhere before that time;—her peculiar doctrines
could not exist, for there were none to profess them. As she had no existence, she had no
pastors, hence, she could have neither orders nor mission. Indeed, her pastors cannot have
orders even at present. There are only two ways of receiving orders and mission, either
directly from heaven, or from the lawfully sent and ordained pastors of God's Church
upon earth; but Protestant ministers have not received them in either of these ways. They
came fifteen hundred years too late to have any connection with Christ or his Apostles;
and they have never been able to prove that they received either orders or mission from
the Catholic Church—the only Church in existence when they made their first
appearance. The Protestant.Church, therefore, has not the Scriptural
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marks of truth, Unity, Sanctity, Catholicity and Apostolicity; hence, beyond all doubt, she
cannot be that infallible Church of Christ, which we have, by such a hood of
overwhelming evidence, proved to exist.
CHAPTER VI.
THE CATHOLIC CHURCH HAS ALL THE SCRIPTURAL
MARKS OF TRUTH.

She is One in her faith. The Apostles' Creed the Nicene Creed, the Athanasian Creed, and
the Creed of Pope Pius, are everywhere taught and believed;—the same articles of faith,
the same principles of morality, everywhere found in her catechisms;—the same rule of
faith everywhere followed;—the same sacrifice of the Mass everywhere offered;—the
same seven sacraments everywhere administered;—the same great festivals of
redemption, and the same Apostolical fast of Lent, everywhere observed. Such, in short,
is her unity in these respects, that the Catholic priest is at home on every altar in the
world; and the Catholic laity, whether they wander to the west or to the east to the north
or to the south, can join with ease and fruit in every part of Divine worship, because it is
everywhere essentially the same. She is one in her government too: Her chil[pg. 392]
dren spread over all nations, differing from each other in every thing else, in the order of
religion are one, united, beautiful body, like an army in battle array; each simple Catholic
is subject to his parish priest, each priest to his bishop, and each bishop acknowledges the
spiritual supremacy of Peter's lawful successor, to whom Christ said, "Feed my lambs,
feed my sheep.'' The Catholic Church is therefore One.
She is Holy. She teaches her children to believe all that God has revealed in the Old and
New Testaments; to look to Jesus alone for mercy, grace, and salvation; to practise the
virtues recommended in the Gospel; to receive the sacraments there instituted: in short, to

believe firmly, to hope with confidence, to love with fervor God and every fellowcreature. Her pure doctrines, and heavenly means, and pious exertions, have been
crowned in every age with myriads of saints, whose lives have been so incontestably
holy, that even enemies have been compelled to admit their eminent sanctity, and
reverence their memory. The Catholic Church, then, is evidently Holy.
She is Universal too. The name Catholic has been ever hers in spite of every enemy. By
this title is she known now everywhere, as she was in the days of Pacian or Tertullian.
She bears not the name of any man or any
[pg. 393]
country, because she is the Church of every man and every country. Her doctrine has
been taught in every nation;—Jerome, Augustine, Leo, and Gregory, taught what we
teach. It has been attacked in vain by the ablest heretics and infidels; other doctrines have
arisen and died in rapid succession; every thing has been changed, even nations have lost
their very names; her doctrine has remained the same amid the general wreck, because
the truth of the Lord remaineth for ever. That she has been universal as to time—That is
she has existed ever since Christ, without any interruption—even Protestants willingly
admit; and there is scarcely a nation under heaven that does not attest her universality as
to place; everywhere her altars rise, everywhere her sacrifice is offered, everywhere her
pastors disseminate the pure Word of God. She converted the world from Paganism;—the
names of her Apostles are embalmed in the recollections of the nations she converted.
Ask for the patron saint of every nation in succession and you will find, that he who
carried Christianity thither was a Catholic priest or a Catholic bishop. Where is the nation
that is not under the protection of some Catholic saint? Where is the great city that is not
adorned with some Catholic cathedral, university, or monas[pg. 394]
tic institution—magnificent even in its ruins? Where is the island that is not hallowed by
the name of some Catholic recluse? Where is even the graveyard in whose monuments do
not speak our antiquity and universality by the names, the emblems, the doctrines, that
adorn the moss-clad stone?
In fine the Catholic Church is Apostolical. Her society we can trace, as a religious body
with congregations, pastors, liturgy, back through every age, until we arrive at that first
blessed society, which was formed as the school of Christ and his Apostles;—her
doctrines can be traced to no source but the Apostolic times;—her orders and mission can
be traced back through an unbroken succession of bishops and Popes to the time of
Christ, who ordained and commissioned the first pastors of his Church. She is therefore
Apostolical, in every sense of the word.
We can come then, dear reader, to only one conclusion on this all-important subject,
which we think fully warranted by what we have seen. That conclusion is this:—the true
Church of Christ, which is infallible, ought, according to Scripture, to be ONE, HOLY,
CATHOLIC, and APOSTOLICAL. But the Protestant Church is
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neither one, nor holy. nor Catholic, nor Apostolical, therefore, she is not, she cannot be,
the true, infallible Church of Christ. On the contrary, the Church called Catholic is
strictly One in her faith, her government, her liturgy; Holy in her head, her doctrines, and
her saints; Catholic as to time, place, and doctrine, Apostolical as to her society, doctrine,
orders, and mission. Therefore, either she is the true, infallible Church of Christ, or God
is a deceiver, the Scripture is not his Word, reason is a fancy and religion a solemn
mockery.
THE END.

The Catholic Religion Proved By the Protestant Bible
This booklet recalls how Christ's Church existed 350 years before the New Testament was under one cover
and over 1400 years before it could be printed; which completely refutes the "Bible Only" theory of today's
33,800 sects. Meanwhile the Protestant Bible itself proves the marks, attributes and basic doctrines of the
ancient one-faith-fold-shepherd Church of Christ – as shown herein.
ANSWERS TO 25 QUESTIONS ON THE
HISTORY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT
WHICH COMPLETELY REFUTE THE "BIBLE ONLY" THEORY
ONE
Did Our Lord write any part of the New Testament or command His Apostles to do so? Our Lord Himself
never wrote a line, nor is there any record that He ordered his Apostles to write; He did command them to
teach and to preach. Also He to Whom all power was given in Heaven and on earth (Matt. 28-18) promised
to give them the Holy Spirit (John 14-26) and to be with them Himself till the end of the world (Mat. 2820).
COMMENT: If reading the Bible were a necessary means of salvation, Our Lord would have made that
statement and also provided the necessary means for his followers.
TWO
How many of the Apostles or others actually wrote what is now in the New Testament? A Few of the
Apostles wrote part of Our Lord's teachings, as they themselves expressly stated; i.e., Peter, Paul, James,
John, Jude, Matthew, also Sts. Mark and Luke. None of the others wrote anything, so far as is recorded.
COMMENT: If the Bible privately interpreted was to be a Divine rule of Faith, the apostles would have
been derelict in their duty when instead, some of them adopted preaching only.
THREE
Was it a teaching or a Bible-reading Church that Christ founded? The Protestant Bible expressly states
that Christ founded a teaching Church, which existed before any of the New Testament books were written.
Rom. 10-17: So then faith cometh by HEARING, and hearing by the word of God.
Matt. 28-19: Go ye therefore and TEACH all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.
Mark. 16-20: And they went forth, and PREACHED everywhere the Lord working with them, and
confirming the word with signs following. Amen.
Mark 16-15: And he said unto them, Go ye into all the world and PREACH the gospel to every creature.
COMMENT: Thus falls the entire basis of the "Bible-only" theory.
FOUR
Was there any drastic difference between what Our Lord commanded the Apostles to teach and what the
New Testament contains? Our Lord commanded his Apostles to teach all things whatsoever He had
commanded; (Matt. 28-20); His Church must necessarily teach everything; (John 14-26); however, the
Protestant Bible itself teaches that the Bible does not contain all of Our Lord's doctrines:

John 20-30: And many other signs truly did Jesus in the presence of his disciples, which are not written
in this book, etc.
John 21-25: And there are also many other things which Jesus did, the which, if they should be written
every one, I suppose that even the world itself could not contain the books that should be written. Amen.
COMMENT: How would it have been possible for second century Christians to practice Our Lord's
religion, if private interpretation of an unavailable and only partial account of Christ's teaching were
indispensable?
FIVE
Does the New Testament expressly refer to Christ's "unwritten word"? The New Testament itself teaches
that it does not contain all that Our Lord did or, consequently, all that He taught.
John 20-30: And many other signs truly did Jesus in the presence of his disciples, which are not written
in this book, etc.
John 21-25: And there are also many other things which Jesus did, the which, if they should be written
everyone, I suppose that even the world itself could not contain the books that should be written Amen.
COMMENT: Since the Bible is incomplete, it needs something else to supplement it; i.e., the spoken or
historically recorded word which we call Tradition.
SIX
What became of the unwritten truths which Our Lord and the Apostles taught? The Church has carefully
conserved this "word of mouth" teaching by historical records called Tradition. Even the Protestant Bible
teaches that many Christian truths were to be handed down by word of mouth.
2 Thes. 2-15: Therefore, brethren, stand fast, and hold the traditions which ye have been taught, whether
by word, or our epistle.
2 Tim. 2-2: And the things that thou hast heard of me among many witnesses, the same commit thou to
faithful men, who shall be able to teach others also.
COMMENT: Hence not only Scripture but other sources of information must be consulted to get the whole
of Christ's teaching. Religions founded on "the Bible only" are therefore necessarily incomplete.
SEVEN
Between what years were the first and last books of the New Testament written? This first book, St.
Matthew's Gospel, was not written until about ten years after Our Lord's Ascension. St. John's fourth gospel
and Apocalypse or Book of Revelations were not written until about 100 A. D.
COMMENT: Imagine how the present-day privately interpreted "Bible-only" theory would have appeared
at a time when the books of the New Testament were not only unavailable, but most of them had not yet
been written.
EIGHT
When was the New Testament placed under one cover? In 397 A. D. by the Council of Carthage, from
which it follows that non-Catholics have derived their New Testament from the Catholic Church; no other
source was available.

COMMENT: Up to 397 A. D., some of the Christians had access to part of the New Testament; into this
situation, how would the "Bible-only privately interpreted" theory have fitted?
NINE
Why so much delay in compiling the New Testament? Prior to 397 A. D., the various books of the New
Testament were not under one cover, but were in the custody of different groups or congregations. The
persecutions against the Church, which had gained new intensity, prevented these New Testament books
from being properly authenticated and placed under one cover. However, this important work was begun
after Constantine gave peace to Christianity in 313 A.D., allowing it to be practiced in the Roman Empire.

COMMENT: This again shows how utterly impossible was the "Bible-only" theory, at least up to 400 A.
D.
TEN
What other problem confronted those who wished to determine the contents of the New Testament?
Before the inspired books were recognized as such, many other books had been written and by many were
thought to be inspired; hence the Catholic Church made a thorough examination of the whole question;
biblical scholars spent years in the Holy Land studying the original languages of New Testament writings.
COMMENT: According to the present-day "Bible-only" theory, in the above circumstances, it would also
have been necessary for early Christians to read all the doubtful books and, by interior illumination, judge
which were and which were not divinely inspired.
ELEVEN
Who finally did decide which books were inspired and therefore belonged to the New Testament? Shortly
before 400 A. D. a General Council of the Catholic Church, using the infallible authority which Christ had
given to His own divine institution, finally decided which books really belonged to the New Testament and
which did not.
Either the Church at this General Council was infallible, or it was not.
If the Church was infallible then, why is it not infallible now? If the Church was not infallible then, in that
case the New Testament is not worth the paper it is written on, because internal evidences of authenticity
and inspiration are inconclusive and because the work of this Council cannot now be rechecked; this is
obvious from reply to next question.
COMMENT: In view of these historical facts, it is difficult to see how non-Catholics can deny that it was
from the (Roman) Catholic Church that they received the New Testament.
TWELVE
Why is it impossible for modern non-Catholics to check over the work done by the Church previous to 400.
A. D.? The original writings were on frail material called papyrus, which had but temporary enduring
qualities. While the books judged to be inspired by the Catholic Church were carefully copied by her
monks, those rejected at that time were allowed to disintegrate, for lack of further interest in them.
COMMENT. What then is left for non-Catholics, except to trust the Catholic Church to have acted under
divine inspiration; if at that time, why not now?
THIRTEEN

Would the theory of private interpretation of the New Testament have been possible for the year 400 A. D.?
No, because, as already stated, no New Testament as such was in existence.
COMMENT: If our non-Catholic brethren today had no Bibles, how could they even imagine following the
"Bible-only privately interpreted" theory; but before 400 A. D., New Testaments were altogether
unavailable.
FOURTEEN
Would the private interpretation theory have been possible between 400 A. D. and 1440 A. D., when
printing was invented? No, the cost of individual Bibles written by hand was prohibitive; moreover, due to
the scarcity of books, and other reasons, the ability to read was limited to a small minority. The Church
used art, drama and other means to convey Biblical messages.
COMMENT: To have proposed the "Bible-only" theory during the above period would obviously have
been impracticable and irrational.
FIFTEEN
Who copied and conserved the Bible during the interval between 400 A. D. and 1440 A. D.? The Catholic
monks; in many cases these spent their entire lives to give the world personally-penned copies of the
Scriptures, before printing was invented.
COMMENT: In spite of this, the Catholic Church is accused of having tried to destroy the Bible; had she
desired to do this, she had 1500 years within which to do so.
SIXTEEN
Who gave the Reformers the authority to change over from the one Faith, one Fold and one Shepherd
program, to that of the "Bible-only theory"? St. Paul seems to answer the above when he said: "But
though we, or an angel from heaven, preach any other gospel unto you than that which we have preached
unto you, let him be accursed." (Galations 1-8 - Protestant version ).
COMMENT: If in 300 years, one-third of Christianity was split into at least 300 sects, how many sects
would three-thirds of Christianity have produced in 1900 years? (Answer is 5700).
SEVENTEEN
Since Luther, what consequences have followed from the use of the "Bible-only" theory and its personal
interpretation? Just what St. Paul foretold when he said: "For the time will come when they will not
endure sound doctrine; but after their own lusts shall they heap to themselves teachers, having itching ears."
2 Timothy 4-3 (Protestant edition). According to the World Christian Encyclopedia and other sources, there
are 73 different organizations of Methodists, 55 kinds of Baptists, 10 branches of Presbyterians, 17
organizations of Mennonites, 128 of Lutherans and thousands of other denominations.
COMMENT: The "Bible-only" theory may indeed cater to the self-exaltation of the individual, but it
certainly does not conduce to the acquisition of Divine truth.
EIGHTEEN
In Christ's system, what important part has the Bible? The Bible is one precious source of religious truth;
other sources are historical records (Tradition) and the abiding presence of the Holy Spirit.
COMMENT: Elimination of any one of the three elements in the equation of Christ's true Church would be
fatal to its claims to be such.

NINETEEN
Now that the New Testament is complete and available, what insolvable problem remains? The
impossibility of the Bible to explain itself and the consequent multiplicity of errors which individuals make
by their theory of private interpretation. Hence it is indisputable that the Bible must have an authorized
interpreter.
2 Peter 1-20: Knowing this first, that no prophecy of the scripture is of any private interpretation.
2 Peter 3-16: As also in all his epistles, speaking in them of these things; in which are some things hard
to be understood, which they that are unlearned and unstable wrest, as they do also the other scriptures,
unto their own destruction.
Acts 8-30: And Philip ran thither to him, and heard him read the prophet Isaias, and said, understandest
thou what thou readest? 31. And he said, How can I except some men should guide me? And he desired
Philip that he would come up and sit with him.
COMMENT: Only by going on the supposition that falsehood is as acceptable to God as is truth, can the
"Bible-only" theory be defended.
TWENTY
Who is the official expounder of the Scriptures? The Holy Spirit, acting through and within the Church
which Christ founded nineteen centuries ago; the Bible teaches through whom in the Church come the
official interpretations of; God's law and God's word.
Luke 10-16: He that heareth you heareth me; and he that despiseth you despiseth me; and he that
despiseth me despiseth him that sent me.
Matt. 16-18: And I say also unto thee, That thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build my church; and
the gates of hell shall not prevail against it.
Mal. 2-7: For the priest's lips should keep knowledge, and they should seek the law at his mouth: for he
is the messenger of the Lord of hosts.
COMMENT: Formerly at least, it was commonly held that when individuals read their Bibles carefully and
prayerfully, the Holy Spirit would guide each individual to a knowledge of the truth. This is much more
than the Catholic Church claims for even the Pope himself. Only after extended consultation and study,
with much fervent prayer, does he rarely and solemnly make such a decision.
TWENTY-ONE
What are the effects of the Catholic use of the Bible? Regardless of what persons may think about the
Catholic Church, they must admit that her system gets results in the way of unity of rule and unity of faith;
otherwise stated, one Faith, one Fold and one Shepherd.
COMMENT: If many millions of non-Catholics in all nations, by reading their Bible carefully and
prayerfully, had exactly the same faith, reached the same conclusions, then this theory might deserve the
serious consideration of intelligent, well-disposed persons-but not otherwise.
TWENTY-TWO
Why are there so many non-Catholic Churches? Because there is so much different interpretation of the
Bible; there is so much different interpretation of the Bible because there is so much wrong interpretation;
there is so much wrong interpretation because the system of interpreting is radically wrong. You cannot

have one Fold and one Shepherd, one Faith and one Baptism, by allowing every man and every woman to
distort and pervert the Scriptures to suit his or her own pet theories.
COMMENT: To say that Bible reading is an intensely Christian practice, is to enunciate a beautiful truth;
to say that Bible reading is the sole source of religious faith, is to make a sadly erroneous statement.
TWENTY-THREE
Without Divine aid, could the Catholic Church have maintained her one Faith, one Fold, and one
Shepherd? Not any more than the non-Catholic sects have done; they are a proof of what happens when,
without Divine aid, groups strive to do the humanly impossible.
COMMENT: Catholics love, venerate, use the Bible; but they also know that the Bible alone is not Christ's
system but only a precious book, a means, an aid by which the Church carries on her mission to "preach the
Gospel to every living creature" and to keep on preaching it "to the end of time."
TWENTY-FOUR
Were there any printed Bibles before Luther? When printing was invented about 1440, one of the first, if
not the earliest printed book, was an edition of the Catholic Bible printed by John Gutenberg. It is reliably
maintained that 626 editions of the Catholic Bible, or portions thereof, had come from the press through the
agency of the Church, in countries where her influence prevailed, before Luther's German version appeared
in 1534. Of these, many were in various European languages. Hence Luther's "discovery" of the supposedly
unknown Bible at Erfurt in 1503 is one of those strange, wild calumnies with which anti-Catholic literature
abounds.
COMMENT: Today parts of the Bible are read in the vernacular from every Catholic altar every Sunday.
The Church grants a spiritual premium or indulgence to those who read the Bible; every Catholic family
has, or is supposed to have, a Bible in the home. Millions of Catholic Bibles are sold annually.
TWENTY-FIVE
During the Middle Ages, did the Catholic Church manifest hostility to the Bible as her adversaries claim?
Under stress of special circumstances, various regulations were made by the Church to protect the people
from being spiritually poisoned by the corrupted and distorted translations of the Bible; hence opposition to
the Waldensians, Albigensians, Wycliff and Tyndale.
COMMENT: Individual churchmen may at times have gone too far in their zeal, not to belittle the Bible,
but to protect it. There is no human agency in which authority is always exercised blamelessly.

ORIGIN OF CHRIST'S CHURCH
The Bible teaches that the true Church began with Christ over 1900 years ago, not with men or women 15
to 19 centuries later. It was founded when Our Lord spoke the following and other similar words:
Matt. 28, 18-20: And Jesus came and spake unto them, saying, All power is given unto me in heaven and
in earth. Go ye, therefore. and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son,
and of the Holy Ghost: Teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you: and lo, I
am with you always, even unto the end of the world. Amen.
COMMENT: History proves that the First Protestant Church was the Lutheran, founded in 1517 by the expriest Martin Luther; all other of the some 33,800 sects have been created since then.
AUTHORITY OF CHRIST'S CHURCH

The Bible teaches that the rulers of Christ's Church have authority which must be obeyed in matters of
religion.
Heb. 13, 17: Obey them that have the rule over you and submit yourselves: for they watch for your souls
as they that must give account, that they may do it with joy, and not with grief: for that is unprofitable for
you.
Matt 18-17: And if he shall neglect to hear them tell it unto the church: but if he neglect to hear the
church let him be unto thee as an heathen man and a publican.
Luke 10-16: He that heareth you heareth me; and he that despiseth you despiseth me; and he that
despiseth me despiseth him that sent me.
Matt. 16-19: And I will give unto thee (Peter) the keys of the kingdom of heaven: and whatsoever thou
(Peter) shall bind on earth shall be bound in heaven: and whatsoever thou (Peter) shall loose on earth shall
be loosed in heaven.
COMMENT: The apostles repeatedly claimed this authority: Gal. 1-8; John 1-10; Acts 15, 23 and 28.
Hence the laws or precepts of the true Church are founded upon the same authority as the commandments
of God. For the Church of Christ has authority to act in his Name.
INFALLIBILITY OF CHRIST'S CHURCH
i.e., THAT IT CANNOT ERR IN TEACHING CHRIST'S RELIGION
ONE
The Bible teaches that not the Bible itself, but the Holy Ghost was the teacher of the Apostles.
John 14-26: But the Comforter, which is the Holy Ghost, whom the Father will send in my name, he
shall teach you all things. and bring all things to your remembrance, whatsoever I have said unto you.
John 16-13: How be it when he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he will guide you into all truth . . .
Acts 1-8: But ye shall receive power, after that the Holy Ghost is come upon you: and ye shall be
witnesses unto me both in Jerusalem and in all Judaea, and in Samaria, and unto the uttermost parts of the
earth.
COMMENT: In consequence, the true Church was necessarily infallible, being as St. Paul said (l Timothy
5-15) "the pillar and ground of the truth."
TWO
The Bible teaches that the Church has Christ always WITH IT and the Holy Ghost always to guide it-not
only during the first century but during all future ages.
Matt. 28-20: Teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you: and lo, I am with
you ALWAYS, EVEN UNTO THE END of the world. Amen.
John 14-16: And I will pray the Father and he shall give you another Comforter, that he may abide with
you FOREVER.
COMMENT: Hence it is an insult to Christ and the Holy Spirit to say that God's Church fell into error and
had to be reformed by Luther, Calvin and other men or women.
PERPETUITY OF THE ORIGINAL CHURCH

The Bible teaches that the visible Church of Christ has had and will ever have uninterrupted existence.
Matt. 28, 19-20: Go ye therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost . . . lo, I am with you always, even unto the end of the world.
Matt. 16-18: . . . and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it.
COMMENT: Hence the theory that Christ's Church, which began with Christ, failed - became non-existent
for 1000 or more years - and then was revived by either Luther, Calvin, Knox or some other man or
woman, is ridiculous and untrue.
VISIBLE UNITY OF THE CHURCH
The Bible teaches that Christ ascribed to his Church qualities and gave to it the names that proved it to be a
VISIBLE organization with VISIBLE UNITY among its followers.
Romans 12-5: So we, being many, are one body in Christ, and every one members one of another.
Eph. 4-3 to 5-3: Endeavoring to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace. 4. There is ONE
BODY, AND ONE SPIRIT even as ye are called in one hope of your calling. 5. One Lord, one faith, one
baptism, etc.
John 10-16: And other sheep I have, which are not of this fold: them also I must bring, and they shall
hear my voice, and there shall be one fold, and one shepherd.
Rom. 12, 4-5: For as we have many members in one body, and all members have not the same office,
etc.
John 17-21: That they may be one, as thou Father, art in me and I in thee, that they also may be one in
us; that (as a consequence) the world may believe that Thou hast sent me.
In many places of scripture, Christ's Church is compared to a house, a body, a city built on a mountain, a
sheepfold, etc.; but these are all visible things. Hence Christ's Church besides being one spirit is also "One
Body." The Catholic Church alone has this two-fold unity. The "invisible" theory is therefore false on the
face of it.
COMMENT: Contrast the unity of Faith, Fold and Shepherd in the Catholic Church with the dissenting,
contradictory tenets of 33,800 Protestant organizations and the divinity of the former becomes obvious and
certain.
SINNERS AND CHRIST'S CHURCH
ONE
The Bible teaches that Christ died for all men, both saints and sinners; and not merely for the "saved or
predestined."
II Cor. 5-15: And that he died for ALL, that they which live should not henceforth live unto themselves,
but unto him which died for them, and rose again.
Rom. 5, 6-21: For when we were yet without strength, in due time Christ died for the ungodly, etc.
I John 2-2: And he is the propitiation for our sins: and not for ours only, but also for the sins of the whole
world.
I Tim. 2-4: Who will have all men to be saved, and to come unto the knowledge of the truth.

COMMENT: Hence to the Catholic Church the soul of the condemned criminal on the scaffold is an object
of tender solicitude even as, to Our Lord, was the thief on the cross.
TWO
The Bible teaches that not only the just but sinners will always claim external membership in the true
Church.
Matt. 22-2: The parable of the king who made a marriage for his son.
Matt.13-24: The parable of the field in which grew both grain and cockle.
II Tim. 2-20: But in a great house there are not only vessels of gold and of silver, but also of wood and of
earth: and some to honor, and some to dishonor.
Matt. 18-15: Moreover if thy brother shall trespass against thee. go and tell him his fault between thee
and him alone: if he shall hear thee, thou hast gained thy brother.
Matt. 13-47: Parable of the net that was cast into the sea, and gathered every kind of fish, savory and
unsavory.
COMMENT: Hence that ungodly persons call themselves Catholic, but are so in name only, is no reflection
upon the Church itself. It is rather a verification of Christ's prophecies.
CATHOLICITY OF THE CHURCH
The Bible teaches that from the beginning and in every age the true Church of Christ is all over the world
or universal; the Greek word used is "Katholikos," from which the English word "Catholic" is derived.
Matt. 28, 19: Go ye therefore, and teach ALL NATIONS, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.
Mark 16-15: And he said unto them, Go ye into ALL THE WORLD, and preach the gospel to every
creature.
Acts 1-8: But ye shall receive power, after that the Holy Ghost is come upon you: and ye shall be
witnesses unto me, both in Jerusalem and in all Judaea; and in Samaria, and unto the UTTERMOST PART
OF THE EARTH.
Rom. 10-18: But I say, Have they not heard? Yes verily, their sound went into all the earth, and their
words unto the ends of the world.
COMMENT: Except the Catholic Church, what Christian organization has even a remote claim to
universality, in point of place and in point of time? But this is what the essential nature of Christ's Church
demands.
APOSTOLICTY
The Bible teaches that the Apostles appointed lawful successors to carry on their work.
Titus, 1-5: For this cause left I thee in Crete that thou shouldest set in order the things that was wanting,
and ordain elders (i. e. priests) in every city, as I had appointed thee.
Acts, 13, 2 and 3: As they ministered to the Lord, and fasted, the Holy Ghost said, Separate me Barnabas
and Saul for the work whereunto I have recalled them. 3. And when they had fasted and prayed, and laid
their hands on them, they sent them away.

COMMENT: Saul or St. Paul had been selected by Christ Himself; yet he was later ordained by Apostolic
authority. By what right then does a Dowie, Eddy, Russel, Calvin, Knox, Campbell, or their agents assume
the role of ruler, teacher, founder of a "Christian" Church?
THE FIRST POPE
The Bible teaches the one (and only one) Church which Christ founded had Simon Bar-Jona or Peter for its
head. (Our Lord had changed his name from Simon Bar Jona to Peter.)
Matt. 16, 18-19: And I say also unto Thee, That thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build my church,
and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it. And I will give unto thee the keys of the kingdom of
heaven, etc.
Later Our Lord made Simon-Peter pastor of both the lambs and the sheep, that is His whole flock.
John 21, 15 to 17: So when they had dined, Jesus saith to Simon Peter, Simon son of Jonas, lovest thou
me more than these? He saith unto him, Yea, Lord, thou knowest that I love thee. He saith unto him, Feed
my lambs. 16 He saith to him again the second time. Simon, son of Jonas, lovest thou Me? He saith unto
him, Yea, Lord; thou knowest that I love thee. He saith unto him. Feed my sheep. 17. He saith unto him the
third time, Simon son of Jonas, lovest thou me? Peter was grieved because he said unto him the third time,
Lovest thou me? And he said unto him, Lord, thou knowest all things; thou knowest that I love thee. Jesus
saith unto him, Feed my sheep.
Our Lord promised that Peter would confirm the faith of the other Apostles:
Luke 22-32: But I have prayed for thee (Peter) that thy faith fail not: and when thou art converted,
strengthen thy brethren.
COMMENT: Hence only the Church having Peter and his lawful successors for its head can logically claim
to be the Church of Christ.
BAPTISM
ONE
The Bible teaches that in apostolic times whole families were baptized.
Acts 16-33: And he took them the same hour of the night, and washed their stripes; and was baptized, he
and all his, straightway.
I Cor. 1-16: And I baptized also the household of Stephanas: besides I know not whether I baptized any
other.
Acts 16-15: And when she was baptized, and her household, she besought us, saying, If ye have judged
me to be faithful to the Lord, come into my house, and abide there. And she constrained us.
COMMENT: Unquestionably there were children in these families. Moreover, the earliest records of the
Church prove that children were baptized a few days after birth.
TWO
The Bible teaches that (for grown persons to whom the Gospel can be preached) faith is a necessary
condition for baptism.
Mark 16-16: He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved; but he that believeth not shall be damned.

Matt. 28-19: Go ye therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the
Son, and of the Holy Ghost.
COMMENT: In this text there is no question of children, to whom the Gospel could not be preached and
who therefore could not believe. For them not faith but only baptism is required, that original sin may be
washed away and supernatural grace imparted to them.
THREE
The Bible teaches that no one at all (hence not even an infant) can enter the Kingdom of God without
baptism.
John 3-5: Jesus answered. Verily, verily, I say unto thee. Except a man be born of water and of the Spirit,
he cannot enter into the Kingdom of God.
COMMENT: The expression "a man" or "tis" in Greek means any one at all. Hence this text applies to both
babes and adults.
CONFIRMATION
The Bible teaches that there is such a Christian ordinance or Sacrament as confirmation or "the laying on of
hands" by which we receive the Holy Ghost.
Acts 8. 14-15 and 17: Now when the apostles which were at Jerusalem heard that Samaria had received
the word of God, they sent unto them Peter and John: 15. Who, when they were come down, prayed for
them, that they might receive the Holy Ghost: 17. Then laid they their hands on them, and they received the
Holy Ghost.
Acts 19-6: And when Paul had laid his hands upon them, the Holy Ghost came on them; and they spake
with tongues, and prophesied.
Heb. 6-2: Of the doctrine of baptisms and of laying on of hands and of resurrection of the dead, and of
eternal judgment.
COMMENT: In the early Church, the Sacrament of "the laying on of hands" was often attended with
visible miraculous effects, which is not now usually the case. But the Sacrament itself remains the same
when conferred by a lawfully consecrated Bishop as a successor of the Apostles.
THE HOLY EUCHARIST: CHRIST ACTUALLY PRESENT THEREIN
ONE
The Bible teaches that when making his last will and testament Christ gave to us his own Body and Blood.
Mark 14, 22-24: And as they did eat, Jesus took bread, and blessed, and brake it, and gave to them, and
said, Take, eat: This is my body. 23. And he took the cup, and when he had given thanks. he gave it to
them: and they all drank of it. 24. And he said unto them, This is my blood of the new testament, which is
shed for many.
COMMENT: Christ having said "this is my body," who shall deny it and say "this is not your body." Christ
having said "this is my blood," who shall deny and say, "this is not your blood."
TWO
The Bible teaches that Our Lord solemnly claimed that his Eucharist was superior to the miraculous food
(John 6-11 to 13) and to the manna (Exodus 16-15).

John 6, 26: Jesus answered them and said, Verily, verily, I say unto you; ye seek me, not because ye saw
the miracles, but because ye did eat of the loaves, and were filled. 27. Labor not for the meat which
perisheth, but for that meat which endureth unto everlasting life, which the Son of man shall give unto you.
etc. 31, Our fathers did eat manna in the desert; as it is written, He gave them bread from heaven to eat. 32.
Then Jesus said unto them, Verily, verily, I say unto you, Moses gave not that bread from heaven; but my
Father giveth you the true bread from heaven.
COMMENT: But if the Holy Eucharist were only bread and wine and not the Body and Blood of Christ,
these statements would constitute gross deception.
THREE
The Bible teaches that Christ's Holy Eucharist actually came down from Heaven; in other words that it was
really his own very self.
John 6, 33: For the bread of God is he which cometh down from heaven, and giveth life unto the world.
35. . . I am the bread of life ... 38.... For I came down from heaven, etc. 41. The Jews then murmured at
him, because he said I am the bread which came down from heaven, etc. 48. I am that bread of life. 49.
Your fathers did eat manna in the wilderness, and are dead. 50. This is the bread which cometh down from
heaven, that a man may eat thereof, and not die. 51. I am the living bread which came down from heaven: if
any man eat of this bread he shall live for ever: and the bread that I will give is my flesh, which I will give
for the life of the world.
COMMENT: Here Our Lord sums up and confirms what He had said in Parts One and Two above; reflect
also that mere bread and wine does not come down from Heaven. Nor is it Christ's flesh as He expressly
states of his Holy Eucharist.
FOUR
The Bible teaches that upon hearing Our Lord's claim about the Holy Eucharist, many Jews became
Protestors or Protestants.
John 6, 52: The Jews therefore strove among themselves, saying, how can this man give us his flesh to
eat?
COMMENT: If they had said, how can this God do this, there would have been no difficulty, for God can
do all things.
FIVE
The Bible teaches that in spite of the Jews' most strenuous objections-Christ did not correct or modify his
statement (which he would have done had there been a misunderstanding); but insisted the more upon the
reality of his presence in the Eucharist.
John 6, 53: Then Jesus said unto them, Verily, verily, I say unto you, Except ye eat the flesh of the Son
of man and drink his blood, ye have no life in you. 54. Whoso eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood, hath
eternal life; and I will raise him up at the last day. 55. For my flesh is meat indeed, and by blood is drink
indeed. 56. He that eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood dwelleth in me, and I in him. 57. As the living
Father hath sent me, and I live by the Father; so he that eateth me, even he shall live by me. 58. This is that
bread which came down from heaven; not as your fathers did eat manna and are dead; he that eateth of this
bread shall live forever.
COMMENT: Even taken as an isolated proof, this is unassailable, but taken as a part of a chain of proofs, it
becomes as impregnable as a wall of solid granite.

SIX
The Bible teaches that Jesus allowed many of his disciples to abandon Him, rather than to substitute the
Protestant version of his Holy Eucharist, for what He had given.
John 6-60: Many therefore of his disciples, when they had heard this, said, this is an hard saying; who
can hear it? 66. From that time many of his disciples went back, and walked no more with him.
COMMENT: What a strange concept one must have of Christ to imagine that He would have acted in this
manner if the disciples had really misunderstood Him. (See also John 3, 3 to 7 and John 8, 56-9).
SEVEN
The Bible teaches that Jesus would have allowed his twelve Apostles also to abandon Him rather than to
give them the Protestant version of his Holy Eucharist.
John 6, 67: Then said Jesus unto the twelve. Will ye also go away? 68. Then Simon Peter answered him.
Lord, to whom shall we go? thou hast the words of eternal life. 69. And we believe and are sure that thou
art that Christ, the Son of the living God.

COMMENT: Peter as usual had the correct view. He believed and knew that Christ was God, therefore he
accepted his divine word, difficult to understand, though it may have been. Catholics lovingly do the same.
EIGHT
Saint Paul teaches that the unworthy reception of Holy Communion constitutes a desecration of the Body
and Blood of Christ and is the cause of damnation.
I Cor. 11, 27: Wherefore whosoever shall eat this bread and drink this cup of the Lord, unworthily, shall
be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord.
I Cor. 11, 29. For he that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh damnation to himself, not
discerning the Lord's body.
COMMENT: Let unbelievers in the truth of our Lord's real presence endeavor to show how the taking of a
mere piece of bread or a sip of wine could be a desecration of Christ himself and a crime worthy of
damnation.
PUBLIC WORSHIP IN THE TRUE CHURCH
The Bible teaches that there is a sacrifice and a priesthood in the new law.
Mal. 1, 11: For from the rising of the sun even unto the going down of the same my name shall be great
among the Gentiles and in every place incense shall be offered unto my name, and a pure offering.
Heb. 13, 10: We have an altar, whereof they have no right to eat which serve the tabernacle (of the
Jewish temple).
COMMENT: The usual Protestant communion service is not intended to be a sacrificial act which the
prophet's word "altar" connotes. Where today except in the Catholic Church do we find among Christians
an altar of sacrifice and a pure offering, i. e., the sacrifice of the Body and Blood of Christ under the
appearance of bread and wine?
CONFESSION

ONE
The Bible teaches that the confessing of sins is a usual requisite for obtaining forgiveness.
Numbers 5, 6-7: Speak unto the children of Israel. When a man or woman shall commit any sin that men
commit . . . Then they shall confess their sin which they have done, etc.
Proverbs 28, 13: He that covereth his sins shall not prosper; but whoso confesseth and forsaketh them
shall have mercy.
II Samuel 12, 13: After David confessed his sins to the prophet Nathan he was given assurance of
pardon.
Luke 23, 43: When the thief on the cross confessed, our Lord promised him paradise.
I John 1, 9: If we confess our sins, he is faithful and just to forgive us our sins, and to cleanse us from all
unrighteousness, etc.
Matt. 3, 5-6: Then went out to him Jerusalem, and all Judaea, and all the region round about Jordan. And
were baptized of him in Jordan, confessing their sins.
Acts 19, 18: And many that believed came (to the Apostles), and confessed, and shewed their deeds.
COMMENT: Private confession is necessarily contained in the double power which Christ gave to the
Church-the power to forgive or retain sins as the circumstances require. To do so prudently-the "minister of
reconciliation" must have the required information, which the penitent supplies by confession.
TWO
The Bible teaches that Christ gave to the validly ordained ministers of his own Church the power to forgive
sins.
2 Cor. 5, 20: Now then we are ambassadors for Christ, as though God did beseech you by us; we pray
you in Christ's stead, be ye reconciled to God.
John 20-21: Then said Jesus to them again. Peace be unto you: as my Father hath sent me, even so I send
you. 23, Whose soever sins ye remit, they are remitted unto them: And whose soever sins ye retain, they are
retained.
Matt. 18, 18: Whatsoever ye shall bind on earth shall be bound in heaven: and whatsoever ye shall loose
on earth, shall be loosed in heaven.
2 Cor. 5, 18, 20: And all things are of God, who hath reconciled us to himself by Jesus Christ, and hath
given to us the Ministry of reconciliation.
COMMENT: All purely spiritual powers which Christ conferred upon his Church were given to it
perpetually except where no need of such a power remained. But who will say there is no longer any need
of the power to forgive sin, that sin is no longer a live problem upon earth?
EXTREME UNCTION
The Bible teaches that the anointing of the sick with oil and prayer by the priests of the Church (called
Extreme Unction) may obtain forgiveness of sins and even refreshment Of body.

James 5, 14-16: Is any sick among you? let him call for the elders (i. e., priests) of the church; and let
them pray over him, anointing him with oil in the name of the Lord. 15. And the prayer of faith shall save
the sick, and the Lord shall raise him up, and if he have committed sins, they shall be forgiven him.
COMMENT: As all such spiritual ordinances derived from Christ and the Apostles were of their very
nature perpetual, there is absolutely no reason for saying that Extreme Unction as here described was but a
temporary institution.
HOLY ORDERS
ONE
The Bible teaches that Christ has ambassadors or agents (his bishops and priests) who represent Him in this
world.
2 Cor. 5-20: Now then we are ambassadors for Christ as though God did beseech you by us: we pray you
in Christ's stead, be ye reconciled to God.
I Cor. 4, l: Let a man so account of us, as of the ministers of Christ, and stewards of the mysteries of
God.
John 20, 21: Then said Jesus to them again. Peace be unto you: as my Father hath sent me, even so send I
you .
COMMENT: No wonder that the Catholic Church imposes such serious obligations upon her priests. The
fact that an occasional individual may be faithless to his obligations proves nothing against Christ or his
Church. The fact that many slander and vilify the priests, only makes them so much the more like their
Divine Master.
TWO
The Bible teaches that the office of the bishop, priests, etc., in the true Church comes by divine
appointment; i. e., God gives individuals a special vocation to this calling.
Heb. 5, 4: And no man taketh this honor unto himself, but he that is called of God, as was Aaron.
Heb. 5, 1: For every high priest taken from among men is ordained for men in things pertaining to God,
that he may offer both gifts and sacrifices for sins.
John 15, 16: Ye have not chosen me, but I have chosen you, and ordained you, that ye should go and
bring forth fruit; and that your fruit should remain- that whatsoever ye shall ask of the Father in my name,
he may give it to you.
John 20-21: Then said Jesus to them again. Peace be unto you; as my Father hath sent me, even so send I
you.
COMMENT: Most unscriptural, therefore, is the practice of congregations ordaining, commissioning their
ministers to preach the gospel to them. This authority comes from Christ, through the Apostles and their
lawful successors.
THREE
The Bible teaches that the Apostles actually appointed lawful assistants and successors to carry on their
work.
Titus 1-5: For this cause left I thee in Crete, that thou shouldest set in order the things that are wanting,
and ordain elders (i. e., priests) in every city, as I had appointed thee.

Acts 13, 2 and 3: As they ministered to the Lord and fasted, the Holy Ghost said, separate me Barnabas
and Saul for the work whereunto I have called them. 3. And when they had fasted and prayed, and laid their
hands on them, they sent them away.
COMMENT: Holy Orders is a special sacrament which transmits the Apostolic power and authority down
through the centuries.
WOMEN AS MINISTERS
The Bible teaches that it is unlawful to have women ministers who speak or preach in the Churches.
I Cor. 14, 34: Let your women keep silence in the churches: for it is not permitted unto them to speak,
etc.
COMMENT: In view of this, it is difficult to see how any one can take it upon himself to nullify the word
of God, by having women preachers, ministers or evangelists.
MATRIMONY AND DIVORCE
ONE
The Bible teaches that lawful marriage cannot be dissolved by any human power.
Matt. 19, 6: Wherefore they are no more twain, but one flesh. What therefore God hath joined together,
let no man put asunder.
COMMENT: This doctrine is maintained at a great price by the Catholic Church. Of old it cost her nearly
the whole of England. Today she loses thousands every year because of her uncompromising stand upon
this subject. But did she do otherwise, she would cease to be the true Church of Christ.
TWO
The Bible teaches that remarriage (during the lifetime of the former consort) is adultery.
I Cor. 7, 10-11: And unto the married I command, yet not I, but the Lord, let not the wife depart from her
husband; but and if she depart let her remain unmarried, or be reconciled to her husband: and let not the
husband put away his wife.
Mark 10, 11-12: And he saith unto them, whosoever shall put away his wife, and marry another,
committeth adultery against her. And if a woman shall put away her husband, and be married to another she
committeth adultery.
Luke 16-18: Whosoever putteth away his wife and marrieth another, committeth adultery and whosoever
marrieth her that is put away from her husband committeth adultery.
COMMENT: If one party commits adultery the other party may, under certain circumstances, live separate
from guilty party; but may not remarry during the former consort's lifetime. This is the real meaning of
Matt. 19, 9.
PURGATORY
The Bible teaches (a) that some sins are forgiven in the next world; (b) that some souls are saved in the next
world "by fire"; (c) that it is useful and beneficial to pray for the dead.

Matt. 12-32: And whosoever speaketh a word against the Son of Man it shall be forgiven him: but
whosoever speaketh against the Holy Ghost, it shall not be forgiven him, neither in this world, NEITHER
IN THE WORLD TO COME. (Some sins can therefore be forgiven after death.)
I Cor. 3, 13 and 15: Every man's work shall be made manifest: for the day shall declare it, because it
shall be revealed by fire and the fire shall try every man's work of what sort it is. 15. If any man's work
shall be burned, he shall suffer loss; but he himself shall be saved, YET SO AS BY FIRE.
2 Machabees, 12-46: (This is one of the Old Testament books omitted from the Protestant Bible). It is
therefore a holy and wholesome thought to pray for the dead that they may be loosed from their sins.
COMMENT: As nothing defiled can enter Heaven (Rev. 21-27), there must necessarily exist a state of
cleansing or purgation usually called "purgatory."
PICTURES AND STATUES
The Bible teaches that God approves the use and veneration of sacred pictures and images to stimulate
religious fervor.
Exod. 25-18: And thou shalt make two cherubims of gold, of beaten work shalt thou make them, in the
two ends of the mercy seat.
Numbers 21, 8-9: And the Lord said unto Moses. Make thee a fiery serpent, and set it upon a pole, and it
shall come to pass, that every one that is bitten, when he looketh upon it, shall live.
John 3, 14: And as Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so must the Son of Man be lifted
up.
I Kings 6-29: And he carved all the walls of the house round about with carved figures of cherubims and
palm trees and open flowers, within and without. (Also see verses 32 and 35).
COMMENT: Hence men are not forbidden "to make to thyself a graven image," except when this is to be
set up and adored as a god.
ASHES ON ASH WEDNESDAY
The Bible teaches the utility of ashes as a sign of penance.
Job. 42, 6: Wherefore I abhor myself, and repent in dust and ashes.
Jonah 3, 6: For word came unto the king of Nineveh and he arose from his throne, and he laid his robe
from him, and covered him with sackcloth and sat in ashes.
COMMENT: Hence criticism of blessed ashes and similar Catholic sacramentals is irreverent and
irreligious.
VESTMENTS AT MASS
The Bible teaches that special vestments are worn by those exercising sacred functions.
Exod. 28-4: And these are the garments which they shall make; a breast plate, and an ephod, and a robe,
and a broidered coat, a mitre and a girdle, and they shall make holy garments for Aaron thy brother, and his
sons, that he may minister unto me in the priest's office.
COMMENT: Hence Catholic vestments are by no means "superstitious," but conformable to Bible
precedent.

HOLY WATER
The Bible teaches that already in ancient times, God not only permitted but commanded the use of Holy
Water.
Numbers 5-17: And the priest shall take holy water in an earthen vessel, and of the dust that is in the
floor of the tabernacle the priest shall take, and put it into the water.
COMMENT: Hence the Catholic Church should be commended, not blamed, for following Sacred
Scripture.
RELICS OF SAINTS
The Bible teaches that it is proper and beneficial to venerate the relics of sacred personages or things.
2 King, 2, 8-14: The mantle of Elijah.
Exodus 7, 10: The rod of Aaron.
Matt 9, 20-21: Also Matt. 14-36: The hem of our Lord's garment.
Acts 19, 12: So that from his body were brought unto the sick, handkerchiefs. or aprons, and the diseases
departed from them, and the evil spirit went out of them.
Acts 5, 15-16: Insomuch that they brought forth the sick into the streets, and laid them on beds and
couches, that at the least the shadow of Peter passing by might overshadow some of them
COMMENT: Hence while the Catholic Church forbids her children to pray TO relics of Christ and the
Saints, or to act towards them as if they had any power IN THEMSELVES; she rightly teaches us to honor
the relics for what they represent. Similarly, Americans honor the flag because of its symbolism.
USE OF INCENSE
The Bible teaches that incense symbolizing prayer can be used in churches when offering praise and
worship to God.
Rev. 8, 3: And another angel came and stood at the altar, having a golden censer; and there was given
unto him much incense, that he should offer it with the prayers of all saints upon the golden altar which was
before the throne.
Psalm 141-2: Let my prayer be set forth before thee as incense and the lifting up of my hands as the
evening sacrifice.
COMMENT: Hence Catholic ceremonies, the use of incense, etc., all have Scriptural basis.
HERESIES
The Bible teaches that those who reject willingly the true faith are to be classified with heretics and lost
souls.
Titus 3-10: A man that is an heretic after the first and second admonition reject.
Gal. 1-8: But though we or an angel from heaven, preach any other gospel unto you than that which we
have preached unto you, let him be accursed.

Gal. 1-9: As we said before, so say I now again, If any man preach any other gospel unto you than that
which ye have received let him be accursed.
Rom. 16-17: Now I beseech you brethren mark them which cause divisions and offences contrary to the
doctrine which ye have learned; and avoid them.
2 John 10: If there come any unto you, and bring not this doctrine, receive him not into your house,
neither bid him God speed.
COMMENT: Therefore according to the Bible, one religion is not as good as the other. It is the true
religion that God demands of men and which men are bound to practice in order to save their souls.
NECESSITY OF GOOD WORKS
The Bible teaches that both faith and good works are necessary for salvation.
James 2, 22-26: Seest thou how faith wrought with his works and by works was faith made perfect?
etc.... so faith without works is dead also.
I Cor. 13, 1-3: Though I speak with the tongues of men and of angels . . and though I have all faith, so
that I could remove mountains . . . and have not charity, it profiteth me nothing
.
Matt. 7-21: Not every one that saith unto me, Lord Lord shall enter into the kingdom of heaven; but he
that doeth the will of my Father which is in heaven.
Mark 16-16: He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved but he that believeth not shall be damned.
COMMENT: Hence the futility of saying, "I am a Christian, I am a Catholic," unless one earnestly strives
to serve God. Hence the egregious error of maintaining that the mere acceptation of Christ as one's Personal
Savior is all that is required. Christ is, will be our personal Savior only if we exercise that necessary faith
and good works. Hence also the folly of saying: "It makes no difference what you believe."
HONORING MARY
The Bible teaches that God made Mary the earthly mother of the Second Person of the Blessed Trinity; that
true Christians of every age MUST honor her: Read Luke 1, 26-35,
Luke 1-48: . . ., for, behold from henceforth all generations shall call me blessed.
COMMENT: Since God honored Mary more than other angelic or human beings, are we not allowed,
EVEN OBLIGED, to do the same? But where outside the Catholic Church is this precept, this prophecy
fulfilled?
HONORING ANGELS AND SAINTS
The Bible teaches that the citizens of heaven take an active interest and (within limitations) intervene in the
affairs of men.
Eph. 2-19: Now therefore ye are no more strangers and foreigners but FELLOW-CITIZENS WITH THE
SAINTS and of the household of God.
Acts 12-7: And behold the angel of the Lord came upon him and a light shined in the prison; and he
smote Peter on the side, and raised him up, saying: Arise up quickly. And his chains fell from his hands.

Heb. 1-14: Are they not all ministering spirits, set forth to minister for them who shall be heirs of
salvation?
Luke 15-10: Likewise I say unto you, there is joy in the presence of the angels of God over one sinner
that repenteth.
COMMENT: Hence the Catholic Church is most consistent in enumerating angels among men's protectors,
patrons, well-wishers. The same may be said of God's saints in Heaven.
Catholic Doctrine Is Derived From These Four Sources:
1. What the Bible explicitly or implicitly teaches.
2. Available Bible material is clarified or complemented or confirmed by truths derived from historical
records (tradition) such as the writings of the Fathers, inscriptions in the Catacombs, early rules and
regulations of the Church.
3. The guidance of the Holy Spirit, Whom Christ promised to His Church (John 14-16 and 26).
4. Our Lord's own presence in the Church, according to His specific promise. (Matt. 28-20).
Why There Are So Many Churches
Today there are so many Protestant churches because there is so much different interpretation of the Bible;
there is so much different interpretation of the Bible because there is so much wrong interpretation of the
Bible. And there is so much wrong interpretation because the system of interpreting it is radically wrong.
You cannot have one fold and one shepherd, one faith and one baptism by letting every man and every
woman distort and pervert the Scriptures to suit their own pet theories.
In our day, there is no whim, fad or fancy that some one does not claim to prove from the Bible. Almost
any man or woman is conceited enough to set himself up as a competent interpreter of the word of God. "I
think the Bible means this, therefore it does mean this," is their modest position. These men and women
want it thoroughly understood that our forefathers in the faith were all fools that for the last nineteen
hundred years, the Christian world was in inky darkness. With them, however, light has come into the
world.
VARIOUS INSTANCES
Some, like the early heretics, will prove from the Bible that Christ is only God and not man. Others, like
modern Unitarians, will prove from the Bible that Christ is only man and not God.
Some denominations will prove from the Bible that in the New Law, Christ shared his priesthood with NO
ONE. Others will prove from the Bible that in the New Law, even the women are priests; hence the name
Presbyters or priests, from which "Presbyterian" is derived.
One sect will prove from the Bible that baptism is unnecessary for children, but is necessary for adults.
Others will prove from the Bible that baptism is necessary for no one; that it is only a ceremony, an
initiation such as is required when one joins a lodge.
Campbellites or "First Christians" will prove from the Bible that to be really baptized, one must be totally
immersed in water. Others prove from the Bible that the whole thing is unnecessary and ought to be
abandoned.
Russellites prove from the Bible that there is going to be a millennium, a thousand years when every one
will get a second trial. Calvinists prove from the Bible that a large part of mankind do not even get a first
trial, but are predestined to damnation irrespective of their merits.
BIBLE IS MISTREATED

Some sects prove from the Bible that eternal punishment is going to be meted out to nearly every one, but
the little handful of their particular false sect is going to escape. But others prove from the Bible that
everyone is going to be saved. To even murderers, adulterers, and those who rob widows and orphans-and
never repent-will Christ hold out His arms and say: "Come, Blessed of My Father, and possess the
Kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world."
Reduced to practice their theory means this: Read the Bible and believe as you like; if you like Martin
Luther's theory, follow it; if you prefer John Calvin's Christianity, embrace it. If you think that Campbell,
or Dowie, or Mrs. Eddy, or the Adventists have "discovered" the truth, have succeeded in doing what
Christ must have failed to do, then take them as your guide. If the theory of none of these persons suits you,
make up one yourself.
RECENT FALLACIES
Mrs. Eddy will prove from the Bible that man is all soul, the body is practically a delusion, and does not
really exist, "Bible Students" will prove from the Bible that the soul is all delusion you really have none
When you die, your soul knows not anything: the soul which God gave Adam was only air and nothing
more
In the Bible, we are told to serve the Lord in fear and trembling and so we have the shakers, the mourners
and the weepers. Again in the Bible, we are told to rejoice in the Lord always, again I say rejoice. And so
we have the singers and the jumpers and the rollers. Surely you would think that there is a sufficient variety
to suit every one, but it seems not, for new sects are springing up constantly.
All these claim to prove their version of Christianity from the Bible; all these are willing to swear that their
little handful are the only ones who are right and that every one else is wrong. Christ's Church for nineteen
hundred years was a complete failure, but fortunately they have finally come to set it aright. Meanwhile the
Bible itself warns us:
"For the time will come when they will not endure sound doctrine. but . . . shall heap to themselves
teachers, having itching ears." (2 Tim. 4-3).
Again, referring to the epistle of St. Paul, the Prince of the Apostles tells us:
"As also in all his epistles, speaking in them of these things; in which are some things hard to be
understood, which they that are unlearned and unstable wrest, as they do also other scriptures, unto their
own destruction." (2 Peter. 3-16).
CHRIST'S TRUTHS CHANGELESS
For whosoever preaches any other but the accepted Christian faith of past centuries, by that very fact
proves himself to be a false teacher, a false prophet, who as Christ says, "Comes in the garb of a shepherd,
but inwardly is a ravening wolf." The true faith must be and necessarily has been believed, as St. Augustine
puts it: "Semper et ubique;" i.e. always and all over - by at least the vast majority of Christians. Of that
accepted Christian faith, therefore, we can say what St. Paul did of his own teachings: "Though an angel
from heaven preach to you a different doctrine, let him be accursed."
Here are ten children. Give them all the same simple problem in arithmetic. Imagine that each gives you a
different answer. Of these ten answers, you know that at least nine are wrong. Perhaps also the tenth. Here
are 33,800 sects. Ask them all to solve the problem, "What does the Bible teach?" Each gives you a
different answer. But you know that only one can really be correct. All the rest are wrong. Two and two are
always four. There are a thousand wrong answers to every problem, but only one correct reply.
www.olrl.org/apologetics/
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THE ONE TRUE CHURCH
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bishop or priest in the Catholic Church. Little wonder, for his majestic presence and force of eloquence, Father Damen
as a missionary rose to a success that surpassed anything ever before or since known in America.
The fiery apostolic zeal of this beloved and pious priest can only scarcely be measured by the twelve thousand
conversions to Catholicism for which he was responsible, often receiving as many as sixty or seventy souls into the
Church in one day. For it must be noted, too, that in the midst of all this remarkable labor, he also managed to found
and to organize the great Jesuit institutions of Chicago that stand today as monuments to his holy memory.
What explains the inspiring achievements of Father Damen? As one writer expressed it: "He cared nothing for applause
or criticism. He was working to save souls." In other words, his noble accomplishments were the fruits of immense
charity. That is, charity in the truest sense: He loved God and his fellow man so much that he would spare no energy or
effort that was necessary to wrest a soul from the spiritual error and darkness which would bring about its eternal loss.
And to this saintly Jesuit, such was the certain fate always and everywhere present outside the One True Church.
Father Damen preached in an age quite recent to our own, when Catholics not only still universally believed but lived
by the infallibly declared, immutable constant dogma of the Faith: Outside the Church there is no salvation. This was,
in fact, his whole creed and teaching, by which he effectively converted so many
We are pleased to reprint Father Damen's compelling sermons, The One True Church and The Church or The Bible
[Now combined in one 31 page booklet]. We urge you to purchase a large quantity of these booklets for widespread
distribution, not only for those outside of the Catholic Faith, but also for Catholics who need to be better instructed and
informed about our holy religion.

THE CHURCH OR THE BIBLE
The One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church
By Fr. Arnold Damen S.J.
Introduction
The following sermon is as relevant today as it was over 100 years ago when it was first preached by Father
Arnold Damen, S.J. That Father Damen's message was and still is a challenge to the many who pride
themselves "Bible-and-Bible-alone Christians" is evident from the title, "The Church or the Bible."
"One cannot have God for his Father, who will not have the Church for his Mother," and likewise one
cannot have the Word of God for his faith who will not have the Church for his teacher. It is the infallible
teaching authority of the Church, as promised by Christ, which alone preserves God's word from erroneous
interpretation. This is the essence of the zealous priest's doctrine. It is also the essence of true Christianity,
as Father Damen amply proves from Scripture itself and from just plain common sense.
Every sincere Bible reader deserves to know the true relation God has established between His Church and
Holy Scripture. We, therefore, invite all who love the Bible to read Father Damen's exposition with an open
mind, lest while reading the Scriptures "they wrest them to their own destruction." (2 Peter 3:16)

I
Dearly Beloved Christians: -- When Our Divine Savior sent His Apostles and His Disciples throughout the
whole universe to preach the Gospel to every creature, He laid down the conditions of salvation thus: "He
that believeth and is Baptized," said the Son of the Living God, "shall be saved; but he that believeth not
shall be condemned." (Mark 16:16). Here, then, Our Blessed Lord laid down the two conditions of
salvation: Faith and Baptism. He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved, but he that believeth not
shall be condemned -- or is damned. Hence, then, two conditions of salvation: Faith and Baptism. I will
speak this evening on the condition of Faith.
We must have Faith in order to be saved, and we must have Divine Faith, not human faith. Human faith
will not save a man, but only Divine Faith. What is Divine Faith? It is to believe, upon the authority of
God, all the Truths that God has revealed; that is Divine Faith. To believe all that God has taught upon the
authority of God, and to believe without doubting, without hesitating; for the moment you commence to
doubt or hesitate; that moment you commence to distrust the authority of God, and, therefore, insult God by
doubting His Word. Divine Faith, therefore, is to believe without doubting, without hesitating. Human faith
is when we believe a thing upon the authority of men -- on human authority. That is human Faith. But
Divine Faith is to believe without hesitating, whatsoever God has revealed upon the authority of God, upon
the Word of God.
Therefore, my dear people, it is not a matter of indifference what religion a man professes, providing he be
a good man.
You hear it said nowadays in this Nineteenth Century of little faith that it matters not what religion a man
professes, providing he be a good man. That is heresy, my dear people, and I will prove it to you to be such.
If it be a matter of indifference what a man believes, providing he be a good man, why then it is useless for
God to make any revelation whatever. If a man is at liberty to reject what God revealeth, what use for
Christ to send out His Apostles and disciples to teach all nations, if those nations are at liberty to believe or
reject the teachings of the Apostles or disciples? You see at once that this would be insulting God.
If God reveals a thing or teaches a thing, He means to be believed. He wants to be believed whenever He
teaches or reveals a thing. Man is bound to believe whatsoever God has revealed, for, my dear people, we
are bound to worship God, both with our reason and intellect, as well as with our heart and will. God is
master of the whole man. He claims his will, his heart, his reason, and his intellect.
Where is the man in his reason, no matter what denomination, church, or religion he belongs to, that will
deny that we are bound to believe what God has taught? I am sure there is not a Christian who will deny
that we are bound to believe whatsoever God has revealed. Therefore, it is not a matter of indifference what
religion a man professes. He must profess that true religion if he would be saved.
But what is the true religion? To believe all that God has taught. I am sure that even my Protestant friends
will admit this is right; for, if they do not, I would say they are no Christians at all.
"But what is the true Faith?"
"The true Faith," say Protestant friends, "is to believe in the Lord Jesus."
Agreed, Christians believe in that. Tell me what you mean by believing in the Lord Jesus?
"Why you must believe that he is the Son of the Living God."
Agreed again. Thanks be to God, we can agree on something. We believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of the
Living God, that He is God. To this we all agree, excepting the Unitarians and Socinians, but we will leave
them alone tonight. If Christ be God, then we must believe all He teaches. Is this not so, my dearly beloved
Protestant brethren and sisters? And that's the right Faith, isn't it ?

"Well, yes," says my Protestant friend "I guess that is the right Faith. To believe that Jesus is the Son of the
Living God we must believe all that Christ has taught."
We Catholics say the same, and here we agree again. Christ, then, we must believe, We must believe all
that Christ has taught -- that God has revealed -- and, without that Faith there is no salvation; without that
Faith there is no hope of Heaven; without that Faith there is eternal damnation! We have the words of
Christ for it: "He that believeth not shall be condemned," says Christ.
II
But if Christ, my dearly beloved people, commands me under pain of eternal damnation to believe all that
He has taught, He must give me the means to know what He has taught.
If, therefore, Christ commands me upon pain of eternal damnation, He is bound to give me the means of
knowing what He has taught. And the means Christ gives us of knowing this must have been at all times
within the reach of all people.
Secondly, the means that God gives us to know what He has taught must be a means adapted to the
capacities of all intellects -- even the dullest. For even those of the dullest of understandings have a right to
salvation, and consequently they have a right to the means whereby they shall learn the truths that God has
taught, that they may believe them and be saved.
The means that God gives us to know what he has taught must be an infallible means. For if it be a means
that can lead us astray , it can be no means at all. It must be an infallible means, so that if a man makes use
of that means, he will infallibly, without fear of mistake or error, be brought to a knowledge of all the truths
that God has taught.
I don't think there can be anyone present here -- I care not what he is, a Christian or an unbeliever -- who
can object to my premises. And these premises are the groundwork of my discourse and of all my
reasoning, and therefore, I want you to bear them in mind. I will repeat them, for on these premises rests all
the strength of my discourse and reasoning.
If God commands me under pain of eternal damnation to believe all that He has taught, He is bound to give
me the means to know what He has taught. And the means that God gives me must have been at all times
within the reach of all people- must be adapted to the capacities of all intellects, must be an infallible means
to us, so that if a man makes use of it he will be brought to a knowledge of all the truths that God has
taught.
III
Has God given us such means? "Yes," say my Protestant friends, "He has." And so says the Catholic: God
has given us such a means. What is the means God has given us whereby we shall learn the Truth that God
has revealed? "The Bible," says my Protestant friends, "the Bible, the whole of the Bible, and nothing but
the Bible." But we Catholics say, "No; not the Bible and its private interpretation, but the Church of the
Living God."
I will prove the facts, and I defy all my separated brethren -- and all the preachers into the bargain -- to
disprove what I will say tonight. I say, then, it is not the private interpretation of the Bible that has been
appointed by God to be the teacher of man, but the Church of the living God.
For, my dear people, if God has intended that man should learn His (God's) religion from a book -- the
Bible -- surely God would have given that book to man; Christ would have given that book to man. Did He
do it? He did not. Christ sent His Apostles throughout the whole universe and said: "Go ye, therefore, and
teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost; teaching
them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you."

Christ did not say, "Sit down and write Bibles and scatter them over the earth, and let every man read his
Bible and judge for himself." If Christ had said that, there would never have been a Christianity on the
earth at all, but a Babylon and confusion instead, and never one Church, the union of one body. Hence,
Christ never said to His Apostles, "Go and write Bibles and distribute them, and let everyone judge for
himself." That injunction was reserved for the Sixteenth Century, and we have seen the result of it. Ever
since the Sixteenth Century there have been springing up religion upon religion, and churches upon
churches, all fighting and quarreling with one another. And all because of private interpretation of the
Bible.
Christ sent His Apostles with the authority to teach all nations, and never gave them any command of
writing the Bible. And the Apostles went forth and preached everywhere, and planted the Church of God
throughout the earth, but never thought of writing.
The first word written was by St. Matthew (a Catholic), and he wrote for the benefit of a few individuals.
He wrote the Gospel about seven years after Christ left this earth, so that the Church of God, established by
Christ, existed seven years before a line was written of the New Testament.
St. Mark (also a Catholic) wrote about ten years after Christ left this earth; St. Luke (another Catholic)
about twenty-five years, and St. John (still another Catholic) about sixty-three years after Christ had
established the Church of God. St. John wrote the last portion of the Bible -- the Book of the Apocalypse
(or Revelation as the Protestants call it) -- about sixty-five years after Christ had left this earth and the
Church of God had been established. The Catholic religion had existed sixty-five years before the Bible
was completed, before it was written.
Now, I ask you, my dearly beloved separated brethren, were these Christian people, who lived during the
period between the establishment of the Church of Jesus and the finishing of the Bible, were they really
Christians, good Christians, enlightened Christians? Did they know the religion of Jesus? Where is the man
that will dare to say that those who lived from the time that Christ went up to Heaven to the time that the
Bible was completed were not Christians? It is admitted on all sides, by all denominations, that they were
the very best of Christians, the first fruit of the Blood of Jesus Christ.
But how did they know what they had to do to save their souls? Was it from the Bible that they learned it?
No, because the Bible had yet to be written. And would our Divine Savior have left His Church for sixtyfive years without a teacher of man? Most assuredly not.
Were the Apostles Christians, I ask you, my dear Protestant friends? You say, "Yes, sir; they were the very
founders of Christianity." Now, my dear friends, none of the Apostles ever read the Bible; not one of them
except, perhaps, Saint John. For all of them had died martyrs for the Faith of Jesus Christ and never saw the
cover of a Bible. Every one of them died martyrs and heroes for the Church of Jesus before the Bible was
completed
How, then, did those Christians that lived in the first sixty-five years after Christ ascended -- how did they
know what they had to do to save their souls? They knew it precisely the same way that you know it, my
dear Catholic friends. You know it from the teaching of the Church of God, and so did the primitive
Christians know it.
IV
Not only sixty-five years did Christ leave the Church He had established without a Bible, but over three
hundred years. The Church of God was established and went on spreading itself over the whole globe
without a Bible for more than three hundred years. In all that time the people did not know what constituted
the Bible.
In the days of the Apostles there were many false gospels. There was the Gospel of Simon, the Gospel of
Nicodemus, of Mary, of Barnabas, and the Gospel of the infancy of Jesus. All of these gospels were spread
among the people, and the people did not know which of these were inspired and which were false and

spurious. Even the learned themselves were disputing whether preference should be given to the Gospel of
Simon or that of Matthew -- to the Gospel of Nicodemus or the Gospel of Mark, the Gospel of Mary or that
of Luke, the Gospel of the Infancy of Jesus or the Gospel of St. John the Evangelist.
And so it was in regard to the epistles: Many spurious epistles were written, and the people were at a loss
for over three hundred years to know which was false or spurious, or which inspired. And, therefore, they
did not know what constituted the books of the Bible.
It was not until the Fourth Century that the Pope of Rome, the Head of the Church, the successor of Saint
Peter, assembled together the Bishops of the world in a council. And there in that council it was decided
that the Bible, as we Catholics now have it, is the Word of God, and that the Gospels of Simon, Nicodemus,
Mary, the Infancy of Jesus, and Barnabas, and all those other epistles were spurious or, at least, unauthentic; at least, that there was no evidence of their inspiration, and that the Gospels of Saints Luke,
Matthew, Mark and John, and the Book of the Apocalypse (Revelation), were inspired by the Holy Ghost.
Up to that time the whole world for three hundred years did not know what the Bible was (Note: The
Catholics at that time did know about the Old Testament, but there was no New Testament in existence.
DB); hence, they could not take the Bible for their guide, for they did not know what constituted the Bible.
Would our Divine Savior, if He intended man to learn his religion from a book, have left the Christian
world for three hundred years without that book? Most assuredly not.
V
Not only for three hundred years was the world left without the Bible, but for one thousand four hundred
years the Christian world was left without the Sacred Book.
Before the art of printing was invented, Bibles were rare things; Bibles were costly things. Now, you must
all be aware, if you have read history at all, that the art of printing was invented only a little more than four
hundred years ago (Note: Four hundred years as of this writing; late 19th Century) -- about the middle of
the Fifteenth Century -- and about one hundred years before there was a single Protestant in the world.
As I have said, before printing was invented books were rare and costly things. Historians tell us that in the
Eleventh Century -- eight hundred years ago -- Bibles were so rare and costly that it took a fortune, a
considerable fortune, to buy oneself a copy of the Bible! Before the art of printing, everything had to be
done with the pen upon parchment or sheepskin. It was, therefore, a tedious and slow operation -- a costly
operation.
Now, in order to arrive at the probably cost of a Bible at that time, let us suppose that a man should work
ten years to make a copy of the Bible and earn a dollar a day. Well, then, the cost of that Bible would be
nearly $3,650! Now, let us suppose that a man should work at the copying of the Bible for twenty years, as
historians say it would have taken him that long, not having the conveniences and improvements to aid him
that we have now. Then, at a dollar a day, for twenty years, the cost of a Bible would be nearly $8,000.
Suppose I came and said to you, "My dear people, save your soul, for if you lose your soul all is lost." You
would ask, "What are we to do to save your souls?" The Protestant preacher would say to you, "You must
get a Bible; you can get one at such-and-such a shop." You would ask the cost, and be told it was $8,000.
You would exclaim: "The Lord save us! And can we not go to Heaven without that book?" The answer
would be: "No, you must have the Bible and read it." You murmur at the price, but are asked, "is not your
soul worth $8,000?" Yes, of course it is, but you say you do not have the money, and if you cannot get a
Bible, and our salvation depends upon it, evidently you would have to remain outside the Kingdom of
Heaven. This would be a hopeless condition, indeed.
For fourteen hundred years the world was left without a Bible -- not one in ten thousand, not one in twenty
thousand, before the art of printing was invented, had the Bible. And would our Divine Lord have left the
world without that book if it was necessary to man's salvation? Most assuredly not.

VI
But let us suppose for a moment that all had Bibles, that Bibles were written from the beginning, and that
every man, woman, and child had a copy. What good would that book be to people who did not know how
to read it? It is a blind thing to such persons.

Even now one-half the inhabitants of the earth cannot read. Moreover, as the Bible was written in Greek
and Hebrew, it would be necessary to know these languages in order to be able to read it.
But it is said that we have a translation now in French, English, and other languages of the day. Yes, but are
you sure you have a faithful translation? If not, you have not the Word of God. If you have a false
translation, it is the work of man. How shall you ascertain that? How shall you find out if you have a
faithful translation from the Greek and Hebrew?
"I do not know Greek or Hebrew," says my separated friend; "for my translation I must depend upon the
opinion of the learned."
Well, then, dear friends, suppose the learned should be divided in their opinions, and some of them should
say it is good, and some false? Then your faith is gone; you must commence doubting and hesitating,
because you do not know if the translation is good.
Now with regard to the Protestant translation of the Bible, allow me to tell you that the most learned among
Protestants tell you that your translation -- the King James edition -- is a very faulty translation and is full
of errors. Your own learned divines, preachers, and bishops have written whole volumes to point out all the
errors that are there in the King James translation, and Protestants of various denominations acknowledge
it.
Some years ago, when I lived in St. Louis, there was held in that city a convention of ministers. All
denominations were invited, the object being to arrange for a new translation of the Bible, and give it to the
world. The proceedings of the convention were published daily in the Missouri Republican. A very learned
Presbyterian, I think it was, stood up, and, urging the necessity of giving a new translation of the Bible, said
that in the present Protestant translation of the Bible there were no less than thirty thousand errors.
And you say, my dear Protestant friends, that the Bible is your guide and teacher. What a teacher, with
thirty thousand errors! The Lord save us from such a teacher! one error is bad enough, but thirty thousand
is a little too much.
Another preacher stood up in the convention -- I think he was a Baptist -- and, urging the necessity of
giving a new translation of the Bible, said for thirty years past the world was without the word of God, for
the Bible we have is not the Word of God at all.
Here are your own preachers for you. You all read the newspapers, no doubt, my friends, and must know
what happened in England a few years ago. A petition was sent to parliament for an allowance of a few
thousand pounds sterling for the purpose of getting up a new translation of the Bible. And that movement
was headed and carried on by Protestant bishops and clergymen.
VII
But, my dear people, how can you be sure of your faith? You say the Bible is your guide, but you do not
know if you have it. Let us suppose for a moment that all should have a Bible. Should all read it and have a
faithful translation, even then it cannot be the guide of man, because the private interpretation of the Bible
is not infallible, but, on the contrary, most fallible. it is the source and fountain of all kinds of errors and
heresies, and all kinds of blasphemous doctrines. Do not be shocked, my dear friends; just be calm and
listen to my arguments.

There are now throughout the world three hundred and fifty different denominations or churches, and all of
them say the Bible is their guide and teacher. And we'll suppose they are all sincere. Are all of them true
churches? This is an impossibility. Truth is one as God is one, and there can be no contradiction. Every
man in his senses sees that every one of them cannot be true, for they differ and contradict one another, and
cannot, therefore, be all true. The Protestants say the man that reads the Bible right and prayerfully has
Truth, and they all say that they read it right.
Let us suppose that here is an Episcopalian minister. He is (just for the sake of argument) a sincere, an
honest, a well-meaning and prayerful man. He reads his Bible in a prayerful spirit, and from the Word of
the Bible, he says it is clear that there must be bishops. For without bishops there can be no priests, without
priests no Sacraments, and without Sacraments no Church. The Presbyterian is a sincere and well meaning
man. He reads the Bible also, and deduces that there should be no bishops, but only presbyters. "Here is the
Bible," says the Episcopalian; and "here is the Bible to give you a lie," says the Presbyterian. Yet both of
them are prayerful and well-meaning men.
Then the Baptist comes in. He is (again for the sake of argument) a well-meaning, honest man, and
prayerful also. "Well," says the Baptist, "have you ever been baptized?" "I was," says the Episcopalian,
"when I was a baby."
"And so was I," says the Presbyterian, "when I was a baby." "But," says the Baptist, "you are going to Hell
as sure as you live."
Next comes the Unitarian, (presumably) well-meaning, honest, and sincere. "Well," says the Unitarian,
"allow me to tell you that you are a pack of idolaters. You worship a man for a God who is no God at all."
And he gives several texts from the Bible to prove it, while the others are stopping their ears that they may
not hear the blasphemies of the Unitarian. And they all contend that they have the true meaning of the
Bible.
Next comes the Methodist, and he says, "My friends, have you got any religion at all?" "Of course we
have," they say. "Did you ever feel religion," says the Methodist, "the Spirit of God moving within you?"
"Nonsense," says the Presbyterian, "we are guided by our reason and judgment." "Well," says the
Methodist, "if you have never felt religion, you never had it, and will go to Hell for eternity."
The Universalist next comes in, and hears them threatening one another with eternal hellfire. "Why," says
he, "you are a strange set of people. Do you not understand the Word of God? There is no Hell at all. That
idea is good enough to scare old women and children," and he proves it from the Bible.
Now comes in the Quaker. He urges them not to quarrel, and advises that they do not baptize at all. He is
the sincerest of men (not really, but for argument's sake), and gives the Bible for his faith.
Another comes in and says: "Baptize the men and let the women alone. For the Bible says, 'unless a man be
born again of water and the Holy Ghost, he cannot enter the Kingdom of Heaven.' So," says he, "the
women are all right, but baptize the men."
Next comes in the Shaker, and says he: "You are a presumptuous people. Do you not know that the Bible
tells you that you must work out your salvation in fear and trembling, and you do not tremble at all. By
brethren, if you want to go to heaven shake, brother, shake!"
VIII
I have brought together seven or eight denominations, differing one from another, or understanding the
Bible in different ways, illustrative of the fruits of private interpretation. What, then, if I brought together
the three hundred and fifty different denominations, all taking the Bible for their guide and teaching, and all
differing from one another? Are they all right? One says there is a Hell, and another says there is no Hell.
Are both right? One says Christ is God; another says He is not. One says they are unessential. One says

Baptism is requisite, and another says it is not. Are both true? This is an impossibility, my dear friends; all
cannot be true.
Who, then, is true? He that has the true meaning of the Bible, you say. But the Bible does not tell us who
that is -- the Bible never settles the quarrel. It is not the teacher.
The Bible, my dear people, is a good book. We Catholics allow that the Bible is the Word of God, the
language of inspiration, and every Catholic is exhorted to read the Bible. But good as it is, the Bible, my
dear friends, does not explain itself. It is a good book, the Word of God, the language of inspiration. Your
understanding of the Bible is not inspired -- for surely you do not pretend to be inspired!
Now, then, what is the teaching of the Church on the subject? The Catholic Church says the Bible is the
Word of God, and that God has appointed an authority to give us the true meaning.
It is with the Bible as it is with the Constitution of the United States. When Washington and his associates
established the Constitution and the Supreme law of the United States, they did not say to the people of the
States: "Let every man read the Constitution and make a government unto himself; let every man make his
own explanation of the Constitution." If Washington had done that, there never would have been a United
States. The people would all have been divided among themselves, and the country would have been cut up
into a thousand different divisions or governments.
What did Washington do? He gave the people the Constitution and the Supreme Law, and appointed his
Supreme Court and Supreme Judge of the Constitution. And these are to give the true explanation of the
Constitution to all the citizens of America -- all without exception, from the President to the beggar. All are
bound to go by the decisions of the Supreme Court, and it is this and this alone that can keep the people
together and preserve the union of the United States. The moment the people take the interpretation of the
Constitution into their own hands, that moment there is an end of union.
And so it is in every government -- so it is here and everywhere. There is a Constitution, a Supreme
Court or Law, a Supreme Judge of that Constitution, and that Supreme Court is to give us the meaning of
the Constitution and the Law.
In every well-ruled country there must be such a thing as this -- a Supreme Law, Supreme Court, Supreme
Judge, that all the people abide by. There is in every country a Supreme Law, Supreme Court, Supreme
Judge; and all are bound by decisions, and without that no government could stand. "A house divided
against itself cannot stand." Even among the Indian tribes such a condition of affairs exists. How are they
kept together? By their chief, who is their dictator.
So our Divine Savior also has established His Supreme Court -- His Supreme Judge -- to give us the true
meaning of the Scriptures, and to give us the true revelation and doctrines of the Word of Jesus. The Son of
the Living God has pledged His Word that this Supreme Court is infallible, and, therefore, the true Catholic
never doubts.
"I believe," says the Catholic, "because the Church teaches me so. I believe the Church because God has
commanded me to believe her. He said: 'Hear the Church, and he that does not hear the Church let him be
to thee as a heathen and a publican.' 'He that heareth you heareth Me,' said Christ, 'and he that despiseth you
despiseth Me.'" Therefore, the Catholic believes because God has spoken, and upon the authority of God.
But our Protestant friends say, "We believe in the Bible." Very well; how do you understand the Bible?
"Well," says the Protestant, "to the best of my opinion and judgment this is the meaning of the text." He is
not sure of it, but to the best of his opinion and judgment. This, my friends, is only the testimony of a man - it is only human faith, not Divine Faith.
It is Divine Faith alone by which we give honor and glory to God, by which we adore His infinite wisdom
and veracity, and that adoration and worship is necessary for salvation.

I have now proved to you that the private interpretation of the Scripture cannot be the guide or teacher of
man. In another lecture I shall prove that the Catholic Church is the only true Church of God, and that there
is no other: outside of which there is no salvation.
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THE
CATHOLIC CHURCH
HAS THE ANSWER
by
Paul Whitcomb
THE CATHOLIC CHURCH is the world's largest, and Christianity's oldest, religious body. Her one
billion members inhabit the width and breadth of the earth, comprising almost one-fifth of the total human
population. She is far and away the most popular religious concept the world has ever known.
Paradoxically, however, the Catholic Church is also the world's most controversial religious concept.
Catholic belief is different, too different to be orthodox, say Protestants and Christian cultists. Catholic
belief is too ethereal to be logical, and too strict to be enjoyable, say the humanists and agnostics. Hence to
millions of people, Catholicism is not only a colossal success, it is also a colossal enigma. Of course, there
has to be an explanation for these contradictory opinions – and there is an explanation: Protestants and
others who have questions about Catholic belief too often make the mistake of going to the wrong place for
the answers. Too often books written by religious incompetents are consulted. The result is incomplete
and distorted information. With such information, one cannot help but see the Catholic faith as a colossal
enigma.
The right place to go for information about Catholic belief – in fact the only place to go for complete and
authoritative information – is the Catholic Church herself. As any detective will tell you, no investigation
is quite so complete as an on-the-spot investigation. Hence, dear reader, if you are a Protestant, an
unaffiliated Christian, or an agnostic, who wants to know the truth about Catholic belief, take this friendly
advice: Seek out a Catholic priest and put your questions to him. You will find him a very understanding
and obliging person. Or read this little booklet. This booklet was written by a Catholic who knows the
questions you are likely to ask, as well as the answers, because once he, too, was outside of the Catholic
Church, looking in. The questions in this booklet are basically the same ones he put to a Catholic priest,
and the answers are basically the same ones given him by that priest. Read this booklet; then forget all the
fiction you have heard about the Catholic Church, for you will have the gospel truth.
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Why do Catholics believe that the universe and all life in it was created by, and is governed by, an allpowerful Spirit Being called God? What actual proof is there of God's existence and omnipotence?
Catholics believe that the universe is the creation, and the exclusive dominion, of an infinitely powerful
Spirit Being, called God, because the evidence which points to that conclusion is so overwhelming that
there is no room left for even the slightest vestige of doubt. First, there is the evidence of logic. Through
the process of simple mathematical-type reasoning, man inevitably comes face to face with certain
indisputable principles: Everything has a cause; nothing can bring itself into existence. Obviously there is
a long chain of causes in the universe, but ultimately there must be a first cause, an uncaused cause. This
uncaused cause we call "God." (The theory of evolution, even if it could be proved, would not explain the
origin of anything; evolution simply deals with what may have happened after matter came into existence.)
Further, 1) personal creation (man) presupposes a superior Personal Creator, 2) universal order presup poses
a Universal Orderer, 3) cosmic energy presupposes a Cosmic Energizer, 4) natural law presupposes a
Universal Law Maker. Basic principles of reason such as these explain why so many of the world's leading
scientists are firm believers in God.
Then, there is the evidence of divine revelation – on countless occasions God has revealed Himself by
voice, vision and apparition (by means which are receptive to the human senses), and demonstrated His
Omnipotence by stupendous, obviously supernatural miracles. Many of these revelations are a matter of
authenticated historical record. The Scriptures, for example, are full of such accounts; and in modern times
the world has been witness to such Heaven-sent miracles as those at Fatima, Lourdes, and St. Anne de
Beauprè in Quebec, Canada, where the cured have left a forest of crutches in testimony. (The Lourdes
Medical Bureau is open for examination by any doctor.) In addition, there is the liquefaction of the blood
of St. Januarius which still takes place in Naples each year on September 19, his feastday; the incorruption
of the bodies of many Catholic saints (such as St. Bernadette, who died in 1879); and the miraculous
Eucharistic Host of Lanciano, Italy, which has been scientifically proven to be human flesh and human
blood, type AB– to mention only a few of the miracles still on-going in the 20th century, which point to the
existence of a God.

And lastly there is the evidence of human intuition. Psychologists have long known that every human
being – the atheist included – intuitively seeks God's help in times of great calamity, and instinctively
pleads for God's mercy when death is imminent. Hence the renowned Voltaire, who was so eloquent in his
denial of God while he enjoyed health, fame and fortune, repudiated all of his atheistic writings on his
deathbed and frantically sought the ministrations of a Catholic priest. Nikolai Lenin, as he lay on his
deathbed, looked around him and frantically asked pardon of the tables and chairs in the room. For as
hunger for food proclaims the existence of food, man's intuitive hunger for God proclaims the Reality, the
Omnipotence and the Justice of God. Catholic belief in God, therefore, is purely and simply an expression
of intellectual sanity.

Why do Catholics believe that God is three Persons, called the Holy Trinity? How can God be three
Persons and still be one God?
Catholics believe there is one God consisting of three distinct and equal divine Persons – Father, Son and
Holy Spirit – because on numerous occasions God has described Himself thus. The Old Testament gives
intimations that there are more than one Person in God. In Genesis 1:26, God says, "Let us make man to
our image and likeness." In Isaias 9:6-7, God the Father revealed the imminent coming into the world of
God the Son. In Psalms 2:7, we read, "The Lord hath said to me: Thou art my son, this day have I
begotten thee." And in the New Testament, God reveals this doctrine even more clearly. For example, at
the baptism of Jesus Christ, the Holy Spirit appeared in the form of a dove, and the voice of God the Father
was heard: "This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased." (Matt. 3:16-17). In Matthew 28:19, God
the Son commanded the Apostles to baptize "in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy
Ghost." And in 1 Cor. 12:4-6, the Bible refers to God with three names: Spirit, Lord, and God –
corresponding to the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.
Three divine Persons in one Godhead may be incomprehensible to the human mind, but that is to be
expected. How can man fully comprehend God's infinite make-up when he cannot fully comprehend his
own finite make-up? We have to take God's word for it. Also, we can satisfy ourselves as to the feasibility
of God's triune make-up by considering various other triune realities. The triangle, for example, is one
distinct form with three distinct and equal sides. And the clover leaf is one leaf with three distinct and
equal petals. There are many physical trinities on earth, therefore a Spiritual Trinity, who is God in
Heaven, is not against human reason – it is simply above human reason.

Why do Catholics believe that Jesus Christ was God the Son – the Second Person of the Holy Trinity?
Would it not be more reasonable to believe that He was a great and holy man... a religious leader of
exceptional talent and dedication... a prophet?
Catholics believe that Jesus was God the Son, incarnate in human flesh, firstly because God's physical
manifestation on earth, plus all the circumstances of that manifestation, were prophesied time and again in
Divine Revelation, and Jesus fulfilled that prophecy right to the letter; secondly, because He claimed that
He was God (John 10:30, 14:9-10 and numerous other passages), and He never deceived anyone; thirdly,
because He proved His divinity by His impeccable holiness and the flawless perfection of His doctrine;
fourthly, because only God could have performed the miracles He performed miracles such as walking on
the sea, feeding five thousand people with five loaves of bread and two fish, and, after His death on the
Cross, resurrecting Himself from His own tomb; fifthly, because only God could have, in the brief space of
three years, without military conquest, without political power, without writing a single line or traveling
more than a few score miles, so profoundly affected the course of human events; sixthly, because only God
can instill in the soul of man the grace and the peace and the assurance of eternal salvation that Jesus
instills.

Why do Catholics believe that their Church is the one true Church of Jesus Christ? Wouldn't it be more
reasonable to believe that Christ's true Church is a spiritual union of all Christian denominations?
Catholics believe that theirs is the one true Church of Jesus Christ, firstly, because theirs is the only
Christian Church that goes back in history to the time of Christ; secondly, because theirs is the only
Christian Church which possesses the invincible unity, the intrinsic holiness, the continual universality and
the indisputable apostolicity which Christ said would distinguish His true Church; and thirdly, because the
Apostles and primitive Church Fathers, who certainly were members of Christ's true Church, all professed
membership in this same Catholic Church (See Apostles' Creed and the Primitive Christian letters). Wrote
Ignatius of Antioch, illustrious Church Father of the first century: "Where the Bishop is, there let the
multitude of believers be; even as where Jesus is, there is the Catholic Church." Our Lord said: "There
shall be one fold and one shepherd", yet it is well known that the various Christian denominations cannot
agree on what Christ actually taught. Since Christ roundly condemned interdenominationalism ("And if a
house be divided against itself, that house cannot stand." Mark 3:25), Catholics cannot believe that He
would ever sanction it in His Church.

Why do Catholics refuse to concede that their church became doctrinally corrupt in the Middle Ages,
necessitating the Protestant Reformation?
Catholics refuse to concede such a thing out of faith in Jesus Christ. Christ solemnly pledged that the gates
of Hell would never prevail against His Church (Matt. 16:18), and He solemnly promised that after His
Ascension into Heaven He would send His Church "another Paraclete... the spirit of truth," to dwell with it
forever (John 14:16-17), and He inspired the Apostle Paul to describe His Church as "the pillar and ground
of the truth." (I Tim. 3:15). If the Catholic Church (which Protestants admit was the true Church of Jesus
Christ before Luther's revolt) became doctrinally corrupt as alleged, it would mean that the gates of Hell
had prevailed against it – it would mean that Christ had deceived His followers. Believing Christ to be the
very essence of truth and integrity, Catholics cannot in conscience believe that He could be guilty of such
deception. Another thing: Catholics cannot see how the division of Christianity into hundreds of rival
camps and doctrinal variations can be called a "reformation" of the Christian Church. In the Catholic mind,
hundreds of conflicting interpretations of Christ's teachings do not add up to a true interpretation of Christ's
teachings.

If the Catholic Church never fell into error, how does one explain the worldly Popes, the bloody
Inquisitions, the selling of indulgences and the invention of new doctrines?

A careful, objective investigation of Catholic history will disclose these facts: The so-called worldly popes
of the Middle Ages – three in number – were certainly guilty of extravagant pomposity, nepotism and
other indiscretions and sins which were not in keeping with the dignity of their high church office – but
they certainly were not guilty of licentious conduct while in office, nor were they guilty of altering any part
of the Church's Christ-given deposit of faith. The so-called bloody Inquisitions, which were initiated by the
civil governments of France and Spain for the purpose of ferreting out Moslems and Jews who were
causing social havoc by posing as faithful Catholic citizens – even as priests and bishops – were indeed
approved by the Church. (Non-Catholics who admitted they were non-Catholics were left alone by the
Inquisition.) And the vast majority of those questioned by the Inquisition (including St. Teresa of Avila)
were completely cleared. Nevertheless, the popes roundly condemned the proceedings when they saw
justice giving way to cruel abuses, and it was this insistent condemnation by the popes which finally put an
end to the Inquisitions.
The so-called selling of indulgences positively did not involve any "selling" – it involved the granting of
the spiritual favor of an indulgence (which is the remission of the debt of temporal punishment for alreadyforgiven sins) in return for the giving of alms to the Church for the building of Christendom's greatest
house of prayer – St. Peter's Basilica in Rome. One must understand with regard to indulgences that there
are always two acts to be fulfilled by the one gaining the indulgence: 1) doing the deed (e.g., alms-giving)

and 2) saying of some prescribed prayers with proper spiritual dispositions. In the case in point, the first
act for gaining the indulgence was "giving alms." If the almsgiver thereafter failed to say the requisite
prayers, he would not receive the indulgence because he had failed to fulfill both required acts. The
indulgences therefore were not "sold"; the very giving of money was itself the first of two requisite acts for
gaining the indulgence in question.
The so-called invention of new doctrines, which refers to the Church's proclamation of new dogmas, is the
most baseless and ridiculous charge of all – for those "new" dogmas of the Church were actually old
doctrines dating back to the beginning of Christianity. In proclaiming them to be dogmas, the Church
merely emphasized their importance to the Faith and affirmed that they are, in truth, part and parcel of
divine revelation. The Catholic Church followed the same procedure when, in the fourth century, she
proclaimed the New Testament to be divinely revealed. Hence it is obvious that the Catholic Church did
NOT fall into error during the Middle Ages as some people allege, for if she had, she could not have
produced those hundreds of medieval saints – saints the caliber of St. Francis, St. Bernard, St.
Bonaventure, St. Clare, St. Anthony, St. John of the Cross, St. Thomas Aquinas, St. Elizabeth and St.
Vincent Ferrer (who performed an estimated 40,000 miracles).

Why do Catholics believe that Peter the Apostle was the first Pope, when the word "Pope" doesn't even
appear in Catholic Bibles? Just where does the Pope get his authority to rule over the Catholic Church?
True, the word "Pope" doesn't appear in the Bible – but then neither do the words "Trinity," "Incarnation,"
"Ascension" and "Bible" appear in the Bible. However, they are referred to by other names. The Bible, for
example, is referred to as "Scripture." The Pope, which means head bishop of the Church, is referred to as
the "rock" of the Church, or as the "shepherd" of the Church. Christ used that terminology when He
appointed the Apostle Peter the first head bishop of His Church, saying: "Blessed art thou, Simon Bar-Jona
. . . Thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build my church." (Matt. 16:17-19). "There shall be one fold
and one shepherd." (John 10:16). "Feed my lambs . . . feed my sheep." (John 21:15-17). The words "rock"
and "shepherd" must apply to Peter, and they must distinguish him as the head Apostle, otherwise Christ's
statements are so ambiguous as to be meaningless. Certainly the other Apostles understood that Peter had
authority from Christ to lead the Church, for they gave him the presiding place every time they assembled
in council (Acts 1:15, 5:1-10), and they placed his name first every time they listed the names of the
Apostles. (Matt. 10:2, Mark 3:16, Luke 6:13-14, Acts 1:13).
In addition, there is the testimony of the Church Fathers. In the second century St. Hegessipus compiled a
list of Popes to the time of Anicetus (eleventh Pope) which contained the name of St. Peter as first. Early
in the third century the historian Caius wrote that Pope Victor was "the thirteenth Bishop of Rome from
Peter." In the middle of the third century St. Cyprian related that Cornelius (twenty-first Pope) "mounted
the lofty summit of the priesthood . . . the place of Peter." Even Protestant historians have attested to
Peter's role as first Bishop of Rome, first Pope of the Catholic Church. Wrote the eminent Protestant
historian Cave in his Historia Literaria: "That Peter was at Rome, and held the See there for some time, we
fearlessly affirm with the whole multitude of the ancients." Hence the source of the Pope's authority to rule
over the Catholic Church is quite obvious: It was given him by none other than Jesus Christ – by God
Himself.

Why do Catholics believe the Pope is infallible in his teachings when he is a human being, with a finite
human intellect, like the rest of us? What is the scriptural basis for this belief?

The doctrine of Papal Infallibility does not mean the Pope is always right in all his personal teachings.
Catholics are quite aware that, despite his great learning, the Pope is very much a human being and
therefore liable to commit human error. On some subjects, like sports and manufacturing, his judgment is
liable to be very faulty. The doctrine simply means that the Pope is divinely protected from error when,
acting in his official capacity as chief shepherd of the Catholic fold, he promulgates a decision which is

binding on the conscience of all Catholics throughout the world. In other words, his infallibility is limited
to his specialty– the Faith of Jesus Christ.
In order for the Pope to be infallible on a particular statement, however, four conditions must apply: 1) he
must be speaking ex cathedra . . . that is, "from the Chair" of Peter, or in other words, officially, as head of
the entire Church; 2) the decision must be for the whole Church; 3) it must be on a matter of faith or
morals; 4) the Pope must have the intention of making a final decision on a teaching of faith or morals, so
that it is to be held by all the faithful. It must be interpretive, not originative; the Pope has no authority to
originate new doctrine. He is not the author of revelation – only its guardian and expounder. He has no
power to distort a single word of Scripture, or change one iota of divine tradition. His infallibility is limited
strictly to the province of doctrinal interpretation, and it is used quite rarely. It is used in order to clarify, to
"define," some point of the ancient Christian tradition. It is the infallibility of which Christ spoke when He
said to Peter, the first Pope: "I will give to thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven. And whatsoever thou
shalt bind upon earth, it shall be bound also in heaven." (Matt. 16:19). Certainly Christ would not have
admonished His followers to "hear the church" (Matt. 18:17) without somehow making certain that what
they heard was the truth – without somehow making the teaching magisterium of His Church infallible.
For a complete understanding of the Pope's infallibility, however, one more thing should be known: His ex
cathedra decisions are not the result of his own private deliberations. They are the result of many years –
sometimes hundreds of years – of consultation with the other bishops and theologians of the Church. He
is, in effect, voicing the belief of the whole Church. His infallibility is not his own private endowment, but
rather an endowment of the entire Mystical Body of Christ. Indeed, the Pope's hands are tied with regard to
the changing of Christian doctrine. No Pope has ever used his infallibility to change, add, or subtract any
Christian teaching; this is because Our Lord promised to be with His Church until the end of the world.
(Matt. 28:20). Protestant denominations, on the other hand, feel free to change their doctrines. For
example, all Protestant denominations once taught that contraception was gravely sinful; but since 1930,
when the Church of England's Lambeth Conference decided contraception was no longer a sin, virtually all
Protestant ministers in the world have accepted this human decision and changed their teaching.

Why do Catholics believe in seven sacraments, while Protestants believe in only two? Exactly what is a
sacrament, and what does it do for a person?
Catholics believe in seven sacraments because Christ instituted seven; because the Apostles and Church
Fathers believed in seven; because the second Ecumenical Council of Lyons (1274) defined seven; and
because the Ecumenical Council of Trent (1545-1563) confirmed seven. In short, the enumeration, seven,
arises from the perpetual tradition of Christian belief – which explains why that enumeration is accepted
not only by Catholics, but by all of the other ancient and semi-ancient Christian communities – Egyptian
Coptic, Ethiopian Monophysite, Syrian Jacobite, Greek Orthodox and Russian Orthodox.
To understand what a sacrament is, and what it does for a person, one must know the correct, the traditional
Christian, definition of a sacrament. Properly defined, a sacrament is "an outward sign instituted by Christ
to give grace" (holiness) to the soul . . . that is to say, it is a divinely prescribed ceremony of the Church in
which the words and action combine to form what is at the same time both a sign of divine grace and a
fount of divine grace. When this special grace – distinct from ordinary, inspirational grace – is imparted
to the soul, the Holy Spirit of God is imparted to the soul, imbuing the soul with divine life, uniting the soul
to Christ.
As the Scriptures point out, this grace is the grace of salvation – without it man is, in a very real sense,
isolated from Christ. And as the Scriptures point out, Christ gave His Church seven sacraments to serve as
well-springs of this ineffable, soul-saving grace, the grace which flows from His sacrifice on Calvary:
BAPTISM – the sacrament of spiritual rebirth through which we are made children of God and heirs of
Heaven: "Amen, amen I say to thee, unless a man be born again of water and the Holy Ghost, he cannot
enter into the kingdom of God." (John 3:5. Also see Acts 2:38, Rom. 6:2-6).

CONFIRMATION – the sacrament which confers the Holy Spirit to make us strong and perfect Christians
and soldiers of Jesus Christ: "Now when the apostles, who were in Jerusalem, had heard that Samaria had
received the word of God, they sent unto them Peter and John. Who, when they were come, prayed for
them, that they might receive the Holy Ghost. . . . Then they laid their hands upon them, and they received
the Holy Ghost." (Acts 8:14-17. Also see Acts 19:6).
The EUCHARIST – the sacrament, also known as Holy Communion, which nourishes the soul with the
true Flesh and Blood, Soul and Divinity of Jesus, under the appearance, or sacramental veil, of bread and
wine: "And whilst they were eating, Jesus took bread; and blessing, broke, and gave to them, and said:
Take ye. This is my body. And having taken the chalice, giving thanks, he gave it to them. And they all
drank of it. And he said to them: This is my blood of the new testament, which shall be shed for many."
(Mark 14:22-24. Also see Matt. 26:26-28, Luke 22:19-20, John 6:52-54, 1 Cor. 10:16).
PENANCE – the sacrament, also known as Confession, through which Christ forgives sin and restores the
soul to grace: "Receive ye the Holy Ghost. Whose sins you shall forgive, they are forgiven them; and
whose sins you shall retain, they are retained." (John 20:22-23. Also see Matt. 18:18).
EXTREME UNCTION – the sacrament, sometimes called the Last Anointing, which strengthens the sick
and sanctifies the dying: "Is any man sick among you? Let him bring in the priests of the church, and let
them pray over him, anointing him with oil in the name of the Lord . . . and if he be in sins, they shall be
forgiven him." (James 5:14-15. Also see Mark 6:12-13).
HOLY ORDERS – the sacrament of ordination which empowers priests to offer the Holy Sacrifice of the
Mass, administer the sacraments, and officiate over all the other proper affairs of the Church: "For every
high priest taken from among men, is ordained for men in the things that appertain to God, that he may
offer up gifts and sacrifices for sins . . . Neither doth any man take the honor to himself, but he that is
called by God, as Aaron was." (Heb. 5:1-4. Also see Acts 20:28, 1 Tim. 4:14). Also: "And taking bread,
he gave thanks, and broke; and gave to them, saying: This is my body, which is given for you. Do this for
a commemoration of me." (Luke 22:19).
MATRIMONY – the sacrament which unites a man and woman in a holy and indissoluble bond: "For this
cause shall a man leave father and mother, and shall cleave to his wife, and they two shall be in one flesh.
Therefore now they are not two, but one flesh. What therefore God hath joined together, let no man put
asunder." (Matt. 19:5-6. Also see Mark 10:7-9, Eph. 5:22-32).
There you have it, the Word of Christ and the example of the Apostles attesting both to the validity and the
efficacy of the seven Sacraments of the Catholic Church. In truth, every one of them is an integral part of
Christ's plan for man's eternal salvation.

Why does the Catholic Church discourage Bible reading when, according to the Apostle, "All scripture,
inspired of God, is profitable to teach...[and] to instruct in justice"? (2 Tim. 3:16).
If the Catholic Church discourages Bible reading, the Pope, the thousands of Catholic Bishops, and the
many millions of Catholic lay people, are not aware of it. For the Popes have issued pastoral letters to the
whole Church, called encyclicals, on the edifying effects of Bible reading. The Catholic Bible far outsells
all other Christian Bibles worldwide. In fact, it has always been thus. The very first Christian Bible was
produced by the Catholic Church – compiled by Catholic scholars of the 2nd and 3rd century and approved
for general Christian use by the Catholic Councils of Hippo (393) and Carthage (397). The very first
printed Bible was produced under the auspices of the Catholic Church – printed by the Catholic inventor of
the printing press, Johannes Gutenberg. And the very first Bible with chapters and numbered verses was
produced by the Catholic Church – the work of Stephen Langton, Cardinal Archbishop of Canterbury. It
was this perennial Catholic devotion to the Bible which prompted Martin Luther – who certainly cannot be
accused of Catholic favoritism – to write in his Commentary on St. John: "We are compelled to concede to
the Papists that they have the Word of God, that we received it from them, and that without them we should
have no knowledge of it at all."

[See also "The Church or the Bible"]

If the Catholic Church really honors the Bible as the holy Word of God – if she really wants her members
to become familiar with its truth – why in times past did she confiscate and burn so many Bibles?
The Bibles which were collected and burned by the Catholic Church in times past – notably the Wycliff
and Tyndale Bibles – were faulty translations, and therefore, were not the holy Word of God. In other
words, the Catholic Church collected and burned those "Bibles" precisely because she does honor the
Bible, the true Bible, as the holy Word of God and wants her members to become familiar with its truths.
Proof of this is seen in the fact that after those Bibles were collected and burned, they were replaced by
accurate editions. There can be no doubt that the Wycliff and Tyndale translations were corrupt and
therefore deserving of extinction, for no church has ever attempted to resurrect them. Nor can there be any
doubt that the Bibles which replaced them were correct translations, because they have long been honored
by both Protestants and Catholics.

Why does the Catholic Church base some of her doctrines on tradition instead of basing them all on the
Bible? Did Christ not tell the Pharisees that in holding to tradition they were transgressing the
commandment of God? (Matt. 15:3, Mark 7:9).

Observe that in the Bible there are two kinds of religious tradition – human and divine. Observe that when
Christ accused the Pharisees He was referring to "precepts of men" (Mark 7:7), to their human traditions.
Christ wanted divine tradition preserved and honored because He made it part and parcel of the Christian
deposit of faith – as the Apostle Paul affirmed: "Stand fast; and hold the traditions which you have
learned, whether by word, or by our epistle." (2 Thess. 2:14. Also see 2 Thess. 3:6). This divine tradition
to which Paul refers – this revealed truth which was handed down by word rather than by letter – is the
tradition upon which, along with Sacred Scripture, the Catholic Church bases her tenets of faith – as the
primitive Christian Fathers affirmed. Wrote St. Augustine: "These traditions of the Christian name,
therefore, so numerous, so powerful, and most dear, justly keep a believing man in the Catholic Church."
The New Testament itself is a product of Christian tradition. Nowhere in the New Testament is there any
mention of a New Testament.
[See also "The Church or the Bible"]

Why do Catholics try to earn their own salvation, despite the fact that salvation can only come as a free gift
from Jesus Christ?
Catholics fully recognize that Jesus Christ died on the Cross for their sins and thus "opened the gates of
Heaven," and that salvation is a free gift which no amount of human good deeds could ever earn. Catholics
receive Christ's saving and sanctifying grace, and Christ Himself, into their souls when they are baptized.
Yet they also know that Christ has established certain conditions for entry into eternal happiness in Heaven
– for example, receiving His true Flesh and Blood (John 6:54) and keeping the commandments (Matt.
19:17). If a Christian refuses or neglects to obey Our Lord's commands in a grave matter (that is, if he
commits a mortal sin), Our Lord will not remain dwelling in his soul; and if a Christian dies in that state,
having driven his Lord from his soul by serious sin, he will not be saved. As St. Paul warned the Galatians
with regard to certain sins: "They who do such things shall not obtain the kingdom of God." (Gal. 5:21). It
must be added that Christ will always forgive and return to a sinner who approaches Him with sincerity in
the Sacrament of Penance.
Catholics follow St. Paul, who did not think that his salvation was guaranteed once and for all at the
moment he first received Christ into his soul; for he wrote: "I chastise my body, and bring it into
subjection: lest perhaps, when I have preached to others, I myself should become a castaway." (I Cor.
9:27). Also: "With fear and trembling work out your salvation. For it is God who worketh in you..."
(Phil. 2:12-13). "And unto whomsoever much is given, of him much shall be required." (Luke 12:48).

"He that shall persevere unto the end, he shall be saved." (Matt. 10:22). Nevertheless, Catholics realize that
even the fulfilling of Our Lord's requirements for salvation is impossible without the free gift of His grace.
[See also "The Number of Those Who Are Saved"]

Why do Catholics believe that good works are necessary for salvation! Does not Paul say in Romans 3:28
that faith alone justifies!
Catholics believe that faith and good works are both necessary for salvation, because such is the teaching of
Jesus Christ. What Our Lord demands is "faith that worketh by charity ." (Gal. 5 :6). Read Matthew
25:31-46, which describes the Last Judgment as being based on works of charity. The first and greatest
commandment, as given by Our Lord Himself, is to love the Lord God with all one's heart, mind, soul, and
strength; and the second great commandment is to love one's neighbor as oneself. (Mark 12:30-31). When
the rich young man asked Our Lord what he must do to gain eternal life, Our Lord answered: "Keep the
commandments." (Matt. 19:17). Thus, although faith is the beginning, it is not the complete fulfillment of
the will of God. Nowhere in the Bible is it written that faith alone justifies. When St. Paul wrote, "For we
account a man to be justified by faith, without the works of the law," he was referring to works peculiar to
the old Jewish Law, and he cited circumcision as an example.
The Catholic Church does NOT teach that purely human good works are meritorious for salvation; such
works are NOT meritorious for salvation, according to her teaching. Only those good works performed
when a person is in the state of grace – that is, as a branch drawing its spiritual life from the Vine which is
Christ (John 15:4-6) – only these good deeds work toward our salvation, and they do so only by the grace
of God and the merit of Jesus Christ. These good works, offered to God by a soul in the state of grace (i.e.,
free of mortal sin, with the Blessed Trinity dwelling in the soul), are thereby supernaturally meritorious
because they share in the work and in the merits of Christ. Such supernatural good works will not only be
rewarded by God, but are necessary for salvation.
St. Paul shows how the neglect of certain good works will send even a Christian believer to damnation:
"But if any man have not care of his own, and especially of those of his house, he hath denied the faith, and
is worse than an infidel." (1 Tim. 5:8). Our Lord tells us that if the Master (God) returns and finds His
servant sinning, rather than performing works of obedience, He "shall separate him, and shall appoint him
his portion with unbelievers." (Luke 12:46).
Furthermore, Catholics know they will be rewarded in Heaven for their good works. Our Lord Himself
said: "For the Son of man . . . will render to every man according to his works." (Matt. 16:27). "And
whosoever shall give to drink to one of these little ones a cup of cold water only in the name of a disciple,
amen I say to you, he shall not lose his reward." (Matt. 10:42). Catholics believe, following the Apostle
Paul, that "every man shall receive his own reward, according to his own labor." (1 Cor. 3:8). "For God is
not unjust, that he should forget your work, and the love which you have shown in his name, you who have
ministered, and do minister to the saints." (Heb. 6:10). "I have fought a good fight, I have finished my
course, I have kept the faith. As to the rest, there is laid up for me a crown of justice, which the Lord the
just judge will render to me in that day: and not only to me, but to them also that love his coming." (2 Tim.
4:7-8).
Still, Catholics know that, strictly speaking, God never owes us anything. Even after obeying all God's
commandments, we must still say: "We are unprofitable servants; we have done that which we ought to
do." (Luke 17:10). As St. Augustine (5th century) stated: "All our good merits are wrought through grace,
so that God, in crowning our merits, is crowning nothing but His gifts."
Had St. Paul meant that faith ruled out the necessity of good works for salvation, he would not have
written: ". . . and if I should have all faith, so that I could remove mountains, and have not charity, I am
nothing." (1 Cor. 13:2). If faith ruled out the necessity of good works for salvation, the Apostle James
would not have written: "Do you see that by works a man is justified; and not by faith only'? . . . For even
as the body without the spirit is dead; so also faith without works is dead." (James 2:24-26). Or: "What
shall it profit, my brethren, if a man say he hath faith, but hath not works? Shall faith be able to save him?"

(James 2:14). If faith ruled out the necessity of good works for salvation, the Apostle Peter would not have
written: "Wherefore, brethren, labor the more, that by good works you may make sure your calling and
election. For doing these things, you shall not sin at any time. For so an entrance shall be ministered to
you abundantly into the everlasting kingdom of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ." (2 Peter 1:10-11). If
faith ruled out the necessity of good works for salvation, the primitive Christian Fathers would not have
advocated good works in such powerful words. Wrote St. Irenaeus, one of the most illustrious of the
primitive Christian Fathers: "For what is the use of knowing the truth in word, while defiling the body and
accomplishing the works of evil? Or what real good at all can bodily holiness do. If truth be not in the
soul? For these two, faith and good works, rejoice in each other's company, and agree together and fight
side by side to set man in the Presence of God." (Proof of the Apostolic Preaching). Justification by faith
alone is a new doctrine; it was unheard of in the Christian community before the sixteenth century.
[See also "The Number of Those Who Are Saved"]

Why do Catholics worship Mary as though she were a goddess, when it is clear in Scripture that she was
not a supernatural being?
Catholics DO NOT worship Mary, the Mother of Christ – as though she were a deity. Of all the
misconceptions about Catholic belief and practice, this one is the most absurd. Catholics are just as aware
as Protestants that Mary was a human creature, and therefore not entitled to the honors which are reserved
to God alone. What many non-Catholics mistake for adoration is a very profound love and veneration,
nothing more. Mary is not adored, first because God forbids it, and secondly because the Canon Law of the
Catholic Church, which is based on Divine Law, forbids it. Canon Law 1255 of the 1918 Codex strictly
forbids adoration of anyone other than the Holy Trinity. However, Catholics do feel that Mary is entitled to
a great measure of exaltation because, in choosing her as the Mother of Redemption, God Himself exalted
her – exalted her more than any other human person before or since. Catholics heap tribute and honor on
Mary because they earnestly desire to be "followers of God, as most dear children." (Eph. 5:1). Mary
herself prophesied: "For behold from henceforth all generations shall call me blessed. Because he that is
mighty, hath done great things to me; and holy is his name." (Luke 1:48-49). Catholics know that every
bit of the glory they give to Mary redounds to the glory of her divine Son, just as Mary magnified God, not
herself, when Elizabeth blessed her. (Luke 1:41-55). They know that the closer they draw to her, the
closer they draw to Him who was born of her. In the year 434 St. Vincent of Lerins defended Christian
devotion to Mary this way: "Therefore, may God forbid that anyone should attempt to defraud Holy Mary
of her privilege of divine grace and her special glory. For by a unique favor of our Lord and God she is
confessed to be the most true and most blessed Mother of God." Today 75% of all Christians still hold to
this same view.

Why do Catholics pray to Mary and the saints when Sacred Scripture states that there is one Mediator
between God and man – Christ Jesus? (1 Tim. 2:5).
When Catholics pray to Mary and the other saints in Heaven they are not bypassing Christ, whom they
acknowledge as the sole Mediator between God and man. They are going to Christ through Mary and the
other saints. They are asking Mary and other saints to intercede for them before the throne of Christ in
Heaven. "For the continual prayer of a just man availeth much." (James 5:16). How much more availing is
the unceasing prayer of the sinless Mother of Our Lord Jesus Christ! St. Paul asked his fellow Christians to
intercede for him: "Brethren, pray for us." (2 Thess. 3:1). And again: "I beseech you therefore, brethren,
through our Lord Jesus Christ, and by the charity of the Holy Ghost, that you help me in your prayers for
me to God . . ." (Rom. 15:30). Christ must particularly approve of our going to Him through Mary, His
Blessed Mother, because He chose to come to us through her. And at Cana, He performed His first miracle
after a word from His Mother. (John 2:2-11).
It is clear in Sacred Scripture that the saints in Heaven will intercede for us before the throne of Christ if
they are petitioned in prayer (Apoc. or Rev. 8:3-4), and it is clear in the records of primitive Christianity
that the first Christians eagerly sought their intercession. Wrote St. John Chrysostom in the fourth century:
"When thou perceivest that God is chastening thee, fly not to His enemies, but to His friends, the martyrs,

the saints, and those who were pleasing to Him, and who have great power." If the saints have such power
with God, how much more His own Mother.

Why do Catholics repeat the same prayer over and over again when they pray the Rosary? Is this not the
vain repetition condemned by Christ in Matthew 6:7?
Catholics DO NOT just repeat the same prayer over and over again when they pray the Rosary. The
Rosary is a progression of many prayers – the Apostles' Creed, the Lord's Prayer, the Gloria, the Hail Mary
and the Salve Regina – and these prayers are accompanied by many holy meditations. As the Rosary
progresses, Catholics meditate on the joyful, the sorrowful, and the glorious mysteries of the life of Christ
and His Mother. True, the Hail Mary is repeated many times during the course of the Rosary, and some of
the other prayers are repeated several times, but this is not "vain" repetition, certainly not the vain repetition
condemned by Our Lord. The vain repetition He condemned is that of people who pray standing "in the
corners of the streets, that they may be seen by men."
No prayer is vain, no matter how often repeated, if it is sincere, for Christ Himself engaged in repetitious
prayer in the Garden of Gethsemani (". . . he went again: and he prayed the third time, saying the selfsame
word" – Matt. 26:39, 42, 44), and we are informed in the Apocalypse (Revelations) 4:8 that the angels in
Heaven never cease repeating, night and day, the canticle: "Holy, Holy, Holy, Lord God Almighty, who
was, and who is, and who is to come." The publican humbly repeated the prayer: "O God, be merciful to
me, a sinner," and he went away justified; whereas the pharisee went home unjustified after his longwinded extemporaneous prayer. (Luke 18:9-14). God was likewise pleased with the repetitious prayer of
the three young men in the fiery furnace, whom He preserved miraculously untouched by the flames. (Dan.
3:52-90). Protestants also engage in repetitious prayer: the same prayers at mealtime grace, the same
prayers at Benediction, etc. The time lapse is no factor; it is still repetitious.

Why do Catholics believe in a place between Heaven and Hell called Purgatory? Where is Purgatory
mentioned in the Bible?
The main body of Christians have always believed in the existence of a place between Heaven and Hell
where souls go to be punished for lesser sins and to repay the debt of temporal punishment for sins which
have been forgiven. Even after Moses was forgiven by God, he was still punished for his sin. (2 Kg. or 2
Sam. 12:13-14). The primitive Church Fathers regarded the doctrine of Purgatory as one of the basic tenets
of the Christian faith. St. Augustine, one of the greatest doctors of the Church, said the doctrine of
Purgatory "has been received from the Fathers and it is observed by the Universal Church." True, the word
"Purgatory" does not appear in the Bible, but a place where lesser sins are purged away and the soul is
saved "yet so as by fire," is mentioned (1 Cor. 3:15). Also, the Bible distinguishes between those who enter
Heaven straightaway, calling them "the church of the firstborn" (Heb. 12:23), and those who enter after
having undergone a purgation, calling them "the spirits of the just made perfect." (Heb. 12:23). Christ
Himself stated: "Amen I say to thee, thou shalt not go out from thence till thou repay the last farthing."
(Matt. 5 :26). And: "Every idle word that men shall speak, they shall render an account for it in the day of
judgment." (Matt. 12:36). These are obviously references to Purgatory. Further, the Second Book of
Machabees (which was dropped from the Scriptures by the Protestant Reformers) says: "It is therefore a
holy and wholesome thought to pray for the dead, that they may be loosed from sins." (2 Mach. 12:46).
Ancient Christian tomb inscriptions from the second and third centuries frequently contain an appeal for
prayers for the dead. In fact, the custom of praying for the dead – which is meaningless if there is no
Purgatory – was universal among Christians for the fifteen centuries preceding the Protestant Reformation.
Furthermore, ordinary justice calls for a place of purgation between Heaven and Hell. Take our own courts
of justice, for example. For major crimes a person is executed or sentenced to life imprisonment (Hell); for
minor crimes a person is sentenced to temporary imprisonment for punishment and rehabilitation
(Purgatory); for no crime at all a person is rewarded with the blessing of free citizenship (Heaven). If a
thief steals some money, then regrets his deed and asks the victim for forgiveness, it is quite just for the
victim to forgive him yet still insist on restitution. God, who is infinitely just, insists on holy restitution.

This is made either in this life, by doing penance (Matt. 3:2; Luke 3:8, 13:3; Apoc. 3:2-3, 19), or in
Purgatory.
Also, what Christian is there who, despite his faith in Christ and his sincere attempts to be Christlike, does
not find sin and worldliness still in his heart? "For in many things we all offend." (James 3:2). Yet "there
shall not enter into it [the new Jerusalem, Heaven] anything defiled." (Apoc. or Rev. 21:27). In Purgatory
the soul is mercifully purified of all stain; there God carries out the work of spiritual purification which
most Christians neglected and resisted on earth. It is important to remember that Catholics do not believe
that Christ simply covers over their sinful souls, like covering a manure heap with a blanket of snow
(Martin Luther's description of God's forgiveness). Rather, Christ insists that we be truly holy and sinless
to the core of our souls. "Be you therefore perfect, as also your heavenly Father is perfect." (Matt. 5:48).
This growth in sinlessness – in Christian virtue and holiness – is of course the work of an entire lifetime
(and is possible only through the grace of God). With many this cleansing is completed only in Purgatory.
If there is no Purgatory, but only Heaven for the perfect and Hell for the imperfect, then the vast majority
of us are hoping in vain for life eternal in Heaven.

Why do Catholics confess their sins to priests? What makes them think that priests can absolve them of the
guilt of their sins? Why don't they confess their sins directly to God as Protestants do?
Catholics confess their sins to priests because – as it is clearly stated in Sacred Scripture – God in the
Person of Jesus Christ authorized the priests of His Church to hear confessions and empowered them to
forgive sins in His Name. To the Apostles, the first priests of His Church, Christ said: "Peace be to you.
As the Father hath sent me, I also send you... Receive ye the Holy Ghost. Whose sins you shall forgive,
they are forgiven them; and whose sins you shall retain, they are retained." (John 20:21-23). Then again:
"Amen I say to you, whatsoever you shall bind upon earth, shall be bound also in heaven; and whatsoever
you shall loose upon earth, shall be loosed also in heaven." (Matt. 18:18). In other words, Catholics
confess their sins to priests because priests are God's duly authorized agents in the world, representing Him
in all matters pertaining to the ways and means of attaining eternal salvation. When Catholics confess their
sins to a priest they ARE, in reality, confessing their sins to God, for God hears their confessions and it is
He who, in the final analysis, does the forgiving. If their confessions are not sincere, their sins are not
forgiven.
Furthermore, Catholics DO confess their sins directly to God as Protestants do: Catholics are taught to
make an act of contrition at least every night before retiring, to ask God to forgive them their sins of that
day. Catholics are also taught to say this same prayer of contrition if they should have the misfortune to
commit a serious sin (called a "mortal sin" by Catholics).

Granting that priests do have the power to forgive sins in the name of God, what advantage does confessing
one's sins to a priest have over confessing directly to God in private prayer?
Catholics see several advantages in confessing their sins to a priest in the Sacrament of Penance. First,
there is the Church's guarantee of forgiveness, which private confessions do not provide; secondly, there is
the sacramental grace which private confessions do not provide; and thirdly, there is the expert spiritual
counseling which private confessions do not provide. With the Apostles, Catholics recognize that the
Church is, in a mysterious way, the Body of Christ still living in the world (Col. 1:18); therefore they
recognize that God will receive their pleas for mercy and forgiveness with far greater compassion if their
pleas are voiced within the Church, in union with the Mystical Body of His Divine Son, than if they are
voiced privately, independent of the Mystical Body of His Divine Son.

Do Catholics confess all the sordid details of their sins to the priest?
No, Catholics are instructed NOT to confess the sordid details of their sins, because it would serve no
useful purpose. All that is required of the penitent is the number and classification of sins committed, as

well as a sincere contrition for having sinned, a promise to make restitution if the sin has harmed others, a
firm resolve to avoid future sins and the occasions of sin, and the carrying out of the penance assigned by
the priest (usually the praying of a few prayers). Actually, there are fewer intimacies revealed to the priest
in the confessional than are usually revealed to one's doctor, lawyer, or psychiatrist; hence the Sacrament of
Penance is not the embarrassing experience many non-Catholics imagine it is. Rather, it is a wonderful
relieving experience, for it is through this sacrament that sins committed after Baptism are washed away by
the blood of Christ and the sinner becomes once again reconciled with God.

Why do Catholics believe that Christ is sacrificed in each and every Mass, when Scripture plainly states
that He was sacrificed on Calvary once and for all?
Most non-Catholics do not realize it, but Christ Himself offered the first Mass at the Last Supper. At the
Last Supper He offered (sacrificed) Himself to His Father in an unbloody manner, that is, under the form of
bread and wine, in anticipation of His bloody sacrifice on the cross to be offered on the following day,
Good Friday. In the Mass, not now by anticipation, but rather in retrospect, Christ continues to make that
offering of Himself to His Father – by the hands of the priest. "And whilst they were at supper, Jesus took
bread, and blessed, and broke: and gave to his disciples, and said: Take ye, and eat. This is my body. And
taking the chalice, he gave thanks, and gave to them, saying: Drink ye all of this. For this is my blood of
the new testament, which shall be shed for many unto remission of sins." (Matt. 26:26-28). Christ ordered
His Church to perpetuate that sacrificial rite for the continued sanctification of His followers, saying, "Do
this for a commemoration of me" (Luke 22:19) – so the Catholic Church complies with His order in the
Mass. In other words, every Mass is a re-enactment of Our Lord's one sacrifice of Calvary. The Mass
derives all its value from the Sacrifice of the Cross; the Mass is that same sacrifice, not another. It is not
essentially a sacrifice offered by men (although men also join in), but rather it is the sacrifice of Jesus
Christ.
Christ's bloody sacrifice on Calvary was accomplished "once" (Heb. 10:10), just as Scripture says. The
Catholic Church likewise teaches that the sacrifice of the Cross was a complete and perfect sacrifice –
offered "once." But the Apostle Paul – the same Apostle who wrote this text in the book of Hebrews –
also bears witness that the sacrificial rite which Christ instituted at the Last Supper is to be perpetuated –
and that it is not only important for man's sanctification, but is the principal factor in man's final
redemption. In 1 Corinthians 11:23-26, St. Paul tells how, at the Last Supper, Our Lord said: "This do ye,
as often as you shall drink, for the commemoration of me. For as often as you shall eat this bread, and
drink the chalice, you shall show the death of the Lord, until he come." Thus at every Mass the Christian
has a new opportunity to worship God with this one perfect sacrifice and to "absorb" more of Christ's
saving and sanctifying grace of Calvary. This grace is infinite, and the Christian should continuously grow
in this grace until his death. The reason the Mass is offered again and again is not from any imperfection in
Christ, but from our imperfect capacity to receive.
Finally, the holy sacrifice of the Mass fulfills the Old Testament prophecy: "For from the rising of the sun
even to the going down, my name is great among the Gentiles, and in every place there is sacrifice, and
there is offered to my name a clean oblation: for my name is great among the Gentiles, saith the Lord of
hosts." (Mal. 1:11). The Sacrifice of the Mass is offered every day throughout the world, and in every
Mass the only truly "clean oblation" is offered, that is, Christ Himself; thus the Mass is the perfect
fulfillment of this prophecy.

Why do Catholics believe their Holy Communion is the actual Flesh and Blood of Jesus Christ? Why don't
they believe as Protestants do that Christ is only present symbolically, or spiritually, in the consecrated
bread and wine?
Catholics believe that their Holy Communion, the Blessed Eucharist, is the actual Flesh and Blood of Jesus
Christ, because that is what Christ said It was: "This is my body . . . This is my blood" (Matt. 26:26-28;
see also Luke 22:19-20 and Mark 14:22-24); because that is what Christ said they must receive in order to
have eternal life: "... Except you eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood, you shall not have

life in you . . ." (John 6:48-52; 54-56); and because that is what the Apostles believed: "The chalice of
benediction, which we bless, is it not the communion of the blood of Christ? And the bread, which we
break, is it not the partaking of the body of the Lord?" (1 Cor. 10:16). "Therefore whosoever shall eat this
bread, or drink the chalice of the Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of the body and of the blood of the Lord.
But let a man prove himself: and so let him eat of that bread, and drink of the chalice. For he that eateth
and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh judgment to himself, not discerning the body of the Lord." (1
Cor. 11:27-29). Also, Catholics believe that Holy Communion is the actual Flesh and Blood of Jesus
Christ because that is what all Christians believed until the advent of Protestantism in the 16th century.
Wrote Justin Martyr, illustrious Church Father of the second century: "This food is known among us as the
Eucharist... We do not receive these things as common bread and common drink; but as Jesus Christ our
Savior, being made flesh by the Word of God." Wrote St. Cyril of Jerusalem, venerable Church Father of
the fourth century: "Since then Christ has declared and said of the bread, 'This is my Body,' who after that
will venture to doubt? And seeing that He has affirmed and said, 'This is my Blood,' who will raise a
question and say it is not His Blood?" In addition to the witness of Sacred Scripture and Christian tradition,
Catholics have the witness of the Holy Eucharist itself: On numerous occasions great and awesome
miracles have attended its display, and seldom has its reception by the Catholic faithful failed to produce in
them a feeling of joyful union with their Lord and Saviour. In the face of all this evidence, Catholics could
hardly be expected to adopt the Protestant position.

Why are Catholic lay people usually given Holy Communion only under the one form of bread? By not
giving the consecrated bread and wine, isn't the Catholic Church depriving its people of the full benefit of
Holy Communion?
In the Catholic Church the congregation is usually given Holy Communion only under the one form of
bread because, if the consecrated "bread" is accidently dropped on the floor in the serving, it can be wholly
retrieved – particles of the Body of Christ would not be left on the floor to be desecrated. If Holy
Communion were given under both forms, and if the consecrated "wine" were accidentally spilled on the
floor in the serving, it would be a virtual impossibility to retrieve all of the precious Substance – some part
of the Blood of Christ would, through smearing and absorption, inevitably be desecrated. By not giving the
congregation Holy Communion under both forms, the Catholic Church is not cheating anyone, because in
receiving EITHER the consecrated "bread" OR the consecrated "wine," the communicant receives the
complete Body of Christ, including His Flesh AND His Blood, His Soul and His Divinity. The consecrated
"bread" by itself imparts a true Holy Communion with Christ, a full measure of sanctifying grace, even as
Christ said: "The BREAD that 1 will give, is my flesh, for the life of the world.... He that eateth this
BREAD, shall live for ever." (John 6:52,59). And the Apostle Paul: "Therefore whosoever shall eat this
bread, OR drink the chalice of the Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of the body and of the blood of the
Lord." (1 Cor. 11:27). After the Consecration the priest receives Holy Communion under both forms, and
this suffices to complete the Holy Communion part of the Mass service.

Why is Latin the language of the Church? How can the congregation understand the Mass whenever it is
said in Latin?
The Catholic Church began in the days of the Roman Empire, and the language spoken throughout that
Empire was Latin. St. Peter moved the seat of Church government from Antioch to Rome, and the Catholic
Church government remains centered there to this very day. It was only natural that Latin became the
language of the Church. As the centuries elapsed, for example, Latin still remained the language of the
educated classes – even into the 18th and 19th centuries. Therefore, it is not at all surprising that Latin
should still be the official language of the Catholic Church. It simply always has been. Furthermore, a
universal language greatly facilitates the unity of the Church. Ecumenical Councils, for example, have
always been held in Latin, enabling bishops from all over the world to communicate with each other easily.

Moreover, unlike English, French, German and the other languages of the Western world, Latin does not
change over the centuries – it is not affected by national idioms, slang and the like – therefore, in Western
countries Latin is the official language of the Mass because it helps to preserve the original purity of the
Mass liturgy – although today, the Mass is usually said in the language of the people. Catholics have
always had a complete translation of the Mass Latin in their missal, or Mass handbook, so they have always
been able to understand and follow everything the priest says and does at the altar, even when the Mass is
in Latin. It should also be borne in mind that the Mass is never exclusively in Latin. All sermons, Gospel
and Epistle readings, parish announcements and closing prayers are in the language of the congregation.

Why do Catholics call their priests "Father" despite the fact that Christ said: "Call no man on earth your
father; for one is your Father, who is in heaven"! (Matt. 23:9).
Catholics call their priests "Father" because in all matters pertaining to Christ's holy faith they perform the
duties of a father, representing God. The priest is the agent of the Christian's supernatural birth and
sustenance in the world. "Father" is a title which does not conflict in the slightest with Matthew 23:9.
Christ forbids the Christian to acknowledge any fatherhood which conflicts with the Fatherhood of God –
just as He commands the Christian to "hate" his father, mother, wife, and his own life, insofar as these
conflict with the following of Christ. (Luke 14:26). But Christ does not forbid Christians to call His own
representatives by the name of "Father." Catholic priests share in the priesthood of Jesus Christ (not a
human priesthood), and their sacred ministry partakes of the Fatherhood of God. Like St. Paul (himself a
Catholic priest), every Catholic priest can refer to the souls he has spiritually begotten as his children in
Christ. (1 Cor. 4:14). St. Paul considered himself to be the spiritual father, in Christ, of the Corinthians:
"For if you have ten thousand instructors in Christ, yet not many fathers. For in Christ Jesus, by the gospel,
I have begotten you." (I Cor. 4:15). The title of "Father" is entirely proper for an ordained priest of Jesus
Christ.

Why do Catholics practice fasting and abstinence from meat on certain days? Does not St. Paul call
abstaining from meats a "doctrine of devils"? (1 Tim. 4:1-3).
Catholics give up eating meat – for example, on Good Friday – to commemorate and honor Christ's
Sacrifice on that day, and to follow His instruction to deny ourselves, take up our cross, and follow Him.
(Matt. 16:24; Mk. 8:34; Lk. 9:23). It is a practice that dates back to the earliest days of the Christian
Church. Tertullian and Clement of Alexandria both mention it in their writings. It is a practice which is
thoroughly Christian, for we note that Christ Himself recommended fasting, saying: "When thou fastest
anoint thy head, and wash thy face... and thy Father, who seeth in secret, will repay thee." (Matt. 6:17-18).
In the same vein the Apostle Paul described his own suffering for Christ: "... in hunger and thirst, in
fastings often..." (2 Cor. 11:27). Fasting was practiced both by Christ's followers (Acts 14:22) and by
Christ Himself. (Matt. 4:1-2). And Our Lord told His disciples that some devils cannot be cast out "but by
prayer and fasting." (Matt. 17:20). Paul's denunciation of those who abstain from eating meat applies to
those who reject the eating of meat entirely, as though it were evil in itself. His denunciation has nothing to
do with the abstinence of Catholics, for on other days Catholics eat as much meat as do other people.
Moreover, the abstinence from meat is not binding on all Catholics. Young children, old people, sick
people, and all Catholics in countries where meat is the principle diet, are excused.

Why don't Catholic priests marry? The Bible says that a bishop should be "blameless, the husband of one
wife" (1 Tim. 3:2), which certainly indicates that Christ approves of marriage for the Christian clergy.
Catholic priests do not marry because, while Christ does indeed approve of marriage for the Christian
clergy, He much prefers that they do not marry. He made this quite clear when He praised the Apostles for
giving up "all" to follow Him, saying, "And every one that hath left house, or brethren, or sisters, or father,
or mother, or wife, or children, or lands for my name's sake, shall receive an hundredfold, and shall possess
life everlasting." (Matt. 19:27-29). The Apostle Paul explained why the unmarried state is preferable to
the married state for the Christian clergy: "He that is without a wife, is solicitous for the things that belong

to the Lord, how he may please God. But he that is with a wife, is solicitous for the things of the world,
how he may please his wife: and he is divided." (1 Cor. 7:32-33). In other words, matrimony is good –
Christ made it one of the holy sacraments of His Church – but it is not conducive to that complete
dedication which is incumbent upon those who submit themselves to another of Christ's holy sacraments –
that of Holy Orders. Even so, the unmarried state of the Catholic priesthood is not an inflexible law –
under certain conditions a priest may be dispensed from this law.

The Bible says that after Christ was baptized He "came out of the water" (Matt. 3:16), indicating that He
was baptized by total immersion. Why doesn't the Catholic Church also baptize by total immersion instead
of by pouring on the head?
The Catholic Church usually baptizes by pouring: 1) because water sufficient for total immersion is not
readily obtainable in some localities, 2) because total immersion would be cruel for babies, fatal for some
sick people and impossible for some prison inmates, and 3) because the Apostles baptized by pouring. In
the Didache, composed by the Apostles, the following procedure for Baptism is prescribed: "Pour water
three times on the head in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit." The words "came
out of the water" do not necessarily imply total immersion. They could just as well imply that Christ came
up on the shore of the river Jordan after standing ankle deep in the water. This is not to say that the
Catholic Church considers Baptism by total immersion invalid – she simply does not consider it practical
as a universal form.

Why does the Catholic Church baptize infants, who have no understanding of what is taking place?
The Catholic Church baptizes infants because Christ wills it. He must will it because He said, "Suffer the
little children, and forbid them not to come to me." (Matt. 19:14). According to the Apostle Paul, one
cannot truly come to Christ except through Baptism. (Rom. 6:3-4). Christ must will it because the
Apostles baptized "all the people" (Luke 3:21) and whole households (Act 16:15, 1 Cor. 1:16). Certainly
"all the people" and whole "households" included infants. Christ must will it because He stated
categorically that Baptism is a necessary prerequisite for salvation (John 3:5), and He certainly desires the
salvation of infants. He must will it because the primitive Christian Church, which had fresh firsthand
knowledge of His Will, baptized infants. In the ancient catacombs of Rome the inscriptions on the tombs
of infants make mention of their having been baptized. One such inscription reads: "Here rests Archillia, a
newly-baptized; she was one year and five months old; died February 23rd."
An unbaptized infant is not simply in a "natural" state; it is in the state of reprobation, living under the reign
of Satan, with the sin of Adam "staining" its soul. Therefore infants should be baptized as soon as is
reasonably possible – usually within 2-3 weeks of birth. When children grow up with Our Lord dwelling
in their souls, they have a powerful protection against sin. Moreover, Our Lord can thereby draw children
to a deep love for Himself at a very early age – as He did with St. Therese, St. Maria Goretti, St. Dominic
Savio, and Francisco and Jacinta Marto.

Why is the Catholic Church opposed to birth control? Where in the Bible is birth control condemned as
being contrary to the Will of God?
The Catholic Church is not opposed to birth control when it is accomplished by natural means, by SELF
control. She is opposed only to birth control by artificial means, by the employment of pills, condoms,
IUD's, foams, jellies, sterilization, non-completion of the act of sexual union – or any other means used to
prevent conception from resulting from this act – because such means profane the marital embrace and
dishonor the marriage contract. God slew Onan for practicing contraception (Gen. 38:9-10); the word
"onanism" derives from Onan's deed. In fact, up until the Church of England's Lambeth Conference of
1930, which accepted contraception and thus broke with the Christian tradition, contraception had been
considered by all Christian churches, both Catholic and Protestant, to be gravely sinful. The Catholic
Church does not feel free to change the law of God, as do Protestants.

In the New Testament, there is only one instance where sin is punished by God with immediate death, this
was the fate of Ananias and Saphira, a husband and wife who went through the motions of giving a gift to
God but fraudulently kept back part of it. The Bible says they lied to the Holy Spirit. (Acts 5:1-11). In
contraception, two people go through the motions of an act of self-giving, but obstruct the natural fruition
of their act, i.e., the conception of children, which is the ultimate purpose for which God created sexuality.
Sexual union is a gift from God to the married, but by practicing contraception, married couples are
accepting the pleasure God built into the act and yet denying Him its purpose, new people. They are in
effect mocking God. But "Be not deceived, God is not mocked." (Gal. 6:7). Christ cursed the fig tree
which, despite a fine external appearance, bore no fruit. (Matt. 21:19; Mark 11:14). Marriage is God's plan
for populating Heaven, yet contracepting couples refuse Him the specific fruit of their marriage, which is
children, when they engage in the act which should produce children yet frustrate the natural, God-intended
result.
Further, the sin of "sorceries" or "witchcrafts" ("pharmakeia" in the Greek – Gal. 5:20; Apoc. 9:21; 21:8) –
which the Bible condemns along with fornication, murder, idolatry, and other serious sins – very possibly
includes secret potions mixed to prevent pregnancy or cause abortion. Such potions were known and used
even in the first century.
Common sense and conscience both dictate that artificial birth control is not only a violation of the Natural
Law but is a perfidious insult to the dignity of man himself. For it implies free reign to physical impulses;
it implies total disregard for the fate of the human seed; it implies utter contempt for the honorable birth of
fellow humans, those fellow humans who are born as the result of a contraceptive having failed and whose
very existence is therefore considered to be an unfortunate "accident," rather than a gift of God; it implies
the most extreme selfishness, for no advocate or practitioner of artificial birth control would have wanted it
for his or her own parents. Further, contraception undermines the respect of husband and wife for each
other and thereby loosens the marriage bond. Worst of all, many "contraceptives," such as the IUD and
most if not all birth control pills, work by actually causing an abortion early in the pregnancy; thus, this socalled "contraception" is in reality abortion – the killing of a human being – rather than the preventing of
conception.
In every age there is some favorite sin which is accepted by "respectable" worldly Christians; in our times
the "acceptable" sin is contraception – a sin which fits in perfectly with the view that the purpose of human
life is to attain earthly happiness. The true Christian couple, on the other hand, will realize that God desires
them to have children so that these children can come to know Him and love Him and be happy with Him
eternally in Heaven. Marriage is God's plan for populating Heaven. How wise it is to let God plan one's
family, since He loves children much more than do their earthly parents, and His plans for them go far
beyond any plans of these parents.
Innumerable stories are told of God's Providence to Christian parents who trusted in Him and obeyed His
law. For those who have a true and serious need to space or limit the number of their children, the new
methods of natural family planning based on periodic abstinence have proven to be extremely reliable
(unlike the earlier "rhythm" methods).
Finally, the Christian will realize that the self-denial involved in bearing and raising Christian children is a
school of Christlikeness. Our Lord said: "If any man will come after me, let him deny himself, and take up
his cross, and follow me." (Matt. 16:24). But He also said: "My yoke is sweet and my burden light."
(Matt. 11:30). God promises sufficient grace to those who seek to obey Him. And the resulting peace of
soul which the obedient married couple enjoys is beyond all price.

Why does the Catholic Church make no exceptions when it comes to divorce? Does not the Bible say that
Christ permitted divorce in case of fornication? (Matthew 19:9).
The Catholic Church makes no exceptions when it comes to divorce because Christ made no exceptions.
When Christ was asked if it was lawful for a man to put away his wife "for every cause," He replied that a

man "shall cleave to his wife, and they two shall be in one flesh . . . What therefore God hath joined
together, let no man put asunder." (Matt. 19:3-6). And the Apostle Paul wrote: "But to them that are
married, not I but the Lord commandeth, that the wife depart not from her husband. And if she depart, that
she remain unmarried, or be reconciled to her husband. And let not the husband put away his wife." (1
Cor. 7:10-11). In Matthew 19:9 Christ does not permit divorce in cases of fornication. He permits
separation. This is clear from the fact that those who separated were cautioned not to remarry. Read Mark
10-12 and Luke 16:18.
Also, we know that divorce is against Divine Law because it is plainly against right reason. Were it not for
our man-made laws which "legalize," popularize, and even glamorize divorce, discontented married
couples would make a more determined effort to reconcile their differences and live in peace; they would
be obliged by necessity to swallow their false pride and accept the responsibilities they owe to their
spouses, to their children, to society as a whole, and to God. Any sociologist will confirm that there is far
less immorality, far less suicide, far fewer mental disorders and far less crime among peoples who reject
divorce than among the so-called "progressives" who accept it.

Why have Catholic women traditionally worn hats in church? Are bareheaded women forbidden to enter
Catholic churches?
The Apostle Paul explains that Catholic women should cover their heads while in church: "You yourselves
judge: doth it become a woman, to pray unto God uncovered?" (I Cor. 11:13). "Every man praying or
prophesying with his head covered, disgraceth his head. But every woman praying or prophesying with her
head not covered, disgraceth her head: for it is all one as if she were shaven...." (I Cor. 11:4-5). Paul's
words do not imply that the Church is closed to women who have no head covering immediately available,
nor does the custom of the Catholic Church imply this.
Why must Catholics pay money for a Mass that is offered up for deceased relatives and friends when the
Bible states that the gift of God is not to be purchased with money? (Acts 8:20).
Catholics are not compelled to pay for Masses offered up for someone's special intention. They are simply
reminded that giving a "stipend" (usually $5) is the custom. Priests will oblige without a stipend being paid
if the one making the request can ill afford it. Giving stipends for special intention Masses is the custom
because it is only fitting and proper that there should be some token of appreciation for the special service
rendered, especially in view of the fact that the average priest draws a very small salary. For many priests
these stipends mean the difference between standard and sub-standard living conditions. And this custom
definitely has scriptural approval. Wrote the Apostle Paul: "Who serveth as a soldier at any time, at his
own charges? . . . Who feedeth the flock, and eateth not of the milk of the flock? . . . So also the Lord
ordained that they who preach the gospel, should live by the gospel." (I Cor. 9:7-14). Of course the gift of
God is not to be purchased with money. But that does not imply that God's ministers are free-serving
slaves. Protestants will generally agree to this because within Protestantism it is likewise customary to give
the minister who performs baptisms, marriages, etc. a token of appreciation in the form of money.
Protestants do not call their gift of money a stipend, but that is exactly what it is.

CONCLUSION
There it is – the truth about Catholic belief and practice. This is the truth which brought the author of this
booklet into the Catholic Church . . . the truth which brings millions of people into the Catholic fold year
after year... the truth which explains why Newman, Chesterton, Knox, Brownson, Maritain, Mann,
Swinnerton, Muggeridge and a host of other world-famous intellectuals chose to embrace the Catholic
Faith. This is the truth which inspired the following confession by the renowned scientist, John Deering –
a confession which expresses in eloquent fashion the fundamental motivation of every Catholic convert, be
he famous or unknown:

"I was born and raised in an atmosphere of proud, agnostic intellectualism. My father, a medical doctor by
profession, was a disciple of Schopenhauer and Freud, and my mother was an ardent disciple of my father.
My own favorite dish as a youth was Voltaire. Thus by the time I reached manhood, I was quite
thoroughly baptized in the pseudo-religious cult of humanism. I preferred to call it humanism because,
unlike the blunt Voltaire, I never could profess publicly to being an out and out atheist, even though there
really isn't much distinction between the two.
"Being of a curious, speculative turn of mind, with strong leanings toward the more challenging fields of
dialectics, I eventually took up the study of metaphysics – the science of the fundamental causes and
processes of things. This subject intrigued me, indeed obsessed me, as no other subject had before. Here, I
told myself, was the science of sciences. Here was the supreme test of my personal philosophy. If God
exists, I told myself, metaphysics would reveal Him. Either I would be justified in my quasi-atheism, or I
would be compelled in conscience to abandon it completely.
"Then the inevitable happened. I came face to face with the proposition, proved by all the principles of
logic, that God does indeed exist. The evidence was so abundant as to be incontrovertible. Just as sure as
two and two make four, God not only exists, He is existence. To argue the point would have been
tantamount to arguing against all reality!
"Toppled at last from the vainglorious perch of agnosticism, I immediately set about making another
intellectual ascent – this time up the great imposing structure of Christian theology. I procured a Bible and
spent every free moment absorbed in its sacred content. I had established the existence of God in my mind;
now I must know something of the nature, the personality, of God. The Bible, I figured, would give me a
clue.
"Much of what I read in the Bible was vague – I was not, after all, familiar with the customs and language
idioms of the ancient Jews who wrote the Bible – but I could grasp the central theme. Quite obviously, the
central theme of the Bible portrayed God not only as an Omnipotent, All-lntelligent Spiritual Being, but as
the Essence of Love, Essence of Justice and Essence of Mercy. In other words, God is pre-eminently a
personal Being. And Jesus Christ was God personified, come into the world not only to make atonement
for the sin of Adam, but to reassert His Sovereignty, elaborate on His Laws and illuminate with brighter
light the pathway to heavenly immortality. And the torchbearer of this light was His Church, founded on
the Apostles. Endowed with the authority of God, and imbued with the Holy Spirit of God, His Church
was given the holy task of perpetuating His ministry of salvation after His return to Heaven.
"There was the divine plan of redemption, life's real purpose, brought into clear and beautiful focus by the
Author of the plan – God Himself. There, in brief, is man's only real hope for happiness and security.
"Only one thing remained to be solved. God's Church – Where amidst the vast galaxy of the world's
churches was God's true Church to be found? Then I recalled something Christ said: 'Seek and ye shall
find... knock and it will be opened unto you.' Inspired by these words of divine wisdom, I embarked on the
search. I undertook an extensive study of comparative religion, concentrating on the Christian religions.
Since the other religions rejected the divinity of Christ, they naturally were in default.
"With painstaking impartiality I held every Christian church up to the light of Scripture, logic and history,
checking and double-checking lest I overlook some small but significant piece of evidence. Three years of
this meticulous checking, then I found the object of my search. I finished with one name superimposed in
great bold letters on my conscience – 'Catholic!'
"On every ground I found the claims of the Catholic religion valid and altogether irresistible. The Catholic
Church is the oldest Christian church, I determined; therefore, she is the original Christian Church, the one
Church founded, constituted and sanctioned by Jesus Christ Himself.
"I had no other recourse in conscience but to embrace the Catholic Faith. And now I must testify that it
satisfies my mind, solaces my heart and gratifies my soul. My blessed Catholic Faith fills my soul with a
peace and a sense of security I had never before thought possible.

"Now that I am in the Catholic Church I have a much clearer picture of its true image. I see in all her vitals
the Image of Christ. In the reception of her sacraments I feel His comforting hand; in her pronouncements
I hear His authoritative, cogent voice; in her manifold world-wide charities I see His love and compassion;
in the way she is harassed and vilified I see His agony and humility on Calvary; in her worship I feel His
Spirit girding my soul.
"This compels my obedience. All else is shifting sand."
Nihil Obstat: Rev. Edmund J. Bradley Censor Deputatus
Imprimatur:

+ Timothy Manning, Auxiliary Bishop of Los Angeles, Vicar General
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Apologetics
A theological science which has for its purpose the explanation and defense of the Christian religion.
Apologetics means, broadly speaking, a form of apology. The term is derived from the Latin adjective,
apologeticus, which, in turn has its origin in the Greek adjective, apologetikos, the substantive being
apologia, "apology", "defence". As an equivalent of the plural form, the variant, "Apologetic", is now and
then found in recent writings, suggested probably by the corresponding French and German words, which
are always in the singular. But the plural form, "Apologetics", is far more common and will doubtless
prevail, being in harmony with other words similarly formed, as ethics, statistics, homiletics. In defining
apologetics as a form of apology, we understand the latter word in its primary sense, as a verbal defence
against a verbal attack, a disproving of a false accusation, or a justification of an action or line of conduct
wrongly made the object of censure. Such, for example, is the Apology of Socrates, such the Apologia of
John Henry Newman. This is the only sense attaching to the term as used by the ancient Greeks and
Romans, or by the French and Germans of the present day.
Quite different is the meaning now conveyed by our English word, "apology", namely, an explanation of an
action acknowledged to be open to blame. The same idea is expressed almost exclusively by the verb,
"apologize", and generally by the adjective, "apologetic". For this reason, the adoption of the word,
"Apologetics", in the sense of a scientific vindication of the Christian religion is not altogether a happy one.
Some scholars prefer such terms as "Christian Evidences", the "Defence of the Christian Religion".
"Apologetics" and "Apology" are not altogether interchangeable terms. The latter is the generic term, the
former the specific. Any kind of accusation, whether personal, social, political, or religious, may call forth
a corresponding apology. It is only apologies of the Christian religion that fall within the scope of
apologetics. Nor is it all such. There is scarcely a dogma, scarcely a ritual or disciplinary institution of the
Church that has not been subjected to hostile criticism, and hence, as occasion required, been vindicated by
proper apologetics. But besides these forms of apology, there are the answers that have been called forth by
attacks of various kinds upon the credentials of the Christian religion, apologies written to vindicate now
this, now that ground of the Christian, Catholic faith, that has been called in question or held up to disbelief
and ridicule.
Now it is out of such apologies for the foundations of Christian belief that the science of apologetics has
taken form. Apologetics is the Christian Apology par excellence, combining in one well-rounded system
the arguments and considerations of permanent value that have found expression in the various single
apologies. The latter, being answers to specific attacks, were necessarily conditioned by the occasions that
called them forth. They were personal, controversial, partial vindications of the Christian position. In them
the refutation of specific charges was the prominent element. Apologetics, on the other hand, is the
comprehensive, scientific vindication of the grounds of Christian, Catholic belief, in which the calm,
impersonal presentation of underlying principles is of paramount importance, the refutation of objections
being added by way of corollary. It addresses itself not to the hostile opponent for the purpose of refutation,
but rather to the inquiring mind by way of information. Its aim is to give a scientific presentation of the
claims which Christ's revealed religion has on the assent of every rational mind; it seeks to lead the inquirer
after truth to recognize, first, the reasonableness and trustworthiness of the Christian revelation as realized
in the Catholic Church, and secondly, the corresponding obligation of accepting it. While not compelling
faith — for the certitude it offers is not absolute, but moral — it shows that the credentials of the Christian
religion amply suffice to vindicate the act of faith as a rational act, and to discredit the estrangement of the
sceptic and unbeliever as unwarranted and culpable. Its last word is the answer to the question: Why should
I be a Catholic? Apologetics thus leads up to Catholic faith, to the acceptance of the Catholic Church as the
divinely authorized organ for preserving and rendering efficacious the saving truths revealed by Christ.
This is the great fundamental dogma on which all other dogmas rest. Hence apologetics also goes by the
name of "fundamental theology". Apologetics is generally viewed as one branch of dogmatic science, the
other and chief branch being dogmatic theology proper. It is well to note, however, that in point of view
and method also they are quite distinct. Dogmatic theology, like moral theology, addresses itself primarily
to those who are already Catholic. It presupposes faith. Apologetics, on the other hand, in theory at least,
simply leads up to faith. The former begins where the latter ends. Apologetics is pre-eminently a positive,
historical discipline, whereas dogmatic theology is rather philosophic and deductive, using as its premises

data of divine and ecclesiastical authority — the contents of revelation and their interpretation by the
Church. It is only in exploring and in treating dogmatically the elements of natural religion, the sources of
its authoritative data, that dogmatic theology comes in touch with apologetics.
As has been pointed out, the object of apologetics is to give a scientific answer to the question, Why should
I be Catholic? Now this question involves two others which are also fundamental. The one is: Why should I
be a Christian rather than an adherent of the Jewish religion, or the Mohammedan, or the Zoroastrian, or of
some other religious system setting up a rival claim to be revealed? The other, still more fundamental,
question is: Why should I profess any religion at all? Thus the science of apologetics easily falls into three
great divisions:
* First, the study of religion in general and the grounds of theistic belief;
* second, the study of revealed religion and the grounds of Christian belief;
* third, the study of the true Church of Christ and the grounds of Catholic belief.
In the first of these divisions, the apologist inquirers into the nature of religion, its universality, and man's
natural capacity to acquire religious ideas. In connection with this the modern study of the religious
philosophy of uncultured peoples has to be taken into consideration, and the various theories concerning
the origin of religion present themselves for critical discussion. This leads to the examination of the
grounds of theistic belief, including the important questions of
* the existence of a divine Personality, the Creator and Conserver of the world, exercising a special
providence over man;
* man's freedom of will and his corresponding religious and moral responsibility in virtue of his
dependence on God;
* the immortality of the human soul, and the future life with its attendant rewards and punishments.
Coupled with these questions is the refutation of monism, determinism, and other anti-theistic theories.
Religious philosophy and apologetics here march hand in hand.
The second division, on revealed religion, is even more comprehensive. After treating the notion,
possibility, and moral necessity of a divine revelation, and its discernibility through various internal and
external criteria, the apologist proceeds to establish the fact of revelation. Three distinct, progressive stages
of revelation are set forth: Primitive Revelation, Mosaic Revelation, and Christian Revelation. The chief
sources on which he has to rely in establishing this triple fact of revelation are the Sacred Scriptures. But if
he is logical, he must prescind from their inspiration and treat them provisionally as human historical
documents. Here he must depend on the critical study of the Old and New Testaments by impartial
scriptural scholars, and build on the accredited results of their researches touching the authenticity and
trustworthiness of the sacred books purporting to be historical. It is only by anticipation that an argument
for the fact of primitive revelation can be based on the ground that it is taught in the inspired book of
Genesis, and that it is implied in the supernatural state of our first parents. In the absence of anything like
contemporary documents, the apologist has to lay chief stress on the high antecedent probability of
primitive revelation, and show how a revelation of limited, but sufficient scope for primitive man is
compatible with a very crude stage of material and æsthetic culture, and hence is not discredited by the
sound results of prehistoric archæology. Closely connected with this question is the scientific study of the
origin and antiquity of man, and the unity of the human species; and, as still larger subjects bearing on the
historic value of the sacred Book of Origins, the compatibility with Scripture of the modern sciences of
biology, astronomy, and geology. In like manner the apologist has to content himself with showing the fact
of Mosaic revelation to be highly probable. The difficulty, in the present condition of Old Testament
criticism, of recognizing more than a small portion of the Pentateuch as documentary evidence
contemporary with Moses, makes it incumbent on the apologist to proceed with caution lest, in attempting
to prove too much, he may bring into discredit what is decidedly tenable apart from dogmatic
considerations. However, there is sufficient evidence allowed by all but the most radical critics to establish
the fact that Moses was the providential instrument for delivering the Hebrew people from Egyptian
bondage, and for teaching them a system of religious legislation that in lofty monotheism and ethical worth
is far superior to the beliefs and customs of the surrounding nations, thus affording a strong presumption in

favour of its claim to be revealed. This presumption gains strength and clearness in the light of Messianic
prophecy, which shines with ever increasing volume and brightness through the history of the Jewish
religion till it illumines the personality of our Divine Lord. In the study of Mosaic revelation, biblical
archæology is of no small service to the apologist.
When the apologist comes to the subject of Christian revelation, he finds himself on much firmer ground.
Starting with the generally recognized results of New Testament criticism, he is enabled to show that the
synoptic Gospels, on the one hand, and the undisputed Epistles of St. Paul, on the other, offer two
independent, yet mutually corroborative, masses of evidence concerning the person and work of Jesus. As
this evidence embodies the unimpeachable testimony of thoroughly reliable eye-witnesses and their
associates, it presents a portraiture of Jesus that is truly historical. After showing from the records that Jesus
taught, now implicitly, now explicitly, that he was the long expected Messiah, the Son of God sent by His
Heavenly Father to enlighten and save mankind, and to found the new kingdom of justice, Apologetics
proceeds to set forth the grounds for believing in these claims:
* the surpassing beauty of His moral character, stamping Him as the unique, perfect man;
* the lofty excellence of His moral and religious teaching, which has no parallel elsewhere, and which
answers the highest aspirations of the human soul;
* His miracles wrought during His public mission;
* the transcendent miracle of His resurrection, which He foretold as well;
* the wonderful regeneration of society through His undying personal influence.
Then, by way of supplementary proof, the apologist institutes an impartial comparison of Christianity with
the various rival religious systems of the world — Brahminism, Buddhism, Zoroastrianism, Confucianism,
Taoism, Mohammedanism — and shows how in the person of its founder, in its moral and religious ideal
and influence, the Christian religion is immeasurably superior to all others, and alone has a claim to our
assent as the absolute, divinely-revealed religion. Here, too, in the survey of Buddhism, the specious
objection, not uncommon today, that Buddhist ideas and legends have contributed to the formation of the
Gospels, calls for a summary refutation.
Beyond the fact of Christian revelation the Protestant apologist does not proceed. But the Catholic rightly
insists that the scope of apologetics should not end here. Both the New Testament records and those of the
sub-Apostolic age bear witness that Christianity was meant to be something more than a religious
philosophy of life, more than a mere system of individual belief and practice, and that it cannot be
separated historically from a concrete form of social organization. Hence Catholic apologetics adds, as a
necessary sequel to the established fact of Christian revelation, the demonstration of the true Church of
Christ and its identity with the Roman Catholic Church. From the records of the Apostles and their
immediate successors is set forth the institution of the Church as a true, unequal society, endowed with the
supreme authority of its Founder, and commissioned in His name to teach and sanctify mankind;
possessing the essential features of visibility, indefectibility, and infallibility; characterized by the
distinctive marks of unity, holiness, catholicity, and apostolicity. These notes of the true Church of Christ
are then applied as criteria to the various rival Christian denominations of the present day, with the result
that they are found fully exemplified in the Roman Catholic Church alone. With the supplementary
exposition of the primacy and infallibility of the Pope, and of the rule of faith, the work of apologetics is
brought to its fitting close. It is true that some apologists see fit to treat also of inspiration and the analysis
of the act of faith. But, strictly speaking, these are not apologetic subjects. While they may logically be
included in the prolegomena of dogmatic theology, they rather belong, the one to the province of Scripturestudy, the other to the tract of moral theology dealing with the theological virtues.
The history of apologetic literature involves the survey of the varied attacks that have been made against
the grounds of Christian, Catholic belief. It may be marked off into four great divisions.
* The first division is the period from the beginning of Christianity to the downfall of the Roman Empire
(A.D. 476). It is chiefly characterized by the twofold struggle of Christianity with Judaism and with
paganism.

* The second division is coextensive with the Middle Ages, from A.D. 476 to the Reformation. In this
period we find Christianity in conflict with the Mohammedan religion and philosophy.
* The third division takes in the period from the beginning of the Reformation to the rise of rationalism
in England in the middle of the seventeenth century. It is the period of struggle between Catholicism and
Protestantism.
* The fourth division embraces the period of rationalism, from the middle of the seventeenth century
down to the present day. Here we find Christianity in conflict with Deism, Pantheism, Materialism,
Agnosticism, and Naturalism.
First period
Apologies in answer to the opposition of Judaism
It lay in the nature of things that Christianity should meet with strong Jewish opposition. In dispensing with
circumcision and other works of the law, Christianity had incurred the imputation of running counter to
God's immutable will. Again, Christ's humble and obscure life, ending in the ignominious death on the
cross, was the very opposite of what the Jews expected of their Messiah. Their judgment seemed to be
confirmed by the fact that Christianity attracted but an insignificant portion of the Jewish people, and
spread with greatest vigour among the despised Gentiles. To justify the claims of Christianity before the
Jews, the early apologists had to give an answer to these difficulties. Of these apologies the most important
is the "Dialogue with Trypho the Jew" composed by Justin Martyr about 155-160. He vindicates the new
religion against the objections of the learned Jew, arguing with great cogency that it is the perfection of the
Old Law, and showing by an imposing array of Old Testament passages that the Hebrew prophets point to
Jesus as the Messiah and the incarnate Son of God. He insists also that it is in Christianity that the destiny
of the Hebrew religion to become the religion of the world is to find its realization, and hence it is the
followers of Christ, and not the unbelieving Jews, that are the true children of Israel. By his elaborate
argument from Messianic prophecy, Justin won the grateful recognition of later apologists. Similar
apologies were composed by Tertullian, "Against the Jews" (Adversus Jud os, about 200), and by St.
Cyprian, "Three Books of Evidences against the Jews" (about 250).
Apologies in answer to pagan opposition
Of far more serious moment to the early Christian Church was the bitter opposition it met from paganism.
The polytheistic religion of the Roman Empire, venerated for its antiquity, was intertwined with every fibre
of the body politic. Its providential influence was a matter of firm belief. It was associated with the highest
culture, and had the sanction of the greatest poets and sages of Greece and Rome. Its splendid temples and
stately ritual gave it a grace and dignity that captivated the popular imagination. On the other hand,
Christian monotheism was an innovation. It made no imposing display of liturgy. Its disciples were, for the
most part, persons of humble birth and station. Its sacred literature had little attraction for the fastidious
reader accustomed to the elegant diction of the classic authors. And so the popular mind viewed it with
misgivings, or despised it as an ignorant superstition. But opposition did not end here. The
uncompromising attitude of the new religion towards pagan rites was decried as the greatest impiety. The
Christians were branded as atheists, and as they held aloof from the public functions also, which were
invariably associated with these false rites, they were accused of being enemies of the State. The Christian
custom of worshipping in secret assembly seemed to add force to this charge, for secret societies were
forbidden by Roman law. Nor were calumnies wanting. The popular imagination easily distorted the
vaguely-known Agape and Eucharistic Sacrifice into abominable rites marked by feasting on infant flesh
and by indiscriminate lust. The outcome was that the people and authorities took alarm at the rapidly
spreading Church and sought to repress it by force. To vindicate the Christian cause against these attacks of
paganism, many apologies were written. Some, notably the "Apology" of Justin Martyr (150), the "Plea for
the Christians", by Athenagoras (177), and the "Apologetic" of Tertullian (197), were addressed to
emperors for the express purpose of securing for the Christians immunity from persecution. Others were
composed to convince the pagans of the folly of polytheism and of the saving truth of Christianity. Such
were: Tatian, "Discourse to the Greeks" (160), Theophilus, "Three Books to Autolychus" (180), the
"Epistle to Diognetus" (about 190), the "Octavius" of Minucius Felix (192), Origen, "True Discourse
against Celsus" (248), Lactantius, Institutes (312), and St. Augustine, "City of God" (414-426). In these
apologies the argument from Old Testament prophecy has a more prominent place than that from miracles.
But the one on which most stress is laid is that of the transcendent excellence of Christianity. Though not

clearly marked out, a twofold line of thought runs through this argument: Christianity is light, whereas
paganism is darkness; Christianity is power, whereas paganism is weakness. Enlarging on these ideas, the
apologists contrast the logical coherence of the religious tenets of Christianity, and its lofty ethical
teaching, with the follies and inconsistencies of polytheism, the low ethical principles of its philosophers,
and the indecencies of its mythology and of some of its rites. They likewise show that the Christian religion
alone has the power to transform man from a slave of sin into a spiritual freeman. They compare what they
once were as pagans with what they now are as Christians. They draw a telling contrast between the loose
morality of pagan society and the exemplary lives of Christians, whose devotion to their religious
principles is stronger than death itself.
Second period. Christianity in conflict with Mohammedan religion and philosophy
The one dangerous rival with which Christianity had to contend in the Middle Ages was the Mohammedan
religion. Within a century of its birth, it had torn from Christendom some of its fairest lands, and extended
like a huge crescent from Spain over Northern Africa, Egypt, Palestine, Arabia, Persia, and Syria, to the
eastern part of Asia Minor. The danger which this fanatic religion offered to Christian faith, in countries
where the two religions came in contact, was not to be treated lightly. And so we find a series of apologies
written to uphold the truth of Christianity in the face of Moslem errors. Perhaps the earliest was the
"Discussion between a Saracen and a Christian" composed by St. John Damascene (about 750). In this
apology he vindicates the dogma of the Incarnation against the rigid and fatalistic conception of God taught
by Mohammed. He also demonstrates the superiority of the religion of Christ, pointing out the grave
defects in Mohammed's life and teaching, and showing the Koran to be in its best parts but a feeble
imitation of the Sacred Scriptures. Other apologies of a similar kind were composed by Peter the Venerable
in the twelfth, and by Raymond of Martini in the thirteenth century. Hardly less dangerous to the Christian
faith was the rationalistic philosophy of Islamism. The Arabian conquerors had learned from the Syrians
the arts and sciences of the Greek world. They became especially proficient in medicine, mathematics, and
philosophy, for the study of which they erected in every part of their domain schools and libraries. In the
twelfth century Moorish Spain had nineteen colleges, and their renown attracted hundreds of Christian
scholars from every part of Europe. Herein lay a grave menace to Christian orthodoxy, for the philosophy
of Aristotle as taught in these schools had become thoroughly tinctured with Arabian pantheism and
rationalism. The peculiar tenet of the celebrated Moorish philosopher Averroes was much in vogue,
namely: that philosophy and religion are two independent spheres of thought, so that what is true in the one
may be false in the other. Again, it was commonly taught that faith is for the masses who cannot think for
themselves, but philosophy is a higher form of knowledge which noble minds should seek to acquire.
Among the fundamental dogmas denied by the Arabian philosophers were creation, providence, and
immortality. To vindicate Christianity against Mohammedan rationalism, St. Thomas composed (1261-64)
his philosophical "Summa contra Gentiles", in four books. In this great apology the respective claims of
reason and faith are carefully distinguished and harmonized, and a systematic demonstration of the grounds
of faith is built up with arguments of reason and authority such as appealed directly to the minds of that
day. In treating of God, providence, creation and the future life, St. Thomas refutes the chief errors of the
Arabian, Jewish, and Greek philosophers, and shows that the genuine teaching of Aristotle confirms the
great truths of religion. Three apologies composed in much the same spirit, but belonging to a later age,
may be mentioned here. The one is the fine work of Louis Vivés, "De Veritate Fidei Christianæ Libri V"
(about 1530). After treating the principles of natural theology, the Incarnation, and Redemption, he gives
two dialogues, one between a Christian and a Jew, the other between a Christian and a Mohammaden, in
which he shows the superiority of the Christian religion. Similar to this is the apology of the celebrated
Dutch theologian Grotius, "De Veritate Religionis Christianæ" (1627). It is in six books. An able treatise on
natural theology is followed by a demonstration of the truth of Christianity based on the life and miracles of
Jesus, the holiness of His teaching, and the wonderful propagation of His religion. In proving the
authenticity and trustworthiness of the Sacred Scriptures, Grotius appeals largely to internal evidence. The
latter part of the work is devoted to a refutation of paganism, Judaism, and Mohammedanism. An apology
on somewhat similar lines is that of the Huguenot, Philip de Mornay, "De la vérité de la religion
chrétienne" (1579). It is the first apology of note that was written in a modern tongue.
Third period. Catholicism in conflict with Protestantism
The outbreak of Protestantism in the beginning of the sixteenth century, and its rejection of many of the
fundamental features of Catholicism, called forth a mass of controversial apologetic literature. It was not,

of course, the first time that the principles of Catholic belief had been questioned with reference to
Christian orthodoxy. In the early ages of the Church heretical sects, assuming the right to profess allegiance
and fidelity to the spirit of Christ, had given occasion to St. Irenæus "On Heresies", Tertullian "On
Prescription against Heretics," St. Vincent of Lérins, in his "Commonitory", to insist on unity with the
Catholic Church, and, for the purpose of confuting the heretical errors of private interpretation, to appeal to
an authoritative rule of faith. In like manner, the rise of heretical sects in the three centuries preceding the
Reformation led to an accentuation of the fundamental principles of Catholicism, notably in Moneta's
"Summa contra Catharos et Waldenses" (about 1225), and Torquemada's "Summa de Ecclesiâ" (1450). So
to a far greater extent, in the outpouring from many sources of Protestant ideas, it became the duty of the
hour to defend the true nature of the Church of Christ, to vindicate its authority, its divinely authorized
hierarchy under the primacy of the Pope, its visibility, unity, perpetuity, and infallibility, along with other
doctrines and practices branded as superstitious.
In the first heat of this gigantic controversy the writings on both sides were sharply polemic, abounding in
personal recriminations. But towards the close of the century there developed a tendency to treat the
controverted questions more in the manner of a calm, systematic apology. Two works belonging to this
time are especially noteworthy. One is the "Disputations de controversiis Christianæ Fidei" (1581-92), by
Robert Bellarmin, a monumental work of vast erudition, rich in apologetic material. The other is the
"Principiorum Fidei Doctrinalium Demonstratio" (1579), by Robert Stapleton, whom Döllinger pronounced
to be the prince of controversialists. Though not so erudite, it is more profound than the work of Bellarmin.
Another excellent work of this period is that of Martin Becan, "De Ecclesiâ Christi" (1633).
Fourth period. Christianity in conflict with Rationalism
From the middle of the seventeenth to the nineteenth century
Rationalism — the setting up of the human reason as the source and measure of all knowable truth — is, of
course, not confined to any one period of human history. It has existed from the earliest days of philosophy.
But in Christian society it did not become a notable factor till the middle of the seventeenth century, when
it asserted itself chiefly in the form of Deism. It was associated, and even to a large extent identified with
the rapidly growing movement towards greater intellectual freedom which, stimulated by fruitful scientific
inquiry, found itself seriously hampered by the narrow views of inspiration and of historic Bibleinterpretation which then prevailed. The Bible had been set up as an infallible source of knowledge not
only in matters of religion, but of history, chronology, and physical science. The result was a reaction
against the very essentials of Christianity. Deism became the intellectual fashion of the day, leading in
many cases to downright atheism. Starting with the principle that no religious doctrine is of value that
cannot be proved by experience or by philosophical reflection, the Deists admitted the existence of a God
external to the world, but denied every form of divine intervention, and accordingly rejected revelation,
inspiration, miracles, and prophecy. Together with unbelievers of a still more pronounced type, they
assailed the historic value of the Bible, decrying its miraculous narratives as fraud and superstition. The
movement started in England, and in the eighteenth century spread to France and Germany. Its baneful
influence was deep and far-reaching, for it found zealous exponents in some of the leading philosophers
and men of letters — Hobbes, Locke, Hume, Voltaire, Rousseau, d'Alembert, Diderot, Lessing, Herder, and
others. But able apologists were not lacking to champion the Christian cause. England produced several
that won lasting honour for their scholarly defence of fundamental Christian truths — Lardner, author of
the "Credibility of the Gospel History", in twelve volumes (1741-55); Butler, likewise famous for his
"Analogy of Religion Natural and Revealed to the Constitution of Nature" (1736); Campbell, who in his
"Dissertation on Miracles" (1766) gave a masterly answer to Hume's arguments against miracles; and
Paley, whose "Evidences of Christianity" (1794) and "Natural Theology" (1802) are among the classics of
English theological literature. On the continent, the work of defence was carried on by such men as Bishop
Huet, who published his "Démonstration Evangélique" in 1679; Leibnitz, whose "Théodicée" (1684), with
its valuable introduction on the conformity of faith with reason, had a great influence for good; the
Benedictine Abbot Gerbert, who gave a comprehensive Christian apology in his "Demonstratio Veræ
Religionis Ver que Ecclesiæ Contra Quasvis Falsas" (1760); and the Abbé Bergier, whose "Traité
historique et dogmatique de la vraie religion", in twelve volumes (1780), showed ability and erudition.
The nineteenth century

In the last century the conflict of Christianity with rationalism was in part lightened and in part complicated
by the marvelous development of scientific and historic inquiry. Lost languages, like the Egyptian and the
Babylonian, were recovered, and thereby rich and valuable records of the past — many of them unearthed
by laborious and costly excavation — were made to tell their story. Much of this bore on the relations of
the ancient Hebrew people with the surrounding nations and, while in some instances creating new
difficulties, for the most part helped to corroborate the truth of the Bible history. Out of these researches
have grown a number of valuable and interesting apologetic studies on Old Testament history: Schrader,
"Cuneiform Inscriptions and the Old Testament" (London, 1872); Hengstenberg's "Egypt and the Books of
Moses" (London, 1845); Harper, "The Bible and Modern Discoveries" (London, 1891); McCurdy,
"History, Prophecy, and the Monuments" (London-New York, 1894-1900); Pinches, "The Old Testament
in the Light of the Historic Records of Assyria and Babylonia" (London-New York, 1902); Abbé Gainet,
"La bible sans la bible, ou l'histoire de l'ancien testament par les seuls témoignages profanes" (Bar-le-Duc,
1871); Vigouroux, "La bible et les découvertes modernes" (Paris, 1889). On the other hand, Biblical
chronology, as then understood, and the literal historic interpretation of the Book of Genesis were thrown
into confusion by the advancing sciences — astronomy, with its grand nebular hypothesis; biology, with its
even more fruitful theory of evolution; geology, and prehistoric archæology. Rationalists eagerly laid hold
of these scientific data, and sought to turn them to the discredit of the Bible and likewise of the Christian
religion. But able apologies were forthcoming to essay a conciliation of science and religion. Among them
were: Dr. (afterwards Cardinal) Wiseman, "Twelve Lectures on the Connection between Science and
Revealed Religion" (London, 1847), which, though antiquated in parts, is still valuable reading; Reusch,
"Nature and the Bible" (London, 1876). Others more modern and up to date are: Duilhé de Saint-Projet,
"Apologie scientifique de la foi chrétienne" (Paris, 1885); Abbé Guibert, "In the beginning" (New York,
1904), one of the best Catholic treatises on the subject; and more recent still, A. de Lapparent, "Science et
apologétique" (Paris, 1905). A more delicate form of scientific inquiry for Christian belief was the
application of the principles of historic criticism to the books of Holy Scripture. Not a few Christian
scholars looked with grave misgivings on the progress made in this legitimate department of human
research, the results of which called for a reconstruction of many traditional views of Scripture. Rationalists
found here a congenital field of study, which seemed to promise the undermining of Scripture-authority.
Hence it was but natural that the encroachments of Biblical criticism on conservative theology should be
disputed inch by inch. On the whole, the outcome of the long and spirited contest has been to the advantage
of Christianity. It is true that the Pentateuch, so long attributed to Moses, is now held by the vast majority
of non-Catholic, and by an increasing number of Catholic, scholars to be a compilation of four independent
sources put together in final shape soon after the Captivity. But the antiquity of much of the contents of
these sources has been firmly established, as well as the strong presumption that the kernel of the
Pentateuchal legislation is of Mosaic institution. This has been shown by Kirkpatrick in his "Divine Library
of the Old Testament" (London-New York, 1901), by Driver in his "Introduction to the Literature of the
Old Testament" (New York, 1897), and by Abbé Lagrange, in his "Méthode historique de l'Ancien
Testament" (Paris, 1903; tr. London, 1905). In the New Testament the results of Biblical criticism are still
more assuring. The attempt of the Tübingen school to throw the Gospels far into the second century, and to
see in most of the Epistles of St. Paul the work of a much later hand, has been absolutely discredited. The
synoptic Gospels are now generally recognized, even by advanced critics, to belong to the years 65-85,
resting on still earlier written and oral sources, and the Gospel of St. John is brought with certainty down to
at least A.D. 110, that is, within a very few years of the death of St. John. The three Epistles of St. John are
recognized as genuine, the pastoral letters being now the chief object of dispute. Closely connected with the
theory of the Tübingen School, was the attempt of the rationalist Strauss to explain away the miraculous
element in the Gospels as the mythical fancies of an age much later than that of Jesus. Strauss's views,
embodied in his "Life of Jesus" (1835), were ably refuted, together with the false assertions and inductions
of the Tübingen School by such Catholic scholars as Kuhn, Hug, Sepp, Döllinger, and by the Protestant
critics, Ewald, Meyer, Wieseler, Tholuck, Luthardt, and others. The outcome of Strauss's "Life of Jesus,"
and of Renan's vain attempt to improve on it by giving it a legendary form (Vie de Jésus, 1863), has been a
number of scholarly biographies of our blessed Lord: by Fouard, "Christ the Son of God" (New York,
1891); Didon, "Jesus Christ" (New York, 1891); Edersheim, "Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah" (New
York, 1896), and others.
Another field of study which grew up chiefly in the last century, and has had an influence in shaping the
science of apologetics, is the study of religions. The study of the great religious systems of the pagan world,

and their comparison with Christianity, furnished material for a number of specious arguments against the
independent and supernatural origin of the Christian religion. So, too, the study of the origin of religion in
the light of the religious philosophy of uncultured peoples has been exploited against Christian (theistic
belief) on the unwarranted ground that Christianity is but a refinement, through a long process of evolution,
of a crude primitive religion originating in ghost-worship. Among those who have distinguished themselves
in this branch of apologetics are Döllinger, whose "Heidenthum und Judenthum" (1857), tr. "Gentile and
Jew in the Court of the Temple" (London, 1865-67), is a mine of information on the comparative merits of
revealed religion and the paganism of the Roman world; Abbé de Broglie, author of the suggestive volume,
"Problèmes et conclusions de l'histoire des religions" (Paris, 1886); Hardwick, Christ and other Masters"
(London, 1875). Another factor in the growth of apologetics during the last century was the rise of
numerous systems of philosophy that, in the teaching of such men as Kant, Fichte, Hegel, Schelling,
Comte, and Spencer, were openly or covertly in opposition to Christian belief. To counteract these systems,
Pope Leo XIII revived throughout the Catholic world the teaching of Thomistic philosophy. The many
works written to vindicate Christian Theism against Pantheism, Materialism, Positivism, and Evolutionary
Monism have been of great service to apologetics. Not all these philosophic apologies, indeed, are
scholastic. They represent several modern schools of thought. France has furnished a number of able
apologetic thinkers who lay chief stress on the subjective element in man, who point to the needs and
aspirations of the soul, and to the corresponding fitness of Christianity, and of Christianity alone, to satisfy
them. This line of thought has been worked out in various ways by the lately deceased Ollé-Laprune, author
of "La certitude morale" (Paris, 1880), and "Le prix de la vie" (Paris, 1892); by Fonsegrive, "Le
catholicisme et la vie de l'esprit" (Paris, 1899); and, in "L'action" (Paris, 1893), by Blondel, the founder of
the so-called "Immanence School" the principles of which are embodied in the spiritual writings of Father
Tyrrell, "Lex Orandi" (London, 1903), "Lex Credendi" (London, 1906). The continued opposition between
Catholicism and Protestantism in the last century resulted in the production of a number of noteworthy
apologetic writings: Möhler, "Symbolism", published in Germany in 1832, which has gone through many
editions in English; Balmes, "Protestantism and Catholicity Compared in their Effects on the Civilization of
Europe", a Spanish work published in English in 1840 (Baltimore); the works of the three illustrious
English cardinals, Wiseman, Newman, and Manning, most of whose writings have a bearing on
apologetics.
It is out of all these varied and extensive studies that apologetics has taken form. The vastness of the field
makes it extremely difficult for any one writer to do it full justice. In fact a complete, comprehensive
apology of uniform excellence still remains to be written.
Sources
In addition to the works already mentioned, the more general treatises on apologetics are as follows:
CATHOLIC WORKS. SCHANZ, A Christian Apology (New York, 1891) 3 vols. An improved edition of
the original, Apologie des Christentums, was published in Freiburg (1895) and an augmented edition was in
preparation in 1906. PICARD, Christianity or Agnosticism?, tr. from the French by MACLEOD (London,
1899); DEVIVIER, Christian Apologetics, edited and augmented by SASIA (San Jos, 1903) 2 vols.; ed. in
one vol. by the Most Rev. S. G. Messmer, D.D. (New York, 1903); FRAYSSINOUS, A Defence of
Christianity, tr. from the French by JONES (London, 1836); HETTINGER, Natural Religion (New York,
1890); Revealed Religion (New York, 1895), both being adaptations by H. S. BOWDEN of
HETTINGER'S German Apologie des Christentums (Freiburg, 1895-98) 5 vols.; HETTINGER,
Fundamental-Theologie (Freiburg, 1888); GUTBERLET, Lehrbuch der Apologetik (M nster, 1895) 3 vols.;
SCHELL, Apologie des Christentums (Paderborn, 1902-5) 2 vols.; WEISS, Apologie des Christentums
vom Standpunkte der Sitte und Kultur (Freiburg, 1888-9), 5 vols., French tr. Apologie du christianisme au
point de vue des m urs et de la civilisation (Paris, 1894); BOUGAUD, Le christianisme et les temps pr
sents (Paris, 1891) 5 vols.; LABEYRIE, La science de la foi (La Chapelle-Montligeon, 1903); EGGER,
Encheiridion Theologi Dogmatic Generalis (Brixen, 1893); OTTIGER, Theologia Fundamentalis
(Freiburg, 1897); TANQUERY, Synopsis Theologi Fundamentalis (New York, 1896). Periodicals valuable
for apologetic study are: The American Catholic Quarterly; American Ecclesiastical Review; New York
Review; Catholic World; Dublin Review; Irish Ecclesiastical Record; Irish Theological Quarterly; Month;
Tablet; Revue Apolog tique (Brussels); Revue pratique apolog tique (Paris); Revue des questions
scientifiques; Mus on; La science catholique; Annales de philosophie chrétienne; Etudes religieuses; Revue

Thomiste, Revue du clerg fran ais; Revue d'histoire et de litt rature religieuse; Revue biblique;
Theologische Quartalschrift (Tübingen); Stimmen aus Maria-Laach.
PROTESTANT WORKS. BRUCE, Apologetics (New York, 1892); FISHER, The Grounds of Theistic and
Christian Belief (New York, 1902); FAIRBAIRN, The Philosophy of the Christian Religion (New York,
1902); MAIR, Studies in theChristian Evidences (Edinburgh, 1894); LUTHARDT, The Fundamental
Truths of Christianity (Edinburgh, 1882); SCHULTZ, Outlines of Christian Apologetics (New York, 1905);
ROW, Christian Evidences Viewed in Relation to Modern Thought (London, 1888); IDEM, A Manual of
Christian Evidences (New York, 1896); ILLINGWORTH, Reason and Revelation (New York, 1903).
Many excellent apologetic treatises are to be found in the long series of Bampton Lectures, also in the
Gifford, Hulsean, Baird, and Croal Lectures.
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Successful Conversion Methods
"The human soul is naturally Christian." This is the key of conversions everywhere. There is no difference
in this between the people of China, America or Africa. It is simply a question of reaching as many as
possible of them, with the message of Christian love. This obviously can best be done by the laity who are
one of themselves, who have the same background and are in daily contact with them. The head of an
insurance agency converted three girls in his office; a housewife converted a neighbor family; a factory
worker converted two fellow workers-that is the idea.
Any priest will tell you that most of his converts come to the rectory or to classes only through contact with
a lay Catholic whom they love and respect. A successful convert program consists simply in promoting and
multiplying these contacts, in helping more Catholics to realize how they can imitate the insurance man, the
housewife and the factory worker. In America and China, as once in Palestine, a Philip says to a Nathanael,
"We have found the Messias. Come and see."
At present most of the laity feel themselves excluded from convert making because they think it consists
chiefly of explaining doctrinal questions to non-Catholics, which they do not feel capable of doing. We
must help them understand that it is rather in bearing witness as Philip did. We must appeal to man's inner
need of Christ rather than to his intellect. This is something any Catholic can do. If five per cent of our
Catholics each made one convert each year, the number in this country would be 1,500,000 annually
instead of the present 120,000. America could be converted in forty years. To call this visionary and
impractical would be to put that label on the command of Christ Himself. God's grace is unlimited and
meant for all. Increasing the number of instruments God can use, by making Catholics more alert to the
apostolate and organizing them for it, would bring this grace to a proportionately greater number. We are
not putting all the people we should into contact with divine grace. Competent observers estimate that there
are 5 million persons in the United States ready to become Catholics if properly approached. Father
Clarence Krull wrote in The Priest that, on the basis of replies during the last war by prospective and actual
members of the Armed Services to the question: "What is your religion or religious preference?" there are
in the United States, in addition to 30 million Catholics, 30 million others who have some interest in the
Church and would like to know more about it." What a fertile field for a zealous laity!
The Most Rev. Charles F. Buddy, Bishop of San Diego, California, describes in America a convert
campaign organized throughout his diocese during 1951. Committees of the most zealous and competent
laymen were formed in every parish under the chairmanship of the pastor, who briefed them intensively on
the technique of a tactful approach. The parishes were divided into blocks or sections, with a captain and
lieutenant for each. Special cards were used to get a report on each visit. In the whole diocese 95,000
homes were visited by the workers in pairs, who introduced themselves as neighbors and extended an
invitation to come to the Parish Inquiry Forum. They also gave a cordial letter to the same effect signed by
the pastor, and a small pamphlet. All met with a gracious response, perhaps because the visiting teams were
mostly married couples who came as neighbors. Over 6,000 persons expressed interest, 2,000 came to the
classes, and nearly 5,000 lapsed Catholics returned.
An insurance salesman who sold a million dollars worth of insurance in a single year has described his
method. He kept a record, from which he knew that for every fifteen calls, he got three interviews and
made one sale, averaging about $6,000 per policy. Thus he knew just how many calls he would have to
make in a week to reach his goal. In the San Diego convert campaign it also took about fifteen calls to
bring one person to Christ. In other words, if we had an organized program, we could count on about the
same ratio of success. The trouble is, we do not have the program; the fifteen calls are not made and there is
no follow-up.
In a Maryknoll parish in Japan, where the interested persons found by the visitors in convert making
program were followed up by the Legion of Mary, about one in ten came to the Inquiry Class. This
illustrates the value of division of labor according to what each one can do. Many more people can be
found to take part in an occasional visitation program, while the follow-up by trained apostles makes it
more effective.

Some priests use husband and wife Census Teams, who visit all the families in their area. Holy Name men
and their wives could do this very well. Such teams can easily develop contacts on a neighborly basis. The
census should not be merely to discover the Catholics living in the area. It is also a valuable means of
contact with possible converts. If the one answering the door is a non-Catholic the visitors do not simply
walk away, but try to enter into a friendly conversation.
They can imitate Saint Francis Xavier, who praised the home or the children. This may be that family's first
personal contact with Catholics, and it is vital that it make them feel these are neighbors worth knowing.
The best hours to make calls are from 11 A.M. to 4 P.M. on Sundays, and from 6:30 to 8:30 on week
nights. Census Teams have a tactful way of finding out what church the family belongs to, and are ready to
praise the zeal of its members. If they are not churchgoers, the team says something on the value of religion
to meet today's problems, how it contributes to the happiness of family life, how it has helped the speaker
in these matters. Many people today feel the need of some guide and help in their lives; sects like the
Jehovah's Witnesses are growing because they seek them out. Personal witness is the most effective kind of
argument, and one that any Catholic can present. A little experience will show them how to suit it to the
people they meet. A large proportion of our converts come from among the good people who belong to no
church. They form over half the population of this country.
These methods of contacting converts apply the principles of Pope Pius XI, who said, "It is a great law of
nature, as well as of grace, that similarity opens the door to rapprochement and affection . . ." Thus in order
to bring back to Christ the different classes of men, it is above all necessary to recruit and form in their
midst auxiliaries of the Church who understand their mentality, who know how to speak to their hearts in a
spirit of fraternal charity." "... Each state of life will have its corresponding apostles: workers, apostles of
workers; farmers, apostles of farmers; sailors, apostles of sailors; students, apostles of students." The Study
Clubs of the Confraternity of Christian Doctrine are ideal for training Catholics to contact non-Catholics.

This practical application of their discussions would deepen and sustain their interest by giving them a
feeling of personal achievement. We have only half learned anything until we are able to communicate it to
others, and this is especially true of our Faith. The study-action technique is the ideal method of instructing
our people. At each meeting the members would report on their contact activities. The Christopher News
Notes tell of a nun in a Chicago high school who used Father Keller's You Can Change The World as a
supplementary text in religion. The class resolved to get one convert apiece, and the result was thirteen
converts within a few years.
In many parishes the Saint Vincent de Paul Society has little to do because welfare organizations have
largely taken over assistance of the poor. What a field the members of the Society would have if they
undertook to visit non-Catholics, especially those without church affiliations. Each member could easily
find out who they are in his own neighborhood. Today in many parishes few people need the corporal
works of mercy, but more than ever are in need of the spiritual ones.
The original purpose of the Society was to perform the spiritual as well as the corporal works of mercy.
This is clear from the insistence of Frederick Ozanam, the founder, on personal visits to homes to
demonstrate Christ's spirit of neighborly affection.
Many exemplary Catholics, people with plenty of ability and initiative, are unwilling to be members of the
average parish society because they feel that the meeting is largely given up to routine details. Yet if they
were pointed towards making convert contacts, the Holy Name Society, the Altar and Rosary, the Laymen's
Association and other parish organizations could be revitalized. The more zealous members could be
formed into groups to plan their work and report on it at the meetings, e.g., Census Teams, Visitation
Teams, or just plain good neighbors who take every opportunity to bring the love of Christ to others. The
work of the teams would am be a matter just between themselves and the priest; reports should be made to
the organization so that everyone in it feels that he has a share and be encouraged to participate. Much will
depend on the emphasis and inspiration for convert making given by the priest. The fuel is there but the
spark that fires it must come from him. If the attention of the people is constantly drawn to it, if they are
guided and encouraged, they will make converts. That is what occurred in the cathedral parish of Denver,

Colorado, which was among that pioneered Inquiry Classes in this country. Many Catholics brought
inquiries to the classes every year. Father John A. O'Brien tells in his NCWC column how a husband and
wife, themselves recent converts, brought thirty-six in one year.
They studied each one and tried to show him how the Faith would satisfy his particular need, his hunger for
spiritual security in a cold and indifferent world.
To contact the millions who feel something lacking in their lives, Our Lord needs many more hands like
those of this devoted couple. There are many of them to be found in every parish; they need only
encouragement and training. The converts will come exactly in proportion to the number of contacts they
make. That is the secret.
Experience in China convinced us that it was impossible to expect the congregation to become convertminded without apostolic preaching, "in season and out of season." In the seminary we bad been taught to
plan dogmatic and moral sermons, but we had to add a third category - apostolic sermons. At least, every
dogmatic and moral sermon was given an apostolic application. If our people are not apostolic, is it not
because we preach to them almost exclusively about their individual spiritual lives, rarely turning their
mind outward towards the needs of others, which simply fixes more strongly their natural tendency to
individualism in religion? If we could get each adult to make one apostolic contact a day the parish would
be quickly transformed.
Probably the greatest obstacle to developing the apostolate is inertia arising from deep-rooted habits and
outlook. On the part of the laity, they have never had to do more than be on the receiving end spiritually; on
the part of the clergy, we have always done everything ourselves. Clergy and laity must form a team. They
already do it in financial drives; why not an apostolic partnership for Christ?
www.olrl.org/apologetics/

Bible:The Sole Rule of Faith?
by John Vennari
The Protestant believes himself to be on solid ground, because he says he believes and accepts the Bible
and only the Bible, as the sole rule of Faith.
This is the central Protestant tenet of Sola Scriptura — the Bible alone is the sole rule of Faith. It is the
Bible and only the Bible that is the pillar and mainstay of truth.
So the first question we have to ask is: how tenable is this Protestant tenet in the first place? Is the
Protestant really on solid ground when he says that the Bible alone is the sole rule of Faith?
There is a well-known convert to Catholicism in the United States named Scott Hahn — a Protestant
minister who became Catholic. Part of his conversion story gives helpful answers to this question (I
personally wish Dr. Hahn would have become more traditional after his conversion, but that does not
diminish the strength of the story).
Dr. Hahn had been a Presbyterian minister who, in his seminary days, was vehemently anti-Catholic.
Subsequently, as a minister, he did a tremendous amount of Scripture study, because he wanted his sermons
to be permeated in Scripture.
But the more he studied Scripture, the more he came to see that the truths that the Catholic believes,
particularly manifested in the teachings of the early Church Fathers — Saint Jerome, Saint Basil, Saint
Augustine — are firmly rooted in Sacred Scripture. These Church Fathers were Catholics. Every one of
them was celebrating the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass!
I’m not going to go through his whole story, but I want to spotlight a crucial event that clinched his
conversion. It was something that took place while he was teaching class.
There he was, a Presbyterian Minister — a Presbyterian Professor — teaching young adults.
And one of the brighter students in the class asked him, “Dr. Hahn, you know the way we Protestants
believe that the Bible alone is the sole rule of Christian faith, and we follow the Bible and only the Bible —
not the Bible and Tradition?”
Hahn said "yes".
The student said, “Well, where in the Bible does it say that?”
Hahn responded, “What a stupid question!”
As soon as Han said that , he said to himself, “You have never said that to a student before. You have never
answered a student by insulting him.”
But the reason Hahn responded the way he did was because he knew he really didn’t have an answer.
Hahn said, “Well, there’s II Timothy, 3:16.”
But the student retorted, “No! II Timothy 3:16 says ‘All Scripture, inspired by God, is profitable to teach,
to reprove, to correct, instruct in justice.’ It says Scripture is profitable! It doesn’t say we must believe in
the Bible alone?”
So Hahn then said, “Well, look at what Our Lord says about Tradition in Matthew 15.”

Again, the student responded, “Well, no! Our Lord was not condemning all Tradition, but He was
condemning the corrupt tradition of the Pharisees.”
So after a few more failed attempts at Scripture citations, Hahn announced that the class was out of time
and they can pick up on this next week.
Now, Dr. Dr. Hahn knew that he had not answered the student’s question. And the student knew that he had
not had his question answered.
So Hahn drove home that night in a cold sweat thinking, “What is the answer to that question?”
When he got home, he telephoned whom he said to be the top Protestant Scripture scholars in the United
States. And he asked them, “Maybe I slept through this part of my seminary training, but you know the way
we Protestants believe in the Bible alone and only the Bible, and not in Scripture and Tradition — where in
the Bible does it say that?”
And to a man, each one of these Protestant scholars said, “What a stupid question!”
Then each of these professors invoked the same verse that Hahn had invoked: “Well, there’s II Timothy
3:16.” And Hahn responded as the student did, “No, this verse only says that Scripture is profitable, not that
it must be the sole rule of Faith.”
Each of the professors also said, “Well, there’s Our Lord’s words in Matthew 15.”
And Hahn retorted, “No, Our Lord was not condemning all Tradition, but only the corrupt tradition of the
Pharisees.” And further, Hahn said, Saint Paul instructs us in II Thessalonians 2:14 to stand fast and “hold
the traditions which you have learned, whether by word, or by our epistle.”
And these tip-top scholars, these most eminent of Protestant theologians, had no answer.
It was then that Scott Hahn came to realize that the central, foundational principle of Protestantism — the
Bible alone and only the Bible — is not Biblical!
This is a tremendous contradiction, it’s one of the reasons why I could never be a Protestant. Protestantism
claims to base its entire belief system in the Bible alone, but the principle of “The Bible alone” is a nonBiblical principle; it is a principle that is nowhere found in the Bible.
No Basis in History
Secondly, the principle of “the Bible alone as the sole rule of Faith”, cannot be a true principle of
Christianity because it has no basis in the history of Christianity.
How did the early Christians learn their Faith?
How was the Faith communicated to them?
How did Our Lord tell the Apostles to communicate the Faith, the truths which must be believed for
salvation?
He commanded them, “go forth and teach all nations, baptizing them in the Name of the Father and of the
Son and of the Holy Ghost”. He said to Peter, “Thou art Peter and upon this rock I will build My Church”
(Matt. 16:18). And Saint Paul taught clearly that it is the Church that is the pillar and mainstay of truth (I
Tim. 3:16).
Our Lord gave to Peter authority, and He commissioned the Apostles to preach in His name. “As the Father
hath sent Me, I also send you” (John 20:21).

Our Lord wrote no books. Nor did He say to His Apostles: “Sit down and write Bibles and scatter them
over the earth, and let every man read his Bible and judge for himself”, which is the essence of
Protestantism — each individual reads the Bible and decides for himself what are the truths of Christianity.
No! As I said, Our Lord established a Church to teach in His Name: “He that heareth you heareth Me, he
that despiseth you, despiseth Me” (Luke 10:16). “And if he will not hear the Church, let him be to thee as
the heathen and the publican” (Matt. 18:17).
The Church and the Faith existed before the New Testament. Only five out of the twelve Apostles wrote
anything down at all! The Church was teaching and administering the Sacraments, the Apostles were
forgiving sins, the Church was making martyrs for seven to ten years before one jot of the New Testament
was set down on parchment.
The Church was spread throughout the entire Roman Empire before a single word of the New Testament
was written. We had Catholic saints and martyrs before we had Gospels and Epistles.
The first Gospel was written by Saint Matthew, about 7 years after Our Lord left the earth. The next was
the Gospel of Mark, written 10 years after Christ ascended into Heaven. The Gospel of Saint Luke was
written 25 years after Our Lord’s Ascension, and the Gospel of John was written 63 years after Our Lord
left the earth. The Apocalypse was written a good 65 years after the Ascension of Our Lord. And all of this
was written, as Pope Leo XIII reiterates, under Divine inspiration.
So then, how did the early Christians become Christians and save their souls? By reading the Bible? No,
because there was no New Testament.
We saw that the New Testament was not even completed until 65 years after Our Lord ascended into
Heaven.
But this is not all.
For over three hundred years, the Church did not have all the books of the Bible compiled into one book.
And this brings us right to the question of Authority.
Because if you give me a book — call it The Bible — and you tell me that everything in that book is the
infallible Word of God, the first thing I’m going to ask is, “Who says?”
Books don’t write themselves. Books by multiple authors don’t just compile themselves into one big book,
and then proclaim itself to be the written Word of God.
No! Someone, or some social unit, which God Himself gave the authority to teach: to teach in His Name, to
teach infallibly, must tell me this. Only an authority like that can tell me that this book is the written,
infallible Word of God.
And it was the Catholic Church, at the Council of Carthage in 397 A.D., through the guidance of the Holy
Ghost, that settled once and for all what was the Canon of the New Testament; that decided which books
were divinely inspired and which were not.
You remember there were a number of other “Gospels” and “Epistles” circulating; some written by good
and holy men but were not the inspired word of God (for example, the Epistles of St. Clement). Others
were just plain fabrications, such as the so-called Gospel of Pilate or the Gospel of Nicodemus.
And it was the Catholic Church that decided which books were divinely inspired and which were not. It
was the Catholic Church that put the New Testament together, joined it to the Old Testament, and gave the
Bible to the world. It was the Catholic Church that produced the Bible, it was not the Bible that produced
the Church.

Thus, as I said, the Protestant principle of the “Bible Alone” has no basis in history. The Catholic religion
is the only religion that can answer the question: “Who Says?” — that is, “who says the Bible is the written
word of God?”
Let there be Gutenberg!
But the problems don’t stop there. Because if it is necessary to read the Bible for me to be saved, if faith
cometh only by reading the Bible, then faith cometh only by the invention of the printing press, which was
not invented until the middle of the 15th Century by Johannes Gutenberg.
Before that, all books were hand-copied. It was a laborious, time-consuming and expensive venture. It was
not possible to get a copy of the Bible into the hands of every Catholic, or even one to every Catholic
family.
We’ve only had Bibles widely distributed for a little more than 400 years. So what about the millions of
Christians who lived before that, who would go through their entire lives and never even see a Bible or a
printed text of the New Testament?
Now, the theory of “The Bible Alone” — that is, following the Bible alone as the path to salvation —
presupposes that the Bible should have been available to all men from the foundation of Christianity. Well,
we already saw that this is not the case. We saw that the books of the New Testament were not written until
65 years after Our Lord left the earth. And we saw that the Christian World did not even have a complete,
compiled Bible until the year 397 A.D.; and were not even available for mass distribution until the middle
of the 15th Century. So the principle of the “Bible Alone” has no basis in history.
Conflicts with Reason
Finally, the principle of the “Bible Alone” is contrary to reason. Because if you give me a book, and you
tell me that everything in that book is the written Word of God, and that I have to read it and believe the
Bible Alone for salvation, then the first thing I say to you is, “Fine, then you leave me alone. You just give
me that Bible, and I’ll decide what is the true meaning of Scriptures.”
This essentially is the Protestant system. If you go to a Lutheran congregation, you are only buying into
Martin Luther’s private interpretation of the Bible.
And if you go to a Methodist congregation, you are only subscribing to another man’s private interpretation
of the Bible — a character named John Wesley.
And if you go to a Presbyterian congregation, you’ve only bought into the private interpretation of John
Knox, the founder of that group.
And if you are a member of a Protestant denomination, there is no reason why you could not stand up and
say to the preacher: “Brother, I believeth you walketh not in truth. Your interpretation is wrong! I have
found the correct meaning.”
And if you are zealous enough, and eloquent enough, and determined enough, you could start to preach,
and you could start your own Protestant congregation — because that is how they all started.
And we see that this is the consequence of private interpretation of the Bible. Because, according to the
Protestant system — every man reading the Bible and coming to his own interpretation — the logical
conclusion of this is that there could be as many Protestant religions as there are individuals. There is no
church for them established by Christ to teach in His name! There is no authority established by God to tell
me that I might have made a mistake!

So this is one of the many reasons I could never be a Protestant. We see that the “Bible Alone” principle is
contrary to Scripture, the “Bible Alone” principle is not supported by history, and the “Bible Alone”
principle is contrary to reason; for it ends up in thousands of conflicting interpretations of Scripture, and is
contrary to what Our Lord established His Church to be.
The Bible Made a Catholic Out of Me!
One of the many Protestants who finally discovered this truth was a man named Paul Whitcomb.
Paul Whitcomb was a Protestant minister whose intense study of Sacred Scripture led him to accept the
Catholic Church as the only true Church established in the Bible. This is all laid out in an out-of-print
booklet The Bible Made a Catholic Out of Me*.
Mr. Whitcomb studied Scripture through the “interpretation by correlation” method.
Here’s how the method works: He would focus on a given phrase in Scripture, such as “Son of God”, and
he would search throughout the Scriptures and find every instance where that phrase was used, in order to
come to the Biblical truth about what a given phrase means.
When Mr. Whitcomb used this interpretation by correlation method for the word “Church”, it led him to a
discovery he did not expect (summarized here in four points).
1) His first discovery, he said, was that the “Church” defined in the Bible was to be “one body” — and not
only a human body, but a Divine Body — the Mystical Body of Christ Himself.
“Again, He is the head of His body, the Church.”
(Colossians 1:18)
“Now you are the body of Christ, member for member.”
(I Corinthians 12:27)
“We are members of His body, made from His flesh and His bones.”
(Ephesians 5:30)
2) Mr. Whitcomb also discovered that this Church was not to be a disjointed body, but a unified body.
“There shall be one fold and one shepherd.”
(John 10:16)
“And the glory that thou, Father, hast given Me, I have given to them, that they may be one even as We are
one.”
(John 17:22)
“You were called in one body ... one spirit ... one hope ... One Lord, one faith, one Baptism.”
(Ephesians 4:4-5)
Mr. Whitcomb saw clearly that this body — the Church — was to be constituted as one: one in
membership, one in belief, one in worship, one in government.
3) Next, he saw that this Church is to be a teaching Church. And not only that, but an infallible teaching
Church:
“All power in Heaven and on earth has been given to Me.

Go, therefore, and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son,
and of the Holy Ghost, teaching them to observe all that I have commanded you.”
(Matt 28:18-20)
4) He saw that Our Lord pledged a divine protection to that teaching authority:
“These things I have spoken to you while yet dwelling with you. But the Advocate, the Holy Spirit, whom
the Father will send in My name, He will teach you all things, and bring to your mind whatever I have said
to you. When the Advocate has come, whom I will send you from the Father, He will bear witness
concerning Me, because from the beginning you are with Me.”
(John 14:25-26 and 15:26-27)
He read further in I Timothy 3:15:
“I write these things to thee ... that thou mayest know how to conduct thyself in the house of God, which is
the Church of the living God, the pillar and mainstay of truth.”
Now after reading all this, he noted, “I was disturbed by the discovery of this Biblical truth ... because [as a
Protestant] I was not a member of a teaching Church, much less an infallible teaching Church.”
This is because no such “church” even exists in the Protestant system.
Mr. Whitcomb continues:
“The church I was a member of, like all other Protestant churches, held instead that the Bible is the only
divinely authorized dispenser and guarantor of truth, that if anyone would be saved he must learn from the
Bible what is required of him to be saved.
“The sole responsibility of the Church, according to Protestant belief, is to make known and to provide the
‘saved’, those who profess Christ as Lord and Savior, with a place they can join together in the ‘fellowship
of prayer’.
“This despite the fact that for the first four hundred years there was no published Christian Bible;
“This despite the fact that for the next one thousand years until the invention of the printing press, there
were scant few Bibles;
“This despite the fact that those who have made the Bible their sole rule of Faith have come up with
hundreds of conflicting rules of faith;
“This despite the fact that the Bible itself states that many who interpret it privately (II Peter 3:16) will
interpret it wrongly.”
To make a long story short, Mr. Whitcomb explained that the only “Church” that fit the description of
“Church” found in the Bible was the Catholic Church. (He also noted that the Bible does not say it all,
since John 21:25 tells us, “there are also many other things which Jesus did; which, if they were written
every one, the world itself, I think, would not be able to contain the books that should be written.”)
It was the Catholic Church, vested with the infallible authority given it by Our Lord that gave us the Bible,
and it is only through the authority of the Catholic Church that we know for certain that the Bible is truly
the Word of God. This is why the great Saint Augustine, in the Fourth Century, said: “I would not believe
the Gospel itself, if the authority of the Catholic Church did not move me to do so.”
Published by The Fatima Center (www.fatima.org)

* Two excellent booklets that are available by Paul Whitcomb: The Confession of a Roman Catholic and
The Catholic Church has the Answer.

What is A Sect?
Etymology and Meaning
The word "sect" is not derived, as is sometimes asserted, from secare, to cut, to dissect, but from sequi, to
follow (Skeat, "Etymological Dict.", 3rd ed., Oxford, 1898, s.v.). In the classical Latin tongue secta
signified the mode of thought, the manner of life and, in a more specific sense, designated the political
party to which one had sworn allegiance, or the philosophical school whose tenets he had embraced.
Etymologically no offensive connotation is attached to the term. In the Acts of the Apostles it is applied
both in the Latin of the Vulgate and in the English of the Douay version to the religious tendency with
which one has identified himself (xxiv, 5; xxvi, 5; xxviii, 22; see xxiv, 14). The Epistles of the New
Testament disparagingly apply it to the divisions within the Christian communities. The Epistle to the
Galatians (v, 20) numbers among the works of the flesh, "quarrels, dissensions, sects"; and St. Peter in his
second Epistle (ii, 1) speaks of the "lying teachers, who shall bring in sects of perdition". In subsequent
Catholic ecclesiastical usage this meaning was retained (see Augustine, Reply to Faustus XX.3); but in
Christian antiquity and the Middle Ages the term was of much less frequent use than "heresy" or "schism".
These words were more specific and consequently clearer. Moreover, as heresy directly designated
substantial doctrinal error and sect applied to external fellowship, the Church, which has always attached
paramount importance to soundness in doctrine, would naturally prefer the doctrinal designation.
With the rise of Protestantism and the consequent disruption of the Christian religion into numerous
denominations, the use of the word sect has become frequent among Christians. It usually implies at
present disapproval in the mind of the speaker or writer. Such, however, is not necessarily the case as is
evidenced by the widely used expression "sectarian" (for denominational) institutions and by the statement
of the well-known authority H. W. Lyon that he uses the word "in no invidious sense" ("A Study of the
Sects", Boston, 1891, p. 4). This extension of the term to all Christian denominations results no doubt, from
the tendency of the modern non-Catholic world to consider all the various forms of Christianity as the
embodiment of revealed truths and as equally entitled to recognition. Some churches, however, still take
exception to the application of the term to themselves because of its implication, in their eyes, of inferiority
or depreciation. The Protestant denominations which assume such an attitude are at a loss to determine the
essential elements of a sect. In countries like England and Germany, where State Churches exist, it is usual
to apply the name "sect" to all dissenters. Obedience to the civil authority in religious matters thus becomes
the necessary prerequisite for a fair religious name. In lands where no particular religion is officially
recognized the distinction between Church and sect is considered impossible by some Protestants (Loofs,
"Symbolik", Leipzig, 1902, 74). Others claim that the preaching of the pure and unalloyed Word of Go, the
legitimate administration of the sacraments and the historical identification with the national life of a
people entitle a denomination to be designated as a Church; in the absence of these qualifications it is
merely a sect (Kalb, 592-94). This, however, does not solve the question; for what authority among
Protestants will ultimately and to their general satisfaction judge of the character of the preaching or the
manner in which the sacraments are administered? Furthermore, an historical religion may contain many
elements of falsehood. Roman paganism was more closely identified with the life of the nation than any
Christian religion ever was, and still it was an utterly defective religious system. It was a non-Christian
system, but the example nevertheless illustrates the point at issue; for a religion true or false will remain so
independently of subsequent historical association or national service.
To the Catholic the distinction of Church and sect presents no difficulty. For him, any Christian
denomination which has set itself up independently of his own Church is a sect. According to Catholic
teaching any Christians who, banded together refuse to accept the entire doctrine or to acknowledge the
supreme authority of the Catholic Church, constitute merely a religious party under human unauthorized
leadership. The Catholic Church alone is that universal society instituted by Jesus Christ which has a
rightful claim to the allegiance of all men, although in fact, this allegiance is withheld by many because of
ignorance and the abuse of free-will. She is the sole custodian of the complete teaching of Jesus Christ
which must be accepted in its entirety by all mankind. Her members do not constitute a sect nor will they
consent to be known as such, because they do not belong to a party called into existence by a human leader,
or to a school of thought sworn to the dictates of a mortal master. They form part of a Church which
embraces all space and in a certain sense both time and eternity, since it is militant, suffering, and

triumphant. This claim that the Catholic religion is the only genuine form of Christianity may startle some
by its exclusiveness. But the truth is necessarily exclusive; it must exclude error just as necessarily as light
is incompatible with darkness. As all non-Catholic denominations reject some truth or truths taught by
Christ, or repudiate the authority instituted by him in his Church, they have in some essential point
sacrificed his doctrine to human learning or his authority to self-constituted leadership. That the Church
should refuse to acknowledge such religious societies as organizations, like herself, of Divine origin and
authority is the only logical course open to her. No fair-minded person will be offended at this if it be
remembered that faithfulness to its Divine mission enforces this uncompromising attitude on the
ecclesiastical authority. It is but a practical assertion of the principle that Divinely revealed truth cannot and
must not be sacrificed to human objection and speculation. But while the Church condemns the errors of
non-Catholics, she teaches the practice of justice and charity towards their persons, repudiates the use of
violence and compulsion to effect their conversion and is ever ready to welcome back into the fold persons
who have strayed from the path of truth.
Historical survey; causes; remedy of sectarianism
The recognition by the Church of the sects which sprang up in the course of her history would necessarily
have been fatal to herself and to any consistent religious organization. From the time when Jewish and
pagan elements threatened the purity of her doctrine to the days of modernistic errors, her history would
have been but one long accommodation to new and sometimes contradictory opinions. Gnosticism,
Manichæism, Arianism in the earlier days and Albigensianism, Hussitism, and Protestantism of later date,
to mention only a few heresies, would have called for equal recognition. The different parties into which
the sects usually split soon after their separation from the Mother Church would have been entitled in their
turn to similar consideration. Not only Lutheranism, Calvinism, and Zwinglianism, but all the countless
sects springing from them would have had to be looked upon as equally capable of leading men to Christ
and salvation. The present existence of 168 Christian denominations in the United States alone sufficiently
illustrates this contention. A Church adopting such a policy of universal approval is not liberal but
indifferent; it does not lead but follows and cannot be said to have a teaching mission among men.
Numerous general causes may be assigned for the disruption of Christianity. Among the principal ones
were doctrinal controversies, disobedience to disciplinary prescriptions, and dissatisfaction with real or
fancied ecclesiastical abuses. Political issues and national sentiment also had a share in complicating the
religious difficulty. Moreover reasons of a personal nature and human passions not infrequently hindered
that calm exercise of judgment so necessary in religious matters. These general causes resulted in the
rejection of the vivifying principle of supernatural authority which is the foundation of all unity.
It is this principle of a living authority divinely commissioned to preserve and authoritatively interpret
Divine Revelation which is the bond of union among the different members of the Catholic Church. To its
repudiation is not only due the initial separation of non-Catholics, but also their subsequent failure in
preserving union among themselves. Protestantism in particular, by its proclamation of the right of private
interpretation of the Sacred Scriptures swept away with one stroke all living authority and constituted the
individual supreme judge in doctrinal matters. Its divisions are therefore but natural, and its heresy trials in
disagreement with one of its fundamental principles. The disastrous results of the many divisions among
Christians are keenly felt today and the longing for union is manifest. The manner, however, in which the
desired result may be attained is not clear to non-Catholics. Many see the solution in undogmatic
Christianity or undenominationalism. The points of disagreement, they believe, ought to be overlooked and
a common basis for union thus obtained. Hence they advocate the relegation of doctrinal differences to the
background and attempt to rear a united Christianity chiefly on a moral basis. This plan, however, rests on a
false assumption; for its minimizes, in an unwarranted degree, the importance of the right teaching and
sound belief and thus tends to transform Christianity into a mere ethical code. From the inferior position
assigned to doctrinal principles there is but one step to their partial or complete rejection, and
undenominationalism, instead of being a return to the unity desired by Christ, cannot but result in the
destruction of Christianity. It is not in the further rejection of truth that the divisions of Christianity can be
healed, but in the sincere acceptance of what has been discarded; the remedy lies in the return of all
dissenters to the Catholic Church.
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Religious Toleration
Toleration in general signifies patient forbearance in the presence of an evil which one is unable or
unwilling to prevent. By religious toleration is understood the magnanimous indulgence which one shows
towards a religion other than his own, accompanied by the moral determination to leave it and its adherents
unmolested in private and public, although internally one views it with complete disapproval as a "false
faith". Since, in this article, we are to treat toleration only from the standpoint of principle, leaving its
historical development to be discussed in a special article, we shall consider:
I. The Idea of Toleration;
II. The Inadmissibility of Theoretical Dogmatical Toleration;
III. The Obligation to Show Practical Civil Toleration;
IV. The Necessity of Public Political Toleration.
The idea of toleration
Considered in the abstract, the general idea of toleration contains two chief moments:
* the existence of something which is regarded as an evil by the tolerating subject;
* the magnanimous determination not to interfere with the evil, but to allow it to run its course without
molestation.
Viewed under the former aspect, toleration is akin to patience which also connotes an attitude of
forbearance in the face of an evil. Patience, however, is rather the endurance of physical sufferings (e.g.
misfortune, sickness), toleration of ethical evils. When not an evil but some real good (e.g. truth or virtue)
is in question, toleration gives way to interior approbation and external promotion of such good. No one
will say: "We must show toleration towards science or patriotism", for both these objects are recognized by
all as laudable and desirable. A second idea akin to toleration is connivance (conniventia, dissimulatio),
which means the deliberate closing of one's eyes to evil conditions so as not to be obliged to take measures
against them. The distinction between connivance and toleration lies in the fact that the latter not only
closes its eyes to the tolerated evil, but also openly concedes it complete liberty of action and freedom to
spread. It is indeed in this deliberate granting of liberty that the characteristic quality of toleration lies. For
the intolerant person also regards what opposes him as an evil and a source of annoyance; but, it is only by
combating it overtly or secretly, that he shows his intolerance. Not all intolerance, however, is a vice, nor is
all tolerance a virtue. On the contrary, an exaggerated tolerance may easily amount to a vice, while
intolerance keeping within just limits may be a virtue. This statement is substantially in agreement with
Aristotle's definition that virtue in general holds the right mean between two extremes which are as such
both vices. Thus the intolerance shown by parents towards grave faults in their children is an obligation
imposed by conscience, although, if it be carried to the extreme of cruelty, it degenerates into a vice. On the
other hand, excessive toleration towards an evil becomes under certain circumstances a vice, for example
when secular rulers look with folded arms upon public immorality.
The above remarks show that manifold distinctions are necessary before we are in a position to develop the
true principles which underlie real toleration. Viewing our subject partly from the ethical and religious, and
partly from the political standpoint, we find three distinct kinds of tolerance and intolerance, which refer to
entirely different domains and thus rest on different principles. As regards religious tolerance, which alone
concerns us here, we must distinguish especially between the thing and the person, the error and the erring.
According as we consider the thing or the person, we have theoretical, dogmatic, or practical civic
tolerance, or intolerance. Distinct from both is political tolerance, since the distinction between the
individual and the State must also be considered. We must inquire somewhat more closely into these three
kinds of tolerance and their opposites before considering the principles which underlie each.
(1) By theoretical dogmatic tolerance is meant the tolerating of error as such, in so far as it is an error; or,
as Lezius concisely expresses it, "the recognition of the relative and subjective right of error to existence"
("Der Toleranzbegriff Lockes u. Puffendorfs", Leipzig, 1900, p. 2). Such a tolerance can only be the

outcome of an attitude which is indifferent to the right of truth, and which places truth and error on the
same level. In philosophy this attitude is briefly termed scepticism, in the domain of religion, it develops
into religious indifferentism which declares that all religions are equally true and good or equally false and
bad. Such an internal and external indifference towards all religions, especially the Christian religion, is
nothing else than the expression of personal unbelief and lack of religious convictions. A person who is
tolerant in the domain of dogma resembles the botanist who cultivates in his experimental beds both edible
plants and poisonous herbs as alike valuable growths, while a person intolerant of error may be compared
to a market-gardener, who allows only edible plants to grow, and eradicates noxious weeds. Just as vice
possesses no real right to existence, whatever toleration may be shown to the vicious person, so also
religious error can lay no just claim to forbearance and indulgence, even though the erring person may
merit the greatest affection and esteem. There is, of course, a psychological freedom both to sin and to err,
but this liberty is not equivalent to an inherent right to sin or to err in religion. The "freedom of thought"
claimed by free-thinkers is really vitiated by an internal contradiction, since the intellect is bound by the
laws of thought and must in many cases yield to the force of evidence. But if by freedom of thought we are
to understand the personal right of the individual to form on all questions such internal convictions as he
may judge right, this ethical freedom also has its limits, since the inner spiritual life is at all events subject
to conscience and to the moral order of the universe, and is, therefore, bound by ethical obligations which
no man may disregard. The so-called "freedom of belief", which asserts the right of each person to believe
what he pleases, is open to the same criticism. For, if the psychological liberty to accept the wildest
phantasies and the most foolish stories is an undeniable prerogative of the human soul, ethical freedom and
the ethical right to freedom of belief are nevertheless conditioned by the presumption that a person will
spurn all false religions and cling solely to that which he has recognized as alone true and consequently
alone legitimate. This obligation was justly emphasized by Leo XIII in his Encyclical "Immortale Dei" of 1
November, 1885: "Officium est maximum amplecti et animo et moribus religionem, nec quam quisque
maluerit, sed quam Deus jusserit quamque certis minimeque dubitandis indiciis unam ex omnibus veram
esse constiterit" (The gravest obligation requires the acceptance and practice, not of the religion which one
may choose, but of that which God prescribes and which is known by certain and indubitable marks to be
the only true one). (Cf. Densinger, "Enchiridion", 9th ed., Freiburg, 1900, n. 1701.) The mere description of
this kind of tolerance shows that its opposite, i.e. theoretical dogmatic intolerance, cannot be a vice. For it
is essentially nothing else than the expression of the objective intolerance of truth towards error. In the
domain of science and of faith alike, truth is the standard, the aim, and the guide of all investigation; but
love of truth and truthfulness forbid every honourable investigator to countenance error or falsehood. It,
therefore, follows that well-considered opposition to actual or supposed error, in whatever domain is
simply the antagonism between truth and falsehood translated into personal conviction; as impersonal
adversaries, truth and error are as bitterly opposed to each other as yes and no, and consequently, in
accordance with the law of contradiction, they can tolerate no mean between them. This theoretical
dogmatic intolerance — so often misunderstood, so often confounded with other kinds of intolerance, and
as a result unjustly combated — is claimed by every scholar, philosopher, theologian, artist, and statesman
as an incontestable right, and is unhesitatingly accepted by everyone in daily intercourse.
(2) Practical civic tolerance consists in the personal esteem and love which we are bound to show towards
the erring person, even though we condemn or combat his error. The motive for this difference of attitude is
to be sought in the ethical commandment of love for all men, which Christianity has raised to the higher
ideal of charity or love of neighbour for the sake of God. One of the most beautiful outgrowths of this
charity is shown in the correct Christian attitude towards the heterodox. This relation, rooted solely in pure
love, is commonly meant when one speaks of "religious tolerance". It springs, not from pharisaic pride or
from pity pluming itself on its superiority, but chiefly from respect for another's religious convictions,
which out of true charity we do not wish to disturb to no purpose. Since innocent error may attain to the
firmest and sincerest conviction, the person's salvation does not seem to be greatly imperilled until good
faith turns into bad faith, in which case alone the feeling of pity has no justification. The good faith of the
heterodox person must, as a rule, be presumed, until the contrary is clearly established. But even in the
extremest cases, Christian charity must never be wounded, since the final judgment on the individual
conscience rests with Him who "searches the heart and the reins". The same measure of respect which a
Catholic claims for his religion must be shown by him to the religious convictions of non-Catholics. Here
obtains the principle which Gregory IX once recommended in a Brief (6 April, 1233), addressed to the
French bishops concerning the attitude of Christians towards the Jews: "Est autem Judæis a Christianis

exhibenda benignitas, quam Christianis in Paganismo existentibus cupimus exhiberi" (Christians must
show towards Jews the same good will which we desire to be shown to Christians in pagan lands). (Cf.
Auvray, "Le régistre de Grégoire IX", n. 1216.) Whoever claims tolerance must likewise show tolerance.
True tolerance in the right place and under the right conditions is one of the most difficult, and also one of
the most beautiful and delicate virtues, and in the possession of it the true greatness of a noble and beautiful
soul is reflected. To such a soul has been communicated, as it were, a spark of the burning charity of the
God of love, Who with infinite forbearance tolerates the countless evils of the world, and suffers the cockle
to grow with the wheat until the harvest.
The precept of fraternal charity is transgressed by practical civic intolerance, which in more or less
detestable fashion transfers intolerance of the error to the erring persons. With complete justice did the
sarcastic Swift write: "In religion many have just enough to make them hate one another, not enough to
make them love one another" (cf. J. S. Mackenzie, "An Introduction to Social Philosophy", Glasgow, 1890,
p. 116). The intolerant man is avoided as much as possible by every high-minded person, both in society
and in daily intercourse. The man who is tolerant in every emergency is alone lovable and wins the hearts
of his fellowmen. Such tolerance is all the more estimable in one whose loyal practice of his own faith
wards off all suspicion of unbelief or religious indifference, and whose friendly bearing towards the
heterodox emanates from pure neighbourly charity and a strict sense of justice. It is also an indispensable
requisite for the maintenance of friendly intercourse and co-operation among a people composed of
different religious denominations, and is the root of religious peace in the state. It should, therefore, be
prized and promoted by the civil authorities as a safeguard of the public weal, for a warfare of all against
all, destructive of the state itself, must again break out (as at the time of the religious wars and of American
Knownothingism), if citizens be allowed to assail one another on account of religious differences. A person
who by extensive travel or large experience has become acquainted with the world and men, and with the
finer forms of life, does not easily develop into a heretic-hunter, a sadly incongruous figure in the modern
world.
(3) Public political tolerance is not a duty of the citizens, but is an affair of the State and of legislation. Its
essence consists in the fact that the State grants legal tolerance to all the religious denominations within its
boundaries, either through its written constitution, through special charters, or at least through prescriptive
right based on long tradition. This tolerance may under certain circumstances amount to the principle of
equality of rights or parity, even to the full enjoyment of all civil rights, entirely regardless of one's
religious belief. Since the modern State can and must maintain towards the various religions and
denominations a more broad-minded attitude than the unyielding character of her doctrine and constitution
permit the Church to adopt, it must guarantee to individuals and religious bodies not alone interior freedom
of belief, but also, as its logical correlative, to manifest that belief outwardly — that is, the right to profess
before the world one's religious convictions without the interference of others, and to give visible
expression to these convictions in prayer, sacrifice, and Divine worship. This threefold freedom of faith,
profession, and worship is usually included under the general name of religious freedom. Tolerance and
religious liberty are not, however, interchangeable terms, since the right implied in state tolerance to grant
full or limited religious liberty involves the further right to refuse, to contract, or to withdraw this freedom
under certain circumstances, as is clear from the history of toleration laws in every age. Nor is the idea of
parity identical with that of religious liberty. For the maintenance of a state Church from public funds (e.g.
the Established Church of England) is an offence against parity as regards the dissidents, who must meet
their religious needs out of their own means, but it does not affect the general religious liberty, which is
enjoyed by the dissidents in the same degree as by the members of the state Church.
Political intolerance finds its harshest expression in the forcible imposition of a religion and its worship,
which reached its climax in the drastic political maxim of the Reformation epoch: "Cuius regio, illius et
religio". Since external profession and liturgical worship are but the spontaneous expression of faith, it is
plain that state compulsion in the matter of worship is a grievous attempt to tyrannize over conscience and
tends to breed hypocrisy. Neither political nor ecclesiastical authority can exercise a physical control over
interior conviction, since into the secret sanctuary of the mind only the Deity can enter, and He alone can
compel the heart. Hence, the principle of Roman law: "De internis non judicat prætor." But, inasmuch as
the Church and she alone, with her authority to teach and the power of the keys, may legislate even for
conscience, she and only she is justified in making a particular faith obligatory in conscience; consequently

she may bring to bear upon interior conviction an ethical compulsion, to which corresponds the obligation
to believe on the part of the subject. The State on the other hand cannot extend its jurisdiction to religion
until this has become visibly embodied in external profession and worship. There are several ways in which
the State may interfere. It may either adopt a friendly attitude towards a certain religion and make it the
state religion (c. g. the medieval religious States, and certain modern States which have established
Churches); or it may adopt a hostile attitude towards a certain religion, which it may eventually endeavour
to suppress by the employment of force and the infliction of penalties, as e.g. the pagan Roman Empire
tried to suppress Christianity. But the State may also remain neutral, confining itself to simple tolerance,
e.g. as did Constantine the Great and Licinius in the Tolerance Edict of Milan, A.D. 313. The modern
constitutional State adopts as a basic principle, not mere tolerance towards the various religious bodies, but
complete religious freedom; this principle finds its truest and most consistent expression in the United
States of America.
The inadmissibility of theoretical dogmatic toleration
As already said, this kind of tolerance implies indifference towards the truth and in principle, a
countenancing of error; hence it is clear that intolerance towards error as such is among the self-evident
duties of every man who recognizes ethical obligations. Inasmuch as this dogmatic intolerance is a
prominent characteristic of the Catholic Church, and is stigmatized by the modern spirit as obstinacy and
even as intolerable arrogance, its objective justification must now be established. We will begin with the
incontestable claim of truth to universal recognition and exclusive legitimacy. Just as the knowableness of
truth is the fundamental presupposition of every investigator, so also are its final attainment and possession
his goal. Error itself, as the opposite of truth, is intelligible only when there is an unchangeable norm of
cognition by which the thinking mind is ruled. He who sees in the development of human sciences only one
vast graveyard containing thousands of tombstones erected over truth, preaches the death of all science —
that is, the scepticism which was avowed in antiquity by the Middle Academy of Arcesilaus and by later
Greek Pyrrhonism, and which the sceptics of all the succeeding centuries down to the ingenious Pierre
Bayle (d. 1706) have taken for their model. Recent Pragmatism (W. James, Schiller, and others), which
denies the eternal, necessary, and unalterable character of truth, is only a dreary relapse into the scepticism
of the sophist Protagoras, against which Socrates raised the banner of truth and virtue. The mutability of
truth with the passage of time is also a thesis of Modernism. In the Decree "Lamentabili" of 3 July, 1907,
Pius X condemned the Modernistic proposition: Veritas non est immutabilis plus quam ipse homo, quippe
quæ cum ipso, in ipso et per ipsum evolvitur (Truth is no more unchangeable than man, since with him, in
him, and by him it is evolved). (Cf. Denzinger-Bannwart, "Enchiridion", 11th ed., Freiburg, 1911, n. 2058.)
The final consequence of this suicidal system led F. Nietzsche to intellectual Nihilism: "Nothing is true,
everything is allowed." The transference of this destructive scepticism to the domain of religion breeds
religious indifferentism, which is no less unreasonable and immoral, since it also sins against the
sacredness of truth.
Nowhere is dogmatic intolerance so necessary a rule of life as in the domain of religious belief, since for
each individual his eternal salvation is at stake. Just as there can be no alternative multiplication tables, so
there can be but a single true religion, which, by the very fact of its existence, protests against all other
religions as false. But the love of truth requires each man to stand forth as the incorruptible advocate of
truth and of truth alone. While abstract truth, both profane and religious, asserts itself victoriously through
its impersonal evidence against all opposition, its human advocate, engaging in personal contest with
adversaries of flesh and blood like himself, must have recourse to words and writing. Hence the sharp, yet
almost impersonal clash between opposing views of life, each of which contends for the palm, because
each is thoroughly convinced that it alone is right. But the very devotion to truth which supports these
convictions determines the kind of polemics which each believes himself called on to conduct. He whose
sole concern is for truth itself, will never besmirch his escutcheon by lying or calumny and will refrain
from all personal invective. Conscious that the truth for which he fights or in good faith believes he fights,
is, by reason of its innate nobility, incompatible with any blemish or stain, he will never claim licence to
abuse. Such an ideal champion of truth is fittingly designated by the English word "gentleman". He may,
however, by a fair counter-stroke parry an unjust, malicious, and insulting attack, since his adversary has
no right to employ invective, to falsify history, to practise sordid proselytism, etc., and may, therefore, be
driven without pity from his false position. These principles obtain universally and for all men — for
scholars and statesmen, for Catholics and Protestants.

If, therefore, the Catholic Church also claims the right of dogmatic intolerance with regard to her teaching,
it is unjust to reproach her for exercising this right. With the imperturbable conviction that she was founded
by the God-Man Jesus Christ as the "pillar and ground of the truth" (1 Timothy 3:15) and endowed with
full power to teach, to rule, and to sanctify, she regards dogmatic intolerance not alone as her incontestable
right, but also as a sacred duty. If Christian truth like every other truth is incapable of double dealing, it
must be as intolerant as the multiplication table or geometry. The Church, therefore, demands, in virtue of
her Divine commission to teach, the unconditional acceptance of all the truths of salvation which she
preaches and proposes for belief, proclaiming to the world with her Divine Founder the stern warning: "He
that believeth and is baptized, shall be saved: but he that believeth not shall be condemned" (Mark 16:16).
If, by conceding a convenient right of option or a falsely understood freedom of faith, she were to leave
everyone at liberty to accept or reject her dogmas, her constitution, and her sacraments, as the existing
differences of religions compel the modern State to do, she would not only fail in her Divine mission, but
would end her own life in voluntary suicide. As the true God can tolerate no strange gods, the true Church
of Christ can tolerate no strange Churches beside herself, or, what amounts to the same, she can recognize
none as theoretically justified. And it is just in this exclusiveness that lies her unique strength, the stirring
power of her propaganda, the unfailing vigour of her progress. A strictly logical consequence of this
incontestable fundamental idea is the ecclesiastical dogma that outside the Church there is no salvation
(extra Ecclesiam nulla salus). Scarcely any other article of faith gives such offence to non-Catholics and
occasions so many misunderstandings as this, owing to its supposed hardness and uncharitableness. And
yet this proposition is necessarily and indissolubly connected with the above-mentioned principle of the
exclusive legitimacy of truth and with the ethical commandment of love for the truth. Since Christ Himself
did not leave men free to choose whether they would belong to the Church or not, it is clear that the idea of
the Christian Church includes as an essential element its necessity for salvation. In her doctrine the Church
must maintain that intolerance which her Divine Founder Himself proclaimed: "And if he will not hear the
church, let him be to thee as the heathen and publican" (Matthew 18:17). This explains the intense aversion
which the Church has displayed to heresy, the diametrical opposite to revealed truth (cf. 1 Timothy 1:19; 2
Timothy 2:25; Titus 3:10 sq.; 2 Thessalonians 2:11). The celebrated church historian Döllinger writes very
pertinently: "The Apostles knew no tolerance, no leniency towards heresies Paul inflicted formal
excommunication on Hymenæus and Alexander. And such an expulsion from the Church was always to be
inflicted. The Apostles considered false doctrine destructive as a wicked example. With weighty emphasis
Paul declares (Galatians 1:8): 'But though we or an angel from heaven, preach a gospel to you besides that
which we have preached to you, let him be anathema'. Even the gentle John forbids the community to offer
hospitality to heretics coming to it, or even to salute them" ("Christentum und Kirche", Ratisbon, 1860, pp.
236 sq.).
During the Middle Ages the Church guarded the purity and genuineness of her Apostolic doctrine through
the institution of the ecclesiastical (and state) Inquisition, which, with many excellent qualities, had
unfortunately also its drawbacks. As justly remarked by Cardinal Hergenröther, the Inquisition suffered
internally from "serious and lamentable defects", for example, secrecy as to accusers and witnesses, the
admission of suspected witnesses, excessive scope for the subjective judgment of the judge, secrecy of the
procedure (see INQUISITION). Thus are explained the frightful scenes which Germany witnessed under
the grim grand inquisitor, Conrad of Marburg (d. 1233). Following the example of the Apostles, the Church
today watches zealously over the purity and integrity of her doctrine, since on this rests her whole system
of faith and morals, the whole edifice of Catholic thought, ideals, and life. For this purpose the Church
instituted the Index of Prohibited Books, which is intended to deter Catholics from the unauthorized
reading of books dangerous to faith or morals, for it is notorious that clever sophistry coated with seductive
language may render even gross errors of faith palatable to a guileless and innocent heart. The State itself is
at times obliged to confiscate books that are dangerous to its existence or to morality in order to protect
unsuspecting readers from contagion and to preserve the structure of the social order. But what is right for
the State must be also just for the Church. The sharp attack made by Pius X on Modernism, which is
undermining the foundations not alone of Christianity, but even of natural religion, is simply an act of
necessary self-defence against an assault, not only upon individual dogmas, but likewise upon the whole
basis of faith. Again the ancient expression "heretical poison" (venemum seu virus hæreticum; pravitas
hæreticalis), which has passed from canon law into the set phraseology of the papal chancery and quite
naturally sounds hard to Protestants, is to be explained psychologically in view of the above-mentioned

fundamental conviction. It is not intended to express any offensive slur on the heterodox, who adhere to
their opinions in good faith and in honest conviction. Consequently, the writers who represented Pius X as
applying to the present generation of honest Protestants the historical condemnation which he passed on the
Reformers of the sixteenth century in his Borromæus Encyclical, and thus ascribed to him a public rebuke
which he never in the least intended, were guilty of exaggeration and evident injustice. Besides, Protestant
historians have passed much harder judgments on the leaders of the Reformation. No Protestant takes
umbrage at the fact established in every manual of church history, that, after long convulsions and spasms,
the Lutheran Church, by the Formula of Concord (1577), expelled the "crypto-Calvinist poison" which
Philip Melanchthon had instilled into the faith of Orthodox Lutheranism. And did not Crypto-Calvinism
really act like blood-poisoning? The canonical expression "heretical poison" is intended to convey no other
meaning than that the Catholic faith dreads as blood-poisoning heretical infection of any kind, whatever be
its source.
But does the proposition that outside the Church there is no salvation involve the doctrine so often
attributed to Catholicism, that the Catholic Church, in virtue of this principle, "condemns and must
condemn all non-Catholics"? This is by no means the case. The foolish and unchristian maxim that those
who are outside the Church must for that very reason be eternally lost is no legitimate conclusion from
Catholic dogma. The infliction of eternal damnation pertains not to the Church, but to God, Who alone can
scrutinize the conscience. The task of the Church is confined exclusively to the formulating of the
principle, which expresses a condition of salvation imposed by God Himself, and does not extend to the
examination of the persons, who may or may not satisfy this condition. Care for one's own salvation is the
personal concern of the individual. And in this matter the Church shows the greatest possible consideration
for the good faith and the innocence of the erring person. Not that she refers, as is often stated, the eternal
salvation of the heterodox solely and exclusively to "invincible ignorance", and thus makes sanctifying
ignorance a convenient gate to heaven for the stupid. She places the efficient cause of the eternal salvation
of all men objectively in the merits of the Redeemer, and subjectively in justification through baptism or
through good faith enlivened by the perfect love of God, both of which may be found outside the Catholic
Church. Whoever indeed has recognized the true Church of Christ, but contrary to his better knowledge
refuses to enter it and whoever becomes perplexed as to the truth of his belief, but fails to investigate his
doubts seriously, no longer lives in good faith, but exposes himself to the danger of eternal damnation,
since he rashly contravenes an important command of God. Otherwise the gentle breathing of grace is not
confined within the walls of the Catholic Church, but reaches the hearts of many who stand afar, working
in them the marvel of justification and thus ensuring the eternal salvation of numberless men who either,
like upright Jews and pagans, do not know the true Church, or, like so many Protestants educated in gross
prejudice, cannot appreciate her true nature. To all such, the Church does not close the gate of Heaven,
although she insists that there are essential means of grace which are not within the reach of non-Catholics.
In his allocution "Singulari quadam" of 9 December, 1854, which emphasized the dogma of the Church as
necessary for salvation, Pius IX uttered the consoling principle: "Sed tamen pro certo pariter habendum est,
qui veræ religionis ignorantia laborent, si ea est invincibilis, nulla ipsos obstringi hujusce rei culpa ante
oculos Domini" (But it is likewise certain that those who are ignorant of the true religion, if their ignorance
is invincible, are not, in this matter, guilty of any fault in the sight of God). (Denzinger-Bannwart, 11th ed.,
Freiburg, 1911, n. 1647.)
As early as 1713 Clement XI condemned in his dogmatic Bull "Unigenitus" the proposition of the Jansenist
Quesnel: "Extra ecclesiam nulla conceditur gratia", i.e. no grace is given outside the Church (op. cit., n.
1379), just as Alexander VIII had already condemned in 1690 the Jansenistic proposition of Arnauld:
"Pagani, Judæi, hæretici aliique hujus generis nullum omnino accipiunt a Jesu Christo influxum" (Pagans,
Jews, heretics, and other people of the sort receive no influx [of grace] whatsoever from Jesus Christ) (op.
cit., n. 1295). In her tolerance toward the erring the Church indeed goes farther than the large catechism of
Martin Luther, which on "pagans or Turks or Jews or false Christians" passes the general and stern sentence
of condemnation: "wherefore they remain under eternal wrath and in everlasting damnation." Catholics
who are conversant with the teachings of their Church know how to draw the proper conclusions.
Absolutely unflinching in their fidelity to the Church as the sole means of salvation on earth, they will treat
with respect, as ethically due, the religious convictions of others, and will see in non-Catholics, not enemies
of Christ, but brethren. Recognizing from the Catholic doctrine of grace that the possibility of justification
and of eternal salvation is not withheld even from the heathen they will show towards all Christians, e.g.

the various Protestant bodies, kindly consideration. Concerning these dogmatic questions, cf. Pohle,
"Dogmatik", II (5th ed., Paderborn, 1912), 444 sqq., 453 sqq.
The obligation to show practical civic toleration
For the practical attitude of Catholics towards the heterodox the Church has inculcated the strict command
of neighbourly love, which corresponds to Christian charity: "Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself."
The sincerest love for the erring is indeed quite compatible with keen repugnance for the error to which
they cling. From the very definition of practical civic tolerance (see above, I, 2) springs the maxim which
St. Augustine expresses as follows: "Diligite homines, interficite errores; sine superbia de veritate
præsumite, sine sævitia pro veritate certate" (Love men, slay error; without pride be bold in the truth,
without cruelty fight for the truth) (Against Petilian 1.29). God is a God of love, and consequently His
children cannot be sons of hate. The gospel of the Divine paternity in heaven is also the joyous tidings of
the brotherhood of all men on earth. For all without exception the Saviour prayed in His capacity of highpriest during the night before His Passion, and for all He shed His Blood on the Cross. The sublime
example of Christ affords a striking indication of the manner in which we should regulate our conduct
towards those who differ from us in faith, for we know that, so to speak, a drop of the redeeming Blood of
Christ glistens on every human soul. To penetrate into the inner shrine of another's conscience with feelings
of doubt and distrust is forbidden to all in accordance with the principle: "Nemo præsumitur malus, nisi
probetur" (No one is presumed to be evil until proved to be so). And St. Paul declares: "Charity is patient,
is kind: charity envieth not, dealeth not perversely . . ., is not provoked to anger, thinketh no evil" (1
Corinthians 13:4 sq.). By this Christian love alone is the truly tolerant man, the true disciple of Christ,
recognized. But did not the medieval Church by her bloody persecution of heretics trample under foot this
commandment of love and thus nullify in practice what in theory indeed she always inculcated with
honeyed words? The enemies of the Church search eagerly the musty documents which tell of inquisitional
courts, autos-da-fé, chambers of horror, instruments of torture, and blazing pyres. Without any palliation of
the historical facts, let us examine a little more closely this reproach, and see what importance is to be
attached to it.
(1) When the inglorious origin of his forbears is constantly cast in the teeth of an honest nobleman, with the
spiteful idea of wounding his feelings, no upright person will regard such conduct as tactful or just. What
has the Church of today to do with the fact that long-vanished generations inflicted, in the name of religion,
cruelties with which the modern man is disgusted? The children's children cannot be held accountable for
the misdeeds of their forefathers. Protestants also must take refuge in this principle of justice. However
much they endeavour to blink the fact, they have also to regret similar occurrences during the Reformation
epoch, when, as everyone knows, the Reformers and their successors made free use of the existing penal
ordinances and punished with death many inconvenient and, according to their view, heretical persons (e.g.
the anti-Trinitarians Servetus and Sylvanus, the Osiandrist Funk, the Calvinist Nicholas Krell at Dresden).
Hundreds of faithful Catholics, who fell victims to the Reformation in England, are venerated today as the
English martyrs. The greater number of executions occurred, not under Mary the Catholic, but under Queen
Elizabeth. It is, however, unjust to hold modern Protestantism, in the one instance, and Catholicism in the
other responsible for these atrocities.
(2) In every age the Church has drawn a fundamental distinction (which, on account of its importance,
should never be overlooked) between formal and merely material heretics, and her penal legislation was
directed solely against the former category. As the open and obstinate rebellion of a Catholic against the
Divinely instituted teaching authority of the Church, formal heresy still remains one of the most grievous
sins. Material heresy on the other hand, i.e. an error in faith entertained undesignedly and unconsciously, is
in itself neither sinful nor punishable, except where the error is itself inexcusable. In excusable error are all
who possess subjectively the firm and honest conviction that they have the true faith of Christ, thus
including the vast majority of non-Catholics, who were born and educated in their particular form of belief.
Even in the Middle Ages, while using her punitive power only against formal heretics who through baptism
had belonged to her body from birth, the Church openly proclaimed her incompetency to take action in the
case of Jews and pagans, since over these she possessed no jurisdiction. The Church has been always
averse to forcible conversions, as was emphasized in modern times by Leo XIII in his Encyclical
"Immortale Dei" of 1 November, 1885: "Atque illud quoque magnopere cavere Ecclesia solet, ut ad
amplexandam fidem catholicam nemo invitus cogatur, quia quod sapienter Augustinus monet: 'Credere non

potest (homo) nisi volens'" (The Church has always taken great care that no one should be compelled
against his will to embrace the Catholic Faith, because, as Augustine wisely declares: except he be willing,
man cannot believe) (cf. Denzinger, op. cit., n. 1875). Hence the tolerance always displayed by the Church,
especially towards the Jews, and also the prohibition in canon law to make war on pagan nations merely on
account of their unbelief, except when they put to death Christian missionaries or attacked Christian States,
as the Saracens formerly did (cf. Schmalzgrüber, "Jus can. de Judæis", n. 53). A decision of Gregory the
Great given in the Decree of Gratian (c. 4 jam vero C. 23, qu. 6) contains no warrant for religious coercion,
since the pope simply grants to the Catholic colonists on his domains certain favours which he withholds
from settlers obstinately adhering to their paganism.
(3) If in medieval times the Church adopted sterner measures against formal heretics, apostates, and
schismatics than she adopts today, she did this not as a private individual, who must show only
consideration and love, but as the legitimate governing authority within whose sphere also fell the
administration of penal justice. The State must also inflict on the thief and revolutionary the legal
punishment for theft and revolution, which are not punishable in the abstract. However repulsive, when
judged from the more refined standpoint of modern civilization, the barbarous cruelty of medieval penal
ordinances may be, as expressed even in the "Cautio criminalis" of the German Emperor, Charles V,
against traitors, highway robbers, and notorious debauchers (impaling, breaking on the wheel), we may not
for this reason condemn the whole penal system of that age as judicial murder; for the legal punishments,
while indeed inhuman, were not unjust. Now, formal heresy was likewise strongly condemned by the
Catholic Middle Ages: and so the argument ran: Apostasy and heresy are, as criminal rebellions against
God, far more serious crimes than high treason, murder, or adultery. But, according to Rom., xiii, 11 sqq.,
the secular authorities have the right to punish, especially grave crimes, with death; consequently, "heretics
may be not only excommunicated, but also justly (juste) put to death" (St. Thomas, II-II, Q. xi, a. 3). But
there is no need to go back to the Middle Ages, since the present age likewise furnishes us with examples
of extreme severity in the chastisement of certain crimes. With whatever disapproval the philanthropist may
view the terrible punishments inflicted on those guilty of rape in parts of the United States, adjudging such
penalties as excessive in their severity, the jurist will on the other hand seek their explanation in the special
circumstances of time and place. American lynch law will not be unreservedly excused or justified, but, in
judging it, allowance will be made for the imperfections of the existing penal procedure. The frequent
inefficacy of the ordinary procedure is only too likely to excite the enraged populace to deeds of violence.
Keeping these occurrences of modern times before our eyes, we will pass a much juster verdict on the
Middle Ages. Catholics have, of course, no desire for the return of an age whose liberal, and in many
respects admirable, state institutions were greatly marred by sinister penal ordinances.
(4) A distinction must be drawn between the penal system as such and its external forms. The barbarous
penal forms of the Middle Ages are to be credited, not to the Church, but to the State. After the
Christianized Roman Empire had developed into a theocratic (religious) State, it was compelled to stamp
crimes against faith (apostasy, heresy, schism) as offences against the State (cf. Cod. Justin., I, 5, de hær.:
"Quod in religionem divinam committitur, in omnium fertur injuriam"). Catholic and citizen of the State
became identical terms. Consequently, crimes against faith were high treason, and as such were punishable
with death. This was the universal opinion in the Middle Ages. This idea of the execution of heretics had
not the slightest connexion with the essence of the Church or her constitution, and to the primitive Church
such a penalty was unknown. St. Cyprian (d. 258) disapproved of all external means of coercion, such as
were customary in the Old Testament, and claimed for the New Testament as "spiritual weapon" (spiritualis
gladius) excommunication, which was worse than death. The earliest example of the execution of a heretic
was the beheading of the ringleader of the Priscillianists by the usurper Maximus at Trier (385); this called
forth a protest from St. Martin of Tours, St. Ambrose, and Pope Siricius (cf. Histor. polit. Blätter, XC,
1890, pp. 330 sqq.). Even St. Augustine, who towards the end of his life favoured state reprisals against the
Donatists, always opposed the execution of heretics (cf. Ep. c [alias cxxvii]: "Corrigi eos cupimus, non
necari"). During the long dominion of the Merovingians and Carlovingians, heresy was never regarded as a
civil crime, and was chastised with no civil penalty. A change came only in the eleventh century when
Manichæism, which had earlier experienced bloody persecution at the hands of the Eastern emperors
Theodosius (d. 395) and Justinian (d. 565), revived in the orgies of the Catharists and Albigenses. These
disruptive sects attacked marriage, the family, and property, wherefore even Lea has to admit: "Had
Catharism become predominant, its influence would infallibly have proved fatal" (History of the

Inquisition, I, 117). Influenced by the Roman code, which was rescued from oblivion, the Hohenstaufen
emperor, Frederick II, who was anything but a warm supporter of the papacy, introduced the penalty of
burning for heretics by imperial law of 1224 (cf. Monum. Germ., IV Leg., II, 326 sqq.). The popes,
especially Gregory IX (d. 1241), favoured the execution of this imperial law, in which they saw an
effective means not alone for the protection of the State, but also for the preservation of the Faith. And
indeed the danger to the common weal seen in Catharisin inclined neither the State nor the Church to
mildness, just as in the time of St. Augustine the ill-famed Circumcilliones of the Donatists bore every sign
of a public rebellion. Would not even a modern state have to proceed against these murderers and
incendiaries with weapon in hand? Unfortunately, neither the secular nor the ecclesiastical authorities drew
the slightest distinction between dangerous and harmless heretics, seeing forthwith in every (formal) heresy
a "contumelia Creatoris", which the theocratic State was called upon to avenge with the pyre. This inability
to distinguish may be easily traced even in the writings of Luther, Calvin, Melanchthon, Butzer,
Wenceslaus, Sturm, Strigel, Matthias Coler, and other Protestant leaders. We may, therefore, rightly
conclude that the harsh forms of punishment are to be referred partly to the fact that the medieval heretics
were a menace to the community, and partly to the excessive strictness of the ancient penal code.
(5) It follows from what has been said that the custom of burning heretics is really not a question of justice,
but a question of civilization. History shows that even in an age otherwise highly civilized certain
especially detestable criminals are severely dealt with. A regrettable illustration is found in the introduction
of torture into the trial of heretics by Innocent IV in 1252. Here again the influence of the ancient Roman
code is discernible, since it also was accustomed from the earliest times to employ torture not as a
punishment, but simply as a regular means of extracting the truth from the accused. That, despite its
promised "evangelical liberty", the Reformation introduced no softening of manners, the continuation of
torture and the prevalence of witch-burnings even in the eighteenth century clearly show. Torture was first
abolished in Prussia (1745) by Frederick the Great; the last witch was burned in Switzerland in 1783. We
cannot read without a shudder how in England high treason, which term included the profession of the
Catholic Faith., was punished with hanging and the tearing out of the still throbbing heart from the living
body. The law against mendicancy passed in 1572 under Queen Elizabeth ordained that the harmless
offence of begging was to be punished with severe scourging, with perforation of the right ear with red hot
iron, and, if the offence were repeated, with death (cf. G. Kassel, "Geschichtliche Entwickelung des
Deliktes der Bettelei", Breslau, 1898, p. 37). In France no less cruelty was shown. When Henry IV was
assassinated by Ravaillac on 14 May, 1610, the unfortunate criminal was mercilessly tortured; he was
pierced with red-hot pincers, molten lead was poured over the hand which committed the murder, and
finally he was torn to pieces by four horses. Exactly the same punishment, even to the smallest details, was
meted out to the half-witted Damiens, although he merely scratched the libertine Louis XV with a penknife (cf. Pilatus, "Der Jesuitismus", Ratisbon, 1905, pp. 183 sqq.). After the horrors of the French
Revolution the methods of punishment were gradually softened, and during the course of the nineteenth
century humanitarian views won the victory everywhere. It rests with mankind to decide whether the penal
systems of the future are to be disgraced by cruelty and barbarism or not. The coming generations must see
that the return of inhuman penal ordinances shall be made impossible by the refinement of morals, the
deepening of ethical culture, the philanthropic training of the young, and the impression of the mild and
gentle characteristics of Christ on civil, national, and religious life. Since the secularized State renounced
its union with the Church, and excluded heresy from the category of penal offences, the Church has
returned to her original standpoint, and contents herself again with excommunication and other spiritual
penalties (irregularity, ineligibility for ecclesiastical prebends, etc.), with which the modern State no longer
associates (as in the Middle Ages) any penal or civil actions.
The necessity for public political toleration
Since the State may not pose either as the mouthpiece of Divine Revelation or as the teacher of the
Christian religion, it is clear that in regard to matters of religion it can adopt a much more broad-minded
position than the Church, whose attitude is strictly confined by her teaching. The ethical permissibility, or
rather the duty, of political tolerance and freedom of religion is determined by historical presuppositions
and concrete relations; these impose an obligation which neither State nor Church can disregard. We will
first consider the State in itself, and then the specifically Catholic State.

(1) The State is under obligation to make external conditions subserve the public good, and to protect
against arbitrariness or molestation all individuals and corporations within its territory in the enjoyment of
their personal, civic, political, and religious rights. This is in an especial manner the function of the
constitutional State, which has slowly developed since the end of the eighteenth century. The Church has
always combated the idea that the winning of new members and the recovery of the apostate pertain to the
State. Christ entrusted, not the State, but the Church with the announcement of His Gospel to the whole
world. Not even the medieval "religious State", whose constitution we shall describe in greater detail
below, undertook to act as bearer of a supernatural revelation or as preacher and judge of the Catholic
Faith. The intimate connexion of both powers during the Middle Ages was only a passing and temporary
phenomenon, arising neither from the essential nature of the State nor from that of the Church. The Church
is free to enter into a more or less close association with the State, but she can also endure actual separation
from the State, and, given favourable circumstances, may even prosper under such conditions, as for
example in the United States of North America. For the State also certain conditions may prevail which
render a close union with the Church inadvisable or indeed quite impossible. When, for example, several
religions have firmly established themselves and taken root in the same territory, nothing else remains for
the State than either to exercise tolerance towards them all, or, as conditions exist today, to make complete
religious liberty for individuals and religious bodies a principle of government.
The final conversion of the old religious State into the modern constitutional State, the lamentable
defection of the majority of states from the Catholic Faith, the irrevocable secularization of the idea of the
state, and the coexistence of the most varied religious beliefs in every land have imposed the principle of
state tolerance and freedom of belief upon rulers and parliaments as a dire necessity and as the startingpoint of political wisdom and justice. The mixture of races and peoples, the immigration into all lands, the
adoption of international laws concerning colonization and choice of abode, the economic necessity of
calling upon the workers of other lands, etc., have so largely changed the religious map of the world during
the last fifty years that propositions 77-79 of the Syllabus published by Pius IX in 1864 (cf. Denzinger, op.
cit., 1777-79), from which enemies of the Church are so fond of deducing her opposition to the granting of
equal political rights to non-Catholics, do not now apply even to Spain or the South American republics to
say nothing of countries which even then possessed a greatly mixed population (e.g. Germany). Since the
requisite conditions for the erection of new theocratic states, whether Catholic or Protestant, are lacking
today and will probably not be realized in the future, it is evident on the basis of hard facts that religious
liberty is the only possible, and thus the only reasonable, state principle. If, in those lands where she still
enjoys a privileged position as state Church (e.g. Italy and Spain), the Catholic Church would not allow
herself to be driven from this position without a protest, she has not only a right, but is even under
obligation to offer this protest. For a justly acquired right should not be surrendered in silence. In this
matter also the Church does only what is done by Protestant princes, who steadfastly adhere to
Protestantism as the state religion (e.g. the King of England). But the priceless asset of religious peace
compels the modern State to concede tolerance and religious freedom. Without this peace, the undisturbed
continuation of the commonwealth is inconceivable. The history of the world could not easily display
before the eyes of a patriot a more revolting picture than the fratricidal struggles which resulted from the
Reformation in the religious wars of Europe. Wherever separate religious parties live in the same land, they
must work together in harmony for the public weal. But this would be impossible, if the State, instead of
remaining above party, were to prefer or oppress one denomination as compared with the others.
Consequently, freedom of religion and conscience is an indispensable necessity for the State.
From the standpoint of natural law and Christian public law, however, this political tolerance is subject to a
threefold limitation, since neither the completely unreligious character of the State nor the unbridled liberty
of all imaginable cults may be set up as a principle of government, nor finally may the separation of State
and Church be lauded to the skies as the perfect state ideal. These three limitations can be easily justified.
(a) To propose for the State such downright irreligion as a drastic remedy against intolerance is to advise it
to saw through the bough on which it sits. For the "State without God", pledged to the "Principles of 1789",
would be an immoral monster, which through lack of internal vitality would as surely encounter decay and
destruction as did the atheistic Revolutionary State of France at the opening of the nineteenth century. If it
is true that human society as a whole is bound to recognize the supreme dominion of God, then no State can
shirk the obligation of confessing this God and of publicly venerating Him. The religionless State would be

nothing less than an atheistic State, bearing in its very nature the germ of disintegration; since atheism is in
itself and its effects a direct peril to the State. The pantheistic is not a whit better; for Hegel's motto, "the
State is God", is pure nonsense, since it makes the absurd claim that the State is the original source of all
right, and sets the omnipotent State in the place of God (cf. Syllab. Pii IX, prop. 39). A commonwealth that
is to endure can be erected only on a theistic basis, since the fundamental ideas of justice, fidelity, and
obedience, indispensable for the preservation of the State, can exercise their full influence only in theism.
Furthermore the respect for property, the observance of the laws of chastity, aversion to revolution and high
treason are best secured by a lively faith in God. Consequently, not alone Christian statesmen like
Montesquieu and Guizot, but also freethinkers like Macchiavelli and Voltaire, strongly defended the
religious foundations of the State. Even the pagan Cicero (De nat. deor., I) frankly recognized the
impossibility of a State without the fear of God, on which depend in turn fidelity and justice. A State which
is not itself permeated with sentiments of religion and idly tolerates the sapping of religion and morality is
preparing the way for revolution, that is for its own destruction. The state axiom of religious freedom can
therefore mean only freedom for religion, not freedom from religion or irreligion. In his Encyclical
"Vehementer nos", of 11 February, 1906, Pope Pius X sharply denounces for its injustice the violent breach
of the Concordat by the French Government, instancing as the chief grievance that, by the official
recognition of its own irreligion, the French Republic had forsworn God Himself (cf. Denzinger, n. 1995).
The historian von Treitschke expressed the conviction that "atheists have strictly speaking no place in the
state" ("Politik", I, Leipzig., 1897, p. 326); the philosopher John Locke would hear nothing of state
tolerance towards atheists. With a strange perversity of judgment he would indeed extend this intolerance
to Catholics also, the firmest believers in God among all classes of mankind and the surest supporters of
throne and altar. But, as things are today, nothing remains for the State but to tolerate atheists in its midst so
long as they do not, by unlawful deeds, render themselves liable to punishment. In its own interest,
however, the State must endeavour to protect and promote belief in God among the people by the
establishment of good schools, by the training of believing teachers and officials in seminaries, lyceums,
secondary schools, and universities, and finally by leaving the Church free to exert her salutary influence.
(b) A well-ordered commonwealth can no more recognize the maxim of unlimited and unbridled religious
freedom than it can adopt the suicidal principle of irreligion. For state toleration of all forms of religion
without exception, which could be justified only on the basis of disruptive atheism or a deistic
indifferentism, is in palpable contradiction to natural law and to every rational system of polity (cf.
Encyclical of Pius IX "Quanta cura" of 8 December, 1864). If the State as such is under the same obligation
to confess and venerate God as the individual, it must set bounds to religious freedom at least at the point
where the unrestricted exercise of this freedom would lead to the subversion of state security and public
morality. The history of religion shows that, to deceive unwary authorities, intrigues most immoral and
most dangerous to the State have disguised themselves in the mantle of religion: the cults of Moloch and
Astarte, religious prostitution and community of women, ritual child-murder and Anabaptist horrors,
conventicles for debauchery and anarchistic secret societies, etc. No State with a regard for its own
preservation will hesitate to raise a barrier against moral, religious, and political anarchy; and to repel with
vigour all such attacks aimed, under the mask of freedom of belief, at the existence of society. Free
competition between truth and error, which is sometimes urged in the name of tolerance, promises neither
for the State nor the Church an enduring success; the free competition between virtue and vice could be
upheld by the same reasoning. There are certain deceits and vices which display their immorality so plainly
that the State must mercilessly apply her penal law and, in the interest of the community, prevent their
propagation. Thus England, in general so indulgent towards paganism in her colonies, could not tolerate the
continuation among the Hindus of the ritual murder of children and the burning of widows (the Suttee),
prohibiting the former under severe penalties in 1802 and the latter in 1829 (cf. Lecky, "Democracy and
Liberty", I, 1896, pp. 424 sqq.). Again, although the Constitution of the United States guarantees complete
freedom of belief, the American people always found Mormonism unbearable., and never rested until, by
forbidding polygamy to the Mormons, the Christian conception of marriage had been recognized. Not even
the atheistic Revolutionary State of France granted an unlimited freedom of religious opinions in its
"Déclaration des droits de l'homme" (1791), since it added the clause: "pourvu que leur manifestation ne
trouble pas l'ordre public établi par la loi". Almost all modern States have admitted this limitation of
religious freedom into their constitutions.

(c) Christian public law erects a third barrier to complete religious freedom in forbidding that the principle
of the separation of Church and State be raised to the true ideal of the State and regarded as fundamentally
the best form of the State; this does not mean that in certain exceptional cases actual separation may not be
more beneficial for both Church and State than their organic union. While this separation may be always
viewed as relatively the better condition, it does not thereby become the ideal state. The latter is only then
attained when Church and State proceed hand in hand and in perfect harmony to promote by their common
efforts the temporal and eternal happiness of their common subjects. As it is unnatural for a married couple
to live separated, although separation may be defended in particular instances as the better or less harmful
arrangement in view of quarrels which have arisen, so also the ideal relation between Church and State is to
be found, not in the separation of the two, but in their harmonious co-operation (cf. Pius IX, Encyclical
"Quanta cura" of 8 December, 1864; Syllab. prop. 55). As a practical proof of the internal advantages of a
separation in principle, it is usual to point to the example of the United States which has extended the
blessing of its liberal Constitution in recent years to its newly-acquired colonies of Porto Rico and the
Philippine Islands. But, while it may be granted without reserve that both Church and State seem to prosper
exceedingly well in their friendly juxtaposition, it would be rash to speak of the situation as ideal. It must,
however, be acknowledged that no other land in the world has so honourably maintained the amicable
separation of Church and State, while in some European countries the law of separation was unfortunately
only a pretext for a more violent attack on the rights of the Church. Not without good reason did Leo XIII
in his Brief of 1902, addressed to the American hierarchy, express his approval of a wise and patriotic
adaptation to the national and legal conditions of the United States. He could do this with a good
conscience, although in his Encyclical "Immortale Dei" of 1 November, 1885, he had declared the
harmonious union of the two highest powers the ideal situation, and had referred to concordats as the
means of arranging questions bordering on both jurisdictions. If the United States forms the sole
honourable exception to the rule, this is due partly to the fact that the State neglects neither the religious
factor at large nor Christianity, as is shown by the strict laws concerning Sunday observance, Christian
monogamy, and the celebration of Thanksgiving Day. What E. Walter wrote fifty years ago is still true
today: "Even in the United States of North America, to which people so readily appeal, religion is not
regarded as a matter of indifference to the State, but is presupposed as the State's complement" ("Naturrecht
und Politik im Lichte der Gegenwart", Bonn, 1863, p. 495).
(2) By a Catholic State we understand a community which is composed exclusively of Catholic subjects
and which recognizes Catholicism as the only true religion. In this case also the relations between Church
and State may be different, according as the two powers are closely united for offence and defence, or,
while each maintains its independence, are less compactly joined. The first kind of union finds its truest
expression in the "religious state", a distinctive feature of the Middle Ages, while the second or looser
union may be realized in a constitutional state that admits various denominations and yet retains its
Christian character. In view of the difference of the fundamental ideas on which these two forms of state
are based, the principles of political tolerance are subject to important modifications.
(a) Every religious State, Catholic or Protestant, presupposes by its very existence that all or nearly all the
citizens have the same faith, otherwise it would be contrary to natural justice and practically impossible. In
certain cases such a State must take drastic measures to expel or exclude all elements which do not fit into
its framework. Thus a Protestant religious State was forcibly instituted in England under Queen Elizabeth
by clearing the country of all Catholics, and the Diet of Upsala in 1593 strove to preserve the strictly
Lutheran character of Sweden by making the immigration of Catholics punishable with death. The situation
of the Catholic religious State in the Middle Ages was somewhat, though not entirely, similar. The
medieval idea required that the State should lend the secular arm to the Church for the maintenance of all
her doctrines, laws and ordinances, and that in return it should receive from the Church spiritual support in
all purely secular affairs. Thus State and Church formed the two all-embracing members of the one
Christian body, assisting and supporting each other in the broad field of all secular and ecclesiastical
interests. Empire and papacy, like body and soul, formed an organic whole. Citizen and Catholic were
interchangeable terms. The rebel against the Church was regarded as likewise a rebel against the State, and
conversely the political revolutionary was by that very fact an enemy of the Church. Whoever was stricken
with excommunication finally incurred also imperial ban, and the imperial ban brought excommunication
in its train. It is true that many advantages must be conceded to the religious State. We see an imposing and
elevating idea rendered concrete in the supreme dominion of the Christian spirit throughout the civic,

national, and religious life, in the organic connexion of the secular and the religious government, and in the
strengthening of the state authority by the Church and of ecclesiastical authority by the State. These great
advantages, however, must not cause us to overlook the numerous drawbacks which this mystical marriage
of Church and State involved. First of all, in consequence of the fusion of the objects of the State and of
religion, the Catholic religious State was compelled to adopt an attitude of fundamental intolerance towards
all errors of faith, which became so many crimes against the State. Viewed from the historical standpoint
one may justly doubt whether the bloody persecutions resulted in greater blessings and advantages or in
greater want, hate, and suffering for Christendom (cf. De Laveley, "Le gouvernement dans la démocratie",
I, Paris, 1892, pp. 157-62). It is certain that the odium for all those severities and cruelties had to be borne,
not by the State which inflicted them, but rather by the Church, since she seemed to stand behind all these
measures as the secret motive force, even though she did not know, much less justify many of them. We
endeavoured above without partiality to appraise these accusations against the Church at their true value.
To refer briefly to another gloomy aspect of this question, the ecclesiastical right to meddle directly in
purely secular affairs might easily become a dangerous prerogative, inasmuch as the infliction of
excommunication for purely political offences must necessarily have brought ecclesiastical penalties,
especially when they were unjustly inflicted, into great discredit among princes and people. On the other
hand, the right of protection exercised by the sovereign in ecclesiastical matters, often without or even
against the wish of the popes, had for its unavoidable consequence the loss of public respect for both
authorities. The proverbial contest between imperium and sacerdotium, which practically runs through the
whole history of the Middle Ages, redounded in fact to the advantage of neither. A third disadvantage,
arising essentially from the religious State, may not be passed over in silence; this consists in the danger
that the clergy, trusting blindly to the interference of the secular arm in their behalf, may easily sink into
dull resignation and spiritual torpor, while the laity, owing to the religious surveillance of the State, may
develop rather into a race of hypocrites and pietists than into inwardly convinced Christians. A Catholic
clergy which relies on State assistance for its pastoral activity lacks that glowing zeal for souls which
springs from heartfelt convictions, and the vitality and sincerity of religion are grievously impaired when
practices of piety are made compulsory by the State. The last and most serious disadvantage associated
with the religious State lies in the immanent danger that the claim of the Church to supremacy over the
State must almost necessarily call forth the opposite extreme of Cæsaropapism. The early protectorate of
the State thus develops finally into the complete control and enslavement of the Church. Such in fact has
been the historical sequence. Not alone in the Eastern Empire, in which Byzantine Cæsaropapism won its
greatest triumphs, but also in the Western Empire these unworthy tendencies were all too clearly revealed,
especially under the Hohenstaufens.
(b) When various Christian denominations establish themselves in any country, the Catholic State can no
longer maintain its former exclusive attitude, but is compelled for reasons of State to show tolerance
towards the heterodox and to grant them religious freedom within the limits described above and
determined by natural law. If religious freedom has been accepted and sworn to as a fundamental law in a
constitution, the obligation to show this tolerance is binding on conscience. The Catholic Church
recognizes unreservedly the inviolability of constitutions confirmed by oath, of traditional laws and regular
religious compacts, because a breach of the constitution, of allegiance, of a treaty, or of an oath is a
grievous sin, and because the Christian moral law prescribes fidelity to the State as an obligation strictly
binding in conscience. To justify ethically tolerance towards certain religious practices of heathen subjects,
medieval theologians appealed to the principle that tolerance might be always exercised wherever either its
refusal would cause more harm than good, or, vice versa, whenever the granting of it ensured greater
advantage than disadvantage. Thus St. Thomas teaches (Summa theologica II-II:10:11): "Ritus infidelium
tolerari possunt vel propter aliquod bonum, quod ex eis provenit, vel propter aliquod maum, quod vitatur"
(Heathen worships can be tolerated either because of some good that results from them or because of some
evil that is avoided). In all the centuries the Church displayed an admirable tolerance especially towards the
Jewish religion, since the survival of Judaism offered a living proof of the truth of Christianity. The
medieval principle of tolerance is specially applicable to present conditions, since the historical
development of the modern State has created throughout the world so uniform a basis of rights that even
Catholic States cannot without violation of oaths and loyalty and without violent internal convulsions
disregard it, even if they desired to do so. Besides, there is good reason to doubt if there still exists a purely
Catholic State in the world; and it is, of course, just as doubtful whether there is such a thing as a purely
Protestant State. Cosmopolites have established colonies and settlements everywhere, and to these

international law concedes freedom of belief and worship. Consequently, Leo XIII also supported the
principle of tolerance, when he declared (cf. Denzinger, n. 1874): "Revera si divini cultus varia genera
eodem jure esse quo veram religionem Ecclesia judicat non licere, non ideo tamen damnat rerum
publicarum moderatores, qui magni alicujus adipiscendi boni aut prohibendi causa mali moribus atque usu
patienter ferunt, ut ea habeant singula in civitate locum" (If the Church declares that the various kinds of
worship should not have the same rights as the true religion, she does not thereby condemn those rulers
who, in order to secure some great good or to avert some evil, permit each cult to exist).
There are, however, a number of States, which in virtue of their constitutions are committed not alone to
tolerance and religious freedom, but also to parity. By parity is understood the placing of all legalized or
recognized religious bodies on the same footing before the law, all show of partiality and disfavour being
equally avoided. Such is the basic principle of the constitutional State, which, while ethically Christian,
allows various forms of belief. On it devolves especially the duty of placing no obstacle in the way of the
public promotion of religion in sermon and writing and of extending to the religious practices of all
denominations the same legal protection, to the exclusion of any compulsory system that would bind the
citizens to receive certain religious rites (e.g. baptism, burial) from clergymen appointed by the State. With
freedom of belief are intimately associated the personal right of changing one's religion and the right of the
parties in the case of mixed marriages to decide as to the religious education of the children. The State must
likewise recognize and protect the right of the various denominations to hold property and their right of
self-government, in so far as these rights are enjoyed by all legally constituted corporations. Wherever such
a State makes contributions or grants from the budget of public ownership, all recognized religious
associations must receive equal consideration., unless a particular association, in virtue of a special title
(e.g. the secularization of religious property), has legal claims to exceptional treatment. Finally, legal
equality must be granted to the adherents of all denominations in both their civic and national capacities,
especially in the matter of appointment to public office. Concerning Christian States in which various
religions exist, F. Walter, the well-known professor of public law, made the wise observation: "The
government as such, entirely regardless of the personal belief of the sovereign, must maintain towards
every church the same attitude as if it belonged to this Church. In the consistent and upright observance of
this standpoint lies the means of being just to each religion and of preserving for the State its Christian
character" (loc. cit., p. 491). Such indeed is the admirable theory; wherever deviations from it occur in
practice, they are almost without exception to the detriment of Catholics.
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St. Alphonsus Against the "Reformers"
A quote from St. Alphonsus Mary De Liguori (1696-1787), Bishop and Doctor* of the Church. St. Francis
Jerome, when he visited the parents of St. Alphonsus shortly after his birth, made this prophecy: "This child
will be blessed with length of days; he shall not see death before his ninetieth year; he will be a bishop and
will do great things for Jesus Christ." This prophecy certainly came true. One of the most accomplished of
all the saints is Alphonsus Liguori. He was a lawyer in both civil and Church law before he dedicated his
whole life to serving God. He was founder of a religious order, author of more than a hundred books,
originator of modern moral theology, renowned preacher and confessor, bishop, musical composer and
painter. For all of his 91 years on earth, he was also a man of prayer and deep personal holiness. He gives
an example of true Christian living that all of us would do well to follow. Now the quote:
"A church which is not one in its doctrine and faith can never be the True Church ... Hence, because truth
must be one, of all the different churches ... only one can be the true one ... and out of that Church there is
no salvation. Now, in order to determine which is this one true Church ... it is necessary to examine which
is the Church first founded by Jesus Christ, for, when this is ascertained, it must be confessed that this one
alone is the true Church which, having once been the true Church must always have been the true Church
and must forever be the true Church. For to this first Church has been made the promise of the Savior that
the gates of Hell would never be able to overturn it (Matthew 16:18) ... In the entire history of religion, we
find that the Roman Catholic Church alone was the first Church, and that the other false and heretical
churches afterwards departed and separated from her. This is the Church which was propagated by the
Apostles and afterwards governed by pastors whom the Apostles themselves appointed to rule over her ...
This character can be found only in the Roman Church, whose pastors descend securely by an
uninterrupted and legitimate succession from the Apostles of the world (Matthew 28:20)
"The innovators themselves do not deny that the Roman Church was the first which Jesus Christ founded ...
however, they say ... that it was the true Church until the fifth century, or until ... it fell away, because it had
been corrupted by the Catholics ... But how could that Church fall which St. Paul calls the "pillar and
ground of truth" (I Timothy 3:15)? ... No. The Church has not failed ... The truth is ... that all the false
churches which have separated from the Roman Church have fallen away and erred ... To convince all
heretical sects of their error, there is no way more certain and safe than to show that our Catholic Church
has been the first one founded by Jesus Christ; for, this being established, it is proved beyond all doubt that
ours is the only true Church and that all the others which have left it and separated are certainly in error ...
But, pressed by this argument, the innovators have invented an answer: they say that the visible Church has
failed, but not the invisible Church ... But these doctrines are diametrically opposed to the Gospel.
"The innovators have been challenged several times to produce a text of Sacred Scripture which would
prove the existence of the invisible church they invented, and we are unable to obtain any such text from
them. How could they adduce such a text when, addressing His Apostles whom He left as the propagators
of His Church, Jesus said: "You cannot be hidden" (Matthew 5:14)? ... Thus He has declared that the
Church cannot help but be visible to everyone ... The Church has been at all times, and will forever be,
necessarily visible, so that each person may always be able to learn from his pastor the true doctrine
regarding the dogmas of faith ... to receive the Sacraments, to be directed in the way of salvation, and to be
enlightened and corrected should he ever fall into error. For, were the Church in any time hidden and
invisible, to whom would men have recourse in order to learn what they are to believe and to do? ... It was
necessary that the Church and her pastors be obvious and visible, principally in order that there might be an
infallible judge ... to resolve all doubts, and to whose decision everyone should necessarily submit.
Otherwise, there would be no sure rule of faith by which Christians could know the true dogmas of faith
and the true precepts of morality, and among the faithful there would be endless disputes and controversies
... "And Christ gave some apostles, and others pastors and doctors, that henceforth we be no more children
tossed to-and-fro and carried about with every wind of doctrine" (Eph. 4:11-14)
"But what faith can we learn from these false teachers when, in consequence of separating from the Church,
they have no rule of faith? ... How often Calvin changed his opinions! And, during his life, Luther was
constantly contradicting himself: on the single article of the Eucharist, he fell into thirty-three
contradictions! A single contradiction is enough to show that they did not have the Spirit of God. "He

cannot deny Himself" (II Timothy 2:13). In a word, take away the authority of the Church, and neither
Divine Revelation nor natural reason itself is of any use, for each of them may be interpreted by every
individual according to his own caprice ... Do they not see that from this accursed liberty of conscience has
arisen the immense variety of heretical and atheistic sects? ... I repeat: if you take away obedience to the
Church, there is no error which will not be embraced.
*DOCTOR OF THE CHURCH – a title officially conferred by the Church on ecclesiastical writers of
eminent learning and a high degree of sanctity who have distinguished themselves by their defense,
exposition and preservation of Catholic doctrine
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PENTECOSTAL, UNITED UNITARIAN UNIVERSALIST ASSOCIATION
FIRST CENTURY
SIMONIANS: Followers of Simon Magus, a magician of Apostolic times who claimed to be a sort of emanation of
the Eternal. Since he was the first to oppose the teachings of the Apostles he is sometimes called "The Father of
Heretics". According to St. Justin, Simon came from Gitta in the country of the Samaritans. He was baptized a
Christian, but his conversion was evidently not sincere as he attempted to purchase from the Apostles what he
regarded as their magical power. Hence the word "simony" signifying traffic in sacred things. According to St.
Ambrose, St. Augustin and others, Simon died in Rome as the result of an attempted ascent to heaven.
The Simonians denied free-will; taught that the world was created by angels; believed in the transmigration of souls,
and denied the humanity of Jesus Christ.
CERINTHEIANS: Disciples of Cerinthus, a contemporary of St. John against whose errors on the divinity of
Christ the Apostle is said by some to have written the Fourth Gospel. According to Theodoret, Cerinthus was an
Egyptian. In Asia he founded a school and gathered about him a number of disciples. Of these we know almost
nothing except that they flourished in Asia and Galatia.
The Cerinthians denied that God was the creator of the world; asserted that the Law of Moses was necessary for
salvation; held that after the Resurrection Jesus Christ would establish a terrestrial kingdom where the just would
spend a thousand years in the enjoyment of sensual pleasure; and denied the divinity of Jesus Christ.
SECOND CENTURY
BASILIDIANS: So-called after Basilides, a native of Alexandria who flourished under the Emperors Hadrian and
Antonius Pius from about 120 to 140. Of his life we know nothing except that he had a son Isidore who followed in
his footsteps. One of the maxim of Basilides was: "Know others, but let no one know you".
The Basilidians held fabulous views on the Deity; rejected Revelation and claimed the God of the Jews to be only an
angel; held that angels created the world; denied the humanity and miracles of Jesus; denied the resurrection of the
body , and believed that Simon of Cyrene was crucified in place of Christ who returned to His Father unharmed.
CARPOCRATIANS: Followers of Carpoerates, an Alexandrian philosopher, who flourished during the reign of the
Emperor Hadrian (117-138). They are also called "gnostics", that is learned or enlightened.
The Carpocratians held that everyone has two souls; believed in the transmigration of souls; maintained that the
world was created by angels; denied the divinity of Christ, and advocated the practice of immorality as a means of
union with God.
VALENTINIANS: A sect named after Valentine, an Egyptian, who separated himself from the Church because he
was disappointed in not obtaining a bishopric. He came to Rome during the pontificate of Hyginus (136-140) and
remained until the pontificate of Anicetus (155-166). At first he abjured his errors but again embraced them, and
persevered in them until his death, which occurred in Cyprus about 160. The religious system of Valentine was
extremely comprehensive and the most widely diffused of all the forms of Gnosticism. His school was divided into

two branches, the Oriental and the Italian. The former was spread through Egypt, Syria and Asia Minor; the latter in
Rome, Italy and Southern Gaul.
Valentine invented an absurd genealogy of Eons and gods; denied that Mary was the Mother of God; taught
justification by faith alone; held matter to be eternal, and denied free-will and the resurrection of the body.
MARCIONITES: Followers of Marcion, the son of the Bishop of Sinope in Pontus, born about 110. For some fault
not definitely known to history he was excommunicated by his father. At this time it appears that he was suffragan
bishop to his father, to whom he appealed for re-admission into the Church. Reconciliation being refused him, he
traveled to Rome where he united with Cerdo and began propagating heretical doctrines. Tertullian relates in 207
that Marcion professed penitence and accepted as condition for his readmission into the Church that he should bring
back to the fold those whom he had led astray. But he died before he could carry out his good intentions.
Marcion taught the existence of two gods, the one good and the other evil; denied the Incarnation of Christ, and
rejected the Old Testament.
CERDONIANS: Disciples of Cerdo, a Syrian, who came to Rome about the year 139 under the pontificate of
Hyginus (136-140).
He taught that there were two gods, one good, the other evil; denied the resurrection of the body, and prohibited
marriage, wine and the eating of flesh.
EBIONITES: Followers of what modern critics hold to be a suppositious character know as Ebion. It is doubtful
whether such a person ever existed.
The Ebionites denied the divinity of Christ; rejected all the New Testament except the Gospel of St. Matthew, which
they mutilated; taught that some men were created by good angels, others by bad ones; considered St. Paul a heretic,
and practiced free-love.
DOCETAE: According to Clement of Alexandria a distinct religious sect founded by one Julius Cassianus, about
whom little in known except that he was a disciple of Valentine.
They practically denied the Incarnation of God in Christ Some affirmed the body of Christ to have been a mere
deceptive appearance, others only denied its fleshly character, but the object of all was render the conceptions of
Christ life on earth less material and more spiritual.
MONTANISTS: So-called after Montanus, a Phrygian who appears to have been a priest of Cybele. He was
converted about the year 150 and soon after began to fall into fits of ecstacy and to utter "prophecies". Maximilla
and Priscilla, who deserted their husbands and became "prophetesses". Expelled from the Church, Montanus set up
for himself, organizing a body of preachers to be supported by the voluntary contributions of his followers. Eusebius
says that he died miserably by hanging himself.
Montanus claimed to have received a new revelation from God, the Mosaic and Christian dispensations having
failed. He prescribed at first two, and afterwards three, annual fasts of a week instead of one such fast; forbade all
second marriages; refused restoration to all such as had been guilty of murder, adultery or idolatry; required the
veiling of virgins in the assemblies of the Church. The novelty of Montanus’ teaching was not so much in the things
themselves as his prescribing them under obedience to a new express revelation.
ENCRATITES: A religious sect supported by Tatian, a Christian apologist, who was born in Assyria about 110.
Later he went to Rome where he taught rhetoric. He enjoyed the friendship of Justin Martyr and was converted by
him to Christianity about 152. His work, "An Address to the Greek", is one of the earliest apologies directed against
the pagan philosophers. After the death of Justin, about 167, Tatian returned to the East and adopted very strange
ideas of the gnostic variety, identifying himself with the Encratites. One of his best known disciples was Severus,
Bishop of Gabala in Spain, who added new life and strength to the sect as well as differed from his master in a few
essential points. Due to him the Encaratites are sometimes called "Severians".
They held that matter was uncreated and eternal; attributed creation of some thing to God, but only through the
instrumentality of an inferior Eon; denied the resurrection of the dead and free-will; rejected the Law of Moses;
condemned matrimony, the use of flesh and wine and used only water in the Eucharistic rite. For this reason they are
sometimes called "Aquarii."
ALOGI : The members of this sect rejected John’s authorship of the Fourth Gospel and the Apocalypse, and in
general all writings in which the Logos is mentioned. Hence their name, which according to their enemies, also
proclaimed them to be without reason. It is difficult to trace their origin to any one individual.
MONARCHIANS: The word "Monarchian" was first used by Tertulian as a nickname for a group of heretics
known as Patripassionists in the West and Sabellians in the East, but was seldom used by theancients. In modern
times it has been extended to include an earlier group of heretic known as Theodotians. Thus there are two branches
of what are now known as Monarchians, the Theodotians and the group comprised of the Patripassionists and the
Sabellians. These two branches are also sometimes classified as Dynamistic and Modalist Monarchians respectibely,
and at other times are united under the single name of Antitrinitarians. Their founder was Praxeas, a native of

Phrygia and an early anti-Montanist. He is known to us only through Tertullian’s book "Adversus Praxeam", where
he is described as being inflated with pride as a Confessor of the Faith because he had spent a short time in prison.
He was probably the first of the Monarchians to visit Rome, where he was well received by the Pope about 190-198,
with whom he used his influence against the Montanists.
The Modalist Monarchians, the Monarchians properly so-called denied the Mystery of the Trinity, and held that God
the Father and God the Son were one and the same person.
ADOPTIONIST: The sect originally called Theodotians after their leader, a leather-seller of Byzantium, who came
to Rome under Pope Victor about 190-200, or earlier. In later years they have been called "Adoptionists", or, as
stated under "Monarchians", are sometime classed as Dunamistic Monarchians, though they have no logical claim to
the latter title. The Adoptionists denied the divinity of Christ and apparently made a distinction between Jesus and
Christ.
ADAMITES: A very immoral sect whose origin is traced to a certain Prodicus. They rejected the worship of an
invisible God; practiced idolatry condemned marriage and believed their church to be Paradise.
ANTIDICOMARIANITES:An eastern sect which has been so designated because they were opponents of Mary. It
is difficult to trace their origin to any particular individual. They denied that Mary remained a virgin after the birth
of Christ.
THIRD CENTURY
TERTULLIANISTS: A sect that flourished in Carthage for 200 years after the death of Tertullian, whom they
claimed as their founder. This man was the most eminent Latin ecclesiastical writer of the early Church. He was
born at Carthage about 160, was converted to Christianity and later ordained to the priesthood. His over-severe
views and austerity caused him to break with the regular Church authorities and he fell into the errors of Montanism.
He is famous for many works, apologetical, doctrinal and ethicopractical, and is considered the most fecund,
original and powerful genius in all the history of Christian Latin literature. He was a priest for 40 years and died at a
very advanced age.
The errors of Tertullian were a belief that the Church could not absolve adulterers; that those who married a second
time were adulterers, and that it was not lawful to fly from persecution.
ORIGENISTS: Named after Origen, one of the most learned and spirited men of his time, born at Alexandria in
185. His father was St. Leonidas, the martyr, who had him educated in every branch of sacred and profane literature.
So great was the zeal of Origen for Christianity that he besought his mother to allow him to join his father when he
was in prison during the persecution that he too might shed his blood for Christ. His earlier years were devoted to
intensive study and successful teaching, and as time went on his fame for learning and wisdom grew so that all the
priests and doctors consulted him in any difficult matter. He was one of the most voluminous writers the world has
ever seen. He was ordained to the priesthood at Caesarea, but the Bishop of Alexandria, provoke for some reason or
other, refused to recognize him. In spite of his deposed and excommunicated by an Alexandria council. He success.
During the persecution under Maximinus he fled to Cappadocia where he lived for two years. Under Gordianus he
returned and continued his activities, but the suffering and torture he endured under the Decian persecution broke his
strength, and he died at Tyre in 254.
Origen held that from their beginning all rational creatures were pure spirits; taught that after the universal
restoration, which was to be accomplished by a second crucifixion of Christ, all, even the damned in hell, would be
pure spirits; and believed that the blessed in heaven could be expelled from that abode for faults committed there.
There errors were condemned by Second Council of Constantinople in 553.
NOVATIANS: A schismatical sect which took its name from Novatus (Novatian), a Roman priest who made
himself anti-pope. He was a learned and eloquent man but of a melancholy temperament, and, according to St.
Cyprian, was turbulent, seditious and avaricious. St. Cornelius states that Novatus was possessed by Satan for a
season, apparently while a catechumen. He was baptized by aspersion as he lay on a bed of sickness, but apparently
was never confirmed. How he became a priest is not clear. He was accused by Cornelius of cowardice during the
persecution of Decius. At the beginning of 251 the persecution relaxed and St. Cornelius was elected Pope. Some
days later Novatus set himself up as a rival pope and had himself consecrated bishop. A council of sixty bishops was
assembled under Pope Cornelius before the end of 251 in which Novatus was excommunicated.
The Nobatians held that idolatry was an unpardonable sin, that confirmation was no sacrament, that mortal sins
committed after baptism could not be forgiven; condemned second marriages, and refused Communion to those who
had contracted them, even at the time of death.
MANICHEANS: Follower of Manes (Mani), a Persian, born in 216 in the village of Mardinu in Babylonia. IN 242
he stood before the people of his native village as a religious teacher, but being unsuccessful there, he lived the life
of a wanderer for forty years. He announced himself as the "Messenger of the True God", and amongst Christians as

the promised Paraclete. Returning to Persia, he mad a first a favorable impression upon the king, Ormuzd I.
Ormuzd’s favor, however, as of little avail, as he occupied the Persian throne only a single year, and Bahram I, his
successor, caused Manes to be crucified, had the corpse flayed, and the skin stuffed and hung up at the city gate as a
terrifying spectacle to his followers, whom he persecuted with relentless severity. Manes’ death is fixed at about
276-277.
The Manicheans believed in a plurality of gods; rejected the Old Testament absolutely, and of the New they retained
only what had been revised and redacted by Manes; they held that Christ had no real body; denied free-will;
recognized no baptism or marriage; believed in the transmigration of souls, and held that each man had two souls.
MILLENARIANS: Advocates of an old heresy that was revived by Nipos (Nepos), Bishop of Egypt during the
third century. His energy in defending the doctrines of this third century. His energy in defending the doctrines of
this sect nearly brought about a schism in the Church, but unity was preserved by the Dionysius, Bishop of
Alexandria.
The fundamental idea of millenarianism may be set forth as follows. At the end of time Christ will return in all His
splendor to gather together the just, to annihilate hostile powers, and to found a glorious kingdom on earth for the
enjoyment of the highest spiritual and material blessings. He Himself will reign as its King, and all the just,
including the Saints recalled to life, will participate in it. At the close of this kingdom the Saints will enter heaven
with Christ, while the wicked, who have also been resuscitated, will be condemned to eternal damnation. The
duration of this glorious reign of Christ with His Saints on earth is frequently given as 1000 years. Hence the name
Millenarianism.
FOURTH CENTURY
DONATISTS: Heretical followers of Donatus the Great, an African Bishop, who played a prominent part in the
Donatist schism (named after another Donatus) of the fourth century, which preceded and paved the way for the
heresy of the same name. He succeeded Majorinus in 315 as Bishop of Carthage, and being a man of forceful
character gave a great impetus to the Donatist movement. They held that the true Church consisted only of the elect,
and declared baptism to be invalid unless conferred by a Donatist.
AUDAEANS: A sect that took its rise and name from Audaeus, a native of Mesopotamia, who was banished to
Scythia in 338 and died about 370 in the country of the Goths. He incurred the enmity of the clergy by censuring
their luxuries and vices. The Audaeans held that God has a human form, and taught erroneous opinions concerning
the administration of the Sacrament of Penance.
ARIANS: The strongest heretical sect with which the early Church had to contend. Its leader was Arius, an
Alexandrian priest, theologian and controversialist. Arius was ordained deacon by Peter, Bishop of Alexandria, but
was subsequently excommunicated by him for joining in with the Meletian schism. He later repented and was
restored, being advanced to the priesthood and given sole charge of a Church. After some time he was
excommunicated again for his heretical views. He was a rigorous ascetic, a persuasive speaker and ardent
propagandist. Tall, gloomy, fanatical, with down-cast eyes and tangled hair, he went about singing his doctrines,
which he had set to the music of the theaters. Before long they were being sung by priests, boatmen, bakers and all
sorts of people. The first ecumenical council, that of Nicea, was convened to condemn the heresy. Arius was
banished to Illyria but later succeeded in returning in order to replace Athanasius, his chief opponent, as Bishop of
Alexandria, but the popular up-roar did not allow him actually to do so. He died in his errors. The Arians denied the
divinity of Christ, and taught that God the Son was not eternal, Christ being made the partaker of the divine nature
as a reward for the work of the redemption.
MACEDONIANS: The followers of Macedonius, who was intruded into the See of Constantinople by the Arians
(342) , and enthroned by Constantius, who had for the second time expelled Paul, the Catholic Bishop. Macedonius
is known in history for his most cruel persecution of the Catholics and Novatians. Subsequently he fell into disgrace.
Constantius caused him to be deposed and succeeded by Eudoxius in 360. He died about 364. The Macedonians
denied the divinity of the Holy Ghost.
MASSALIANS: A sect founded by a native of Mesopotamia named Adelphus. They were a kind of vagrant
quietest. Sacraments they held to be useless, though harmless, the only spiritual power being prayer, by which one
drove out the evil spirit which baptism had not expelled, received the indwelling of the Holy Ghost, and arrived at
union with God, becoming so perfect that the passion ceased to trouble. They disregarded regulations in the matter
of fasting; wandered from place to place, and in summer were accustomed to sleep in the streets. They engaged in
no occupations.
AERIANS: Adherents of Aerius, a priest ordained by Eustathius, Bishop of Sebaste (355) and placed over the
hospital or asylum in that city. He soon fell out with Eustathius, began to preach a doctrine of his own and for a time
had many followers. He insisted that there was no sacred character distinguishing bishops and priests from laymen

taught that the observance of the feast of Easter was a Jewish superstition; that it was wrong to prescribe fasts or
abstinence by law, and held that it was useless to pray for the dead.
APOLLINARISTS: The sect started by Apollinaris, Bishop of Laodicea. At first this prelate was highly esteemed
by such men as St. Athanasius, St. Basil, and St. Jerome for his classical culture his biblical learning, his defense of
Christianity and his loyalty to the Nicene faith. But later, having fallen into heresy, he failed to submit to the solemn
condemnation of his doctrine by the Council of Constantinople in 381, and died in his error about 392.
Apollinaris taught that Christ had a human body and a human sensitive soul, but no human rational mind, the Divine
Logus taking the place of this last; held that there were three different degrees of dignity in the Trinity itself; and
maintained erroneous views on the Incarnation, on of which was that the Divine Substance of the Word was
converted into flesh.
PRISCILLIANISTS: A sect originally founded by an Egyptian from Memphis by the name of Mark. One of his
early disciples was Priscillian, a man of noble birth, great riches, bold, restless, eloquent, learned and ready at debate
and discussion, who soon became leader of the sect which now bears his name. He was ordained to the priesthood
and appointed Bishop of Avila by his heretical followers, among whom were two bishops. About 383 he was
condemned to death. His errors were condemned in the Council of Saragossa by St. Damasus.
The Priscillianists held that angels and the souls of men were severed from the substance of the Deity; that Christ
only appeared to be a man and that His death was only apparent; prohibited meat; rejected the narrative of creation
in the Old Testament, and denied the Trinity.
JOVINIANS: Followers of Jovinianus, a monk for a while but subsequently an advocate of anti-ascetical
tendencies. His views, promulgated mostly by writing, were condemned by Pope Siricius in a Council held at Rome
in the year 390, and soon after in another Council held by St. Ambrose in Milan. In the end Jovinianus was exiled by
the Emperor Theodosius, and after by Honorius, to Boas, a maritime town of Dalmatia, where he died in misery in
the year 412.
He taught that a virgin, as such, is no better in the sight of God than a wife; held abstinence to be no better than the
taking of food in the proper disposition; that a person baptized with the Spirit as well as with water cannot sin; that
all sins are equal; that there is but one grade of punishment and one of reward in the future state, and denied the
perpetual virginity of the Blessed Virgin Mary.
VIGILANTIANS: A sect started by Vigilantius, a Gallie writer and priest of the last years of the fourth century. He
was born in Western Gaul and became an inn-keeper, but about 395, through the influence of Sulpicius Severus, was
ordained to the priesthood. He went to visit St. Jerome and immediately quarreled with him on religious matters,
accusing him of being a heretic. St. Jerome later refuted his errors.
Vigilantius condemned the veneration of images and relics; the invocation of the Saints; the celibacy of the clergy;
and monasticism: and held it useless to pray for the dead.
FIFTH CENTURY
PELAGIANS: Followers of the doctrines of Pelagius, about whom little is known. He is spoken of by several of his
contemporaries as a Briton. In 409, to avoid Alaric’s siege of Rome, he escaped with his convert and pupil,
Caelestius, to Northern Africa, and had gone from there to Palestine before the meeting of the Council of Carthage
in 411, which condemned Caelestius. Pelagius is not heard of after 418, but there is a tradition that he was 70 years
of age when he died in some obscure town in Palestine. He appears to have been a very good man (St. Augustin
called him "saintly") , of more than common moral strictness and purity, if not a man of any great spiritual depth or
intellectual grasp. He fell into heresy through contact with a Syrian priest named Rufinus; not, however Rufinus of
Aquilea who disputed with St. Jerome.
The heretical doctrines of Pelagius, condemned at the Council of Ephesus, 431, were: Adam would have died if he
had not sinned; Adam’s sin injured himself only, not the race; children are born as pure as Adam was before he fell;
men neither die because Adam fell, nor rise again in consequence of Christ’s resurrection; unbaptized as well as
baptized infants are saved; the Mosaic Law is as good a guide to heaven as the Gospel; even before Christ’s advent
there were sinless men.
SEMIPELAGIANS: A sect traced to John Cassianus, Abbot of the Monastery of St. Victor, a celebrated and holy
man, who, although never formally canonized, was venerated as a Saint, and whose name appears as such on the
Greek Calendar. He was the first to introduce the rules of Eastern monasticism into the West. Being the son of
wealthy parents, he received a good education. He first entered a monastery in Bethlehem but later withdrew into the
Egyptian desert, being attracted by the holiness of the hermits there. During a visit to Rome he was elevated to the
priesthood, and subsequently founded two monasteries at Marseilles, one of which he ruled as Abbot.
The errors of the Semipelagians were condemned in the year 432 by Pope Celestine I; in 529 by Pope Felix IV, in
the Synod of Orange and the Synod of Valence, both of which Councils were confirmed by Pope Boniface II. These

errors were: the beginning faith depends on man’s free-will, while faith itself and its increase depend absolutely
upon God; nature has a certain claim to grace; final perseverance is not a special gift of grace but depends upon
man’s own strength; some children die before baptism, and others after on account of the foreknowledge God
possesses of the good or evil they would have done if they had lived; some are predestined to heaven, other to hell.
NESTORIANS: Nestorius, the founder of this sect, was born at Germanicia, Syria Euphoratensis. He was living as
a priest and monk in the monastery of Euprepius near the walls, when he was chosen by the Emperor Theodosius II
to be Patriarch of Constantinople. He enjoyed a great reputation for eloquence, and after his consecration in 428,
displayed great zeal and energy in opposing heretics of his time. Towards the close of the same year his own
doctrine was protested against, and later condemned by a Council. He refused to abide by this decision and was
thrust out of his See by the Emperor. Nestorius retired to his monastery at Antioch, but a few years later was
banished to the Oasis. He was at one time carried off by the Nubians in a raid, and was restored to the Thebaid with
his hand and one rib broken. He died there about 451.
The heretical doctrines of the Nestorians were condemned at the Council of Ephesus in 431. They taught that there
were two separate persons in Christ, one divine and the other human; and claimed that Mary was the mother of the
human person only, not of the divine.
PREDESTINARIANS: A heresy which was defended by Lucidas, a priest of Gaul, towards the middle of the fifth
century. About his life in other respects, history is silent. The heresy was condemned in 475 in the Council of Lyons.
Lucidas taught that God absolutely and positively predestined some to eternal death and others to eternal life, in
such a manner that the latter have not to do anything in order to secure salvation, divine grace of itself carrying them
on to their destiny; that Christ did not die for the non-elect, since they are destined for hell.
MONOPHYSITES: Sometimes called Eutychians, after Eutyches, their founder, who flourished during the fifth
century and gave his name to an opinion to which his teaching and influence contributed little or nothing. He was
not a learned man but very much respected and had influence. In 448 Eutyches was 70 years of age, and had been
for 30 years archimandrite of a monastery outside the walls of Constantinople, where he ruled over 300 monks. He
was a bitter opponent of Nestorianism and the other heresies. At a synod convened by St. Flavian, Bishop of
Constantinople about 448, he accused Eusebius, Bishop of Dorylaeum, of teaching false doctrine, and the accused
answered by launching a counter-charge of heresy against Eutyches. Not being able to answer satisfactorily he was
condemned and exiled in 450.
The doctrines of the Monophysites, that Christ had only one nature, was condemned by the Council of Chalcedon in
the year 451.
SEVENTH CENTURY
MONOTHELITES: An heretical sect that owed its origin to Sergius, Patriarch of Constantinople, who was assisted
in great measure by Cyril (Cyrus), Bishop of Phasis and later Patriarch of Alexandria.
The doctrine of the Monothelites, who held that there were two natures, but only a divine will in Christ, was
condemned by the Council of Constantinople in the year 680.
PAULICIANS: Constantine of Mananalis, called himself Silvanus, founded what appears to have been the first
Paulician community at Kibossa, near Colonia in Armenia. He began to teach about 657. He wrote no books and
taught that the New Testament, as he presented it, should be the only text used by his followers. After preaching for
27 years and having spread his sect into the Western part of Asia Minor, he was arrested by the Imperial authorities,
tried for heresy and stoned to death.
The Paulicians believed in a plurality of Gods; held all matter to be bad; rejected the Old Testament; denied the
Incarnation; held Christ to be an angel, and his real mother the heavenly Jerusalem: taught that faith in Christ saves
from judgment; denied the sacraments and apparently believed in the transmigration of souls; condemned all
exterior forms of religion and refused to honor the Cross since they maintained that Christ had not been crucified.
EIGHTH CENTURY
ICONOCLASTS: A sect stirred up and supported by Leo the Isaurian who used his influence and power Emperor
to wage a bitter war against the veneration of sacred images of all kinds. This outbreak commenced about the year
723 and led to much violence.
The Iconoclasts held that the veneration of sacred images was idolatry. This error was condemned by thee Second
Council of Nice in the year 787.
ADOPTIONISTS: A sect whose origin is attributed to Elipandus Archbishop of Toledo, Spain.
They held a double son ship in Christ; one by generation and nature, and the other by adoption and grace. Christ as
God is indeed the Son of God by generation and nature, but Christ as man is Son of God only by adoption and grace.
Hence they maintained "The Man Christ" to be the adoptive, and not the natural, Son of God.

NINTH CENTURY
GREEK-RUSSIAN: This independent church is the result of what is known in history as the "Greek Schism". Its
origin dates from the time of Photius, a high official in the civil service of the Byzantine government, distinguished
for his learning and literary taste. In 858, on the deposition of Ignatius, he was hurried through all the ecclesiastical
degrees and installed by the Emperor Michael III as Patriarch of Constantinople. Pope Nicholas I objected to the
irregularities of Photius’ elevation, and convoked a council at Rome which deposed and excommunicated him.
Photius then gave the conflict a doctrinal turn and brought about conditions that paved the way for the Schism
between the Eastern and Western Churches. Photius was deposed and sent into exile several times, the last being in
886, and a few years later died in an Armenian monastery. The schism commenced by him, although suppressed
several times, continues to the present day.
The Greek Orthodox Church or, more correctly, the Orthodox Eastern Church, denies the supremacy of the Pope;
holds that the Catholic Church erred in prescribing celibacy for the clergy, and teaches that the Holy Ghost proceeds
from the Father alone.
ELEVENTH CENTURY
BOGOMILISTS: An heretical sect started by Basil, a monk and physician, who gathered about him twelve
"apostles" and made his presence felt at Constantinople about the year 1118. The Emperor Alexis I, having received
a frank exposition of the doctrine of this sect, demanded that they should retract their errors. Some who would not
comply were thrown into prison, but Basil was condemned to death (1118) and burned.
They held that there two fundamental principles, one of good, the other of evil; taught that God the Father was
incorporeal but had a human appearance; that He had two sons, one of whom had creative power; that man has two
creators; rejected the Old Testament in parts; did away with baptism by water; denied the Real Presence; condemned
marriage; rejected images, and prohibited the eating of meat.
BERENGARIANS: Followers of Berengarius, who was born at Tours about 999. He received a good education,
became distinguished for learning and intelligence, and soon had a considerable following. Later he became
Archdeacon of Angers. Errors crept into his doctrine which were condemned by the Church in numerous Councils,
and Berengarius himself was for a while imprisoned. He retracted these, however, before his retirement to St.
Cosme, near Tours, where he died in union with the Church in the year 1088.
Berengarius taught that the Body and Blood of Christ were really present in the Holy Eucharist, but only by a
spiritual or intellectual presence; that the substance of bread and the substance of wine remain unchanged in their
nature, but by consecration become spiritually the very Body and Blood of Christ.
TWELFTH CENTURY
PETROBROSIANS: Followers of a monk, Peter de Bruis, who, tired of the restraint of the cloister, apostatized,
and fled to the province of Arles, where, about 1118, he began to preach his errors Twenty years later the populace
of St. Gilles, near Nimes, exasperated by his burning of cross, cast him into the flames.
He rejected the baptism of infants; condemned altars and churches; prohibited the veneration of the Cross; rejected
the Mass and Holy Eucharist; and denied the utility of prayers for the dead. These errors were all condemned by the
Second Council of the Lateran in 1139.
HENRICIANS: So-called after Henry of Lausanne, a cluniac monk who left his monastery and began to preach to
the people. He joined in with the Petrobrosians in Provence, was arrested and confined to a cell as a heretic.
Subsequently release, he was again arrested and died in prison in 1149.
His doctrine mainly insisted upon personal responsibility as opposed to authority in religious matters and the
rejection of the rites and authority of the Church.
WALDENSES: Founded by Peter Waldo, a wealthy merchant of Lyons, who carried out literally the counsel of
Christ: "If thou wilt be perfect, go sell what thou hast and give to the poor". In 1176 he completed the distribution of
all his earthly possessions and took a vow of poverty shortly afterwards. This action of his created a great stir in
Lyons and he soon had imitators, many of whom began to preach in the streets. They soon fell into error an were
condemned as heretics by numerous synods and councils, but especially by the Third Council of the Lateran in
1179.
Their errors were: the Catholic Church erred in accepting temporal property; they condemned tithes; believed in
only two sacraments, Baptism and the Eucharist; held that layman could absolve from sin, but that a sinful priest
could not; rejected indulgences, fasts and all the ceremonies of the Church; made no distinction between mortal and
venial sins; claimed the veneration of sacred images to be idolatry, and condemned all oaths to be unlawful.

THIRTEENTH CENTURY
ALBIGENSES: Traced to one Constantine of Samosata and so-called because they first spread themselves in the
city of Albi, or that part of Gaul called Albigensum, and subsequently in the Province of Toulouse. The errors of all
other heresies were joined in this one sect. They were condemned in numerous synods, and especially by the Third
Council of the Lateran in 1179.
They believed in tow Gods; held only the New Testament to be inspired; reject infant baptism; declared marriage
sinful; that it was wrong to obey and support the clergy; held that everyone has the power to forgive sins; denied the
Trinity, Incarnation, Redemption and the Sacraments; declared all penance useless, and held that an unworthy priest
lost the power of consecrating the Holy Eucharist.
FRATICELLI: One sect by this name may be traced to Gherardo Segarelli, a laboring man Parma, who organized
his followers as an "apostolic order", and made considerable noise in upper Italy. From 1260 to 1307. Another such
sect was started by tow apostate Franciscan Friars, Peter of Macerata and Peter of Fossombrone.
In general these heretics held that there were tow churches, one carnal, the other spiritual; that only the spiritual
church has the true Scriptures and divine power, and that in them alone was the Gospel of Jesus Christ fulfilled.
They were condemned in 1318 by a Bull of Pope John XXII.
FLAGELLANTS: A sect which was the offspring of an ill-judged piety and can not be traced to any one individual.
The advocated excessive self-flagellation; confessed sins to laymen; believed that penance helped the damned;
denied the Sacraments, and taught that one month’s penance was necessary for the forgiveness of sins. They were
formally condemned as heretics by Pope Clement VI (1342-1352).
FOURTEENTH CENTURY
LOLLARDS: The name applied to the followers of John Whclif, who was born at Ipreswel (now Hispwell) near
Richmond, Yourkshire, England, probably some years earlier than 1324. He studied at Oxford and in 1356 began to
publish his works. His doctrines were condemned in 1382 by a synod of twelve theologians, and two years later
Wyclif died. He was formally declared a heretic by the Council of Constance (1414-1418).
The Lollards held that the universe and God are one; that creation was an emanation of God; believed in
predestination; denied the Real Presence; held the veneration of sacred images to be unlawful, and rejected the
episcopacy of the Church.
FIFTEENTH CENTURY
HUSSITES: Founded by Peter Chelczicky, a layman of the Bohemian nobility.
They denied the doctrine of Transubstantiation; rejected tradition and held the Bible to be the only guide to heaven.
ANABAPTISTS: Nicholas Stork, a weaver (d. 1525), and Thomas Munzer, a Lutheran preacher and priest (c. 14901525), made, at the time of the so-called reformation, the first attacks on infant baptism, and thus launched the
Anabaptist movement.
They denied the validity of infant baptism; practiced communism and polygamy; and condemned oaths and warfare
as unlawful.
OSIANDRISTS: Disciples of a German reformer, Andreas Osiander, who was born Dec. 19, 1498, at
Gunzenhausen, near Nuremberg. His real name was Hosemann. He was educated at Ingolstadt and Wittenberg, and
became a preacher at Nuremberg in 1522, where he was conspicuously active in introducing the Protestant
Reformation.
He taught that Christ was the justifier of mankind, not according to the human, but according to the divine nature.
ZWINGLIANS: Disciples of Ulric Zwingli, a contemporary of Luther, born at Wildhaus, Canton of St. Gall, Jan. 1
1484. In 1506 he became parish priest at Glarus, and later began preaching erroneous doctrines. In 1524 he married.
He was killed in 1531 in the religious strife he had helped to stir up.
The Zwinglians believed in predestination; that marriage was suited to all; that it was presumption to take a vow of
chastity; denied the authority of the Pope, free-will, the Sacraments, good works, purgatory and the forgiveness of
sin.
PRESBYTERIANS: A religious denomination that owes its formation to John Knox, who was born at Gifford, East
Lothian, Scotland, in 1505. He was ordained to the priesthood in 1530. In 1542 he sided with Protestant movement,
and thereafter, until his death at Edinburgh in 1572, was most active in attacking the Catholic Church.
The Presbyterians believe in predestination; deny the authority of the Pope, free-will, the Sacraments, purgatory,
good works and the forgiveness of sin.
LUTHERANS: The name of an heretical sect founded by Martin Luther, who was born at Eisleben, Germany, Nov.
10, 1483; attended a Catholic Latin school at Mansfeld, and in 1497, when fourteen years old, entered another
Catholic University of Erfurt in Thuringia, in 1501, where he became a Master of Philosophy at the age of twenty.

On July 17, 1505 he entered the Augustinian monastery at Erfurt, and in 1507 was ordained a Catholic priest. In
1508 he was made professor of philosophy at the new Catholic University of Wittenberg, visited Rome in 1510 or
1511 on business of his Order, and sometime after his return began to lecture on the Scriptures. On Oct. 31, 1517 he
nailed his 95 theses against indulgences to the door of the church in Wittenberg. On Sept. 21, 1520 he was
excommunicated by Pope Leo X. Later he married an ex-nun, Catherine von Bora, and finally died in 1546.
Luther denied tradition; the divine authority of the Papacy; that councils were infallible; that original justice was a
supernatural gift; that human nature remained essentially the same in its powers after the fall of Adam; that man,
after the fall, can produce any good works; held that man sins in whatever he does; that the sins of the just are
covered by faith and not done away with; maintained that all works of sinners are sins; denied free-will; all the
Sacraments except Baptism and the Eucharist; transubstantiation; the Sacrifice of the Mass; purgatory and the utility
of praying to the Saints; he maintained that vows are made to the devil; that concupiscence is invincible; that the
sensual instincts are irrepressible, and held that the gratification of sexual propensities is as natural and inexorable as
the performance of any of the physiological necessities of our being.
Lutheranism in general and all the Protestant sects that developed from it were condemned by the Council of Treat
(1545-1563).
SACRAMENTARIANS: A sect started by Andreas Karlstadt, whose real name was Andreas Rudolf Bodenstein, at
first a friend, but later an opponent of Luther. He was born at Karlstadt, Franconia, about 1480. After a stormy
career, during which he was driven out of Saxony several times, and after much wandering about preaching
Protestantism, he settled down as professor of theology at Bazel, where he died in 1541.
The Sacramentarians rejected the doctrine of a corpora presence in the Holy Eucharist, but admitted the spiritual
presence of Christ.
MENNONITES: Founded by Menno Simons, who was born in 1492, at Witmarsum in Friesland, and ordained to
the Catholic priesthood in 1516. He became an Anabaptist elder in 1536, and during the rest of his life devoted
himself to the sect that now bears his name. He died in 1559 at Wustenfelde in Hostein.
The Mennonites condemned infant baptism; oaths law suit; civil office holding; the bearing of arms; the Sacraments;
and held a doctrine of non-resistance to violence.
EPISCOPALIANS: Members of the Church of England, which was founded by Henry VIII and established as the
national church of that country in 1534 by an act of Parliament. Henry decided to establish his own church because
the Catholic Church would not allow him to divorce his wife and remarry. In his Bull "Apostolicae Curae" published
Sept. 18 1896, Pope Leo XIII declared Anglican Order to be invalid.
The Anglicans, as they are commonly called, believe in justification by faith alone ; hold that the Bible is sufficient
for salvation and that it is to be interpreted privately; deny the supremacy of the Pope and hold the King supreme in
spiritual matters; deny the doctrine of Transubstantiation, purgatory, and condemn the Veneration of the Saints.
CALVINISTS: Disciples of John Calvin, who was born at Noyor in Picardy, France, on July 10, 1509. He was
undoubtedly the greatest of Protestant divines. He preached and taught his heretical doctrines until he died at
Geneva, May 27, 1564.
Calvin held the doctrine of predestination; denied the supremacy of the Pope; free-will; good works; purgatory; the
Sacraments; and the forgiveness of sin.
UNITARIANS: Martin Cellarius is commonly regarded as the first writer of the Unitarian movement. He was born
in 1499 and, although a friend of Luther, differed from him on the fundamental position of the authority of
Scripture. Is death occurred in 1564.
The Unitarians deny the divinity of Christ; accept or reject the Bible according to private judgement; deny the
doctrine of Atonement and original sin; reject all but two of the Sacraments and deny the grace-conferring power
and necessity even of these.
SOCINIANS: A sect which owes its origin to Laelius and Faustus Socinus. Laelius, born in 1525, was a priest of
Sienna and intimate friend of Calvin. He was forced to flee to Poland at one time, but appears to have spent most of
his life at Zurich. He died in 1562. Faustus, born in 1539, was a nephew of Laelius, and it is to him that the sect
bearing his name owes its individuality. After his uncle’s death he succeeded in reuniting and reorganizing the
Socinians who had scattered. He died in 1604.
The Socinians insisted on private judgment and the free use of reason; rejected authority, and some went so far as to
reject all natural religion; discarded mysteries; denied Adam to have been endowed with peculiar gifts; set aside the
doctrine of original sin; admitted only two sacraments; rejected baptism, and denied the existence of hell, holding
the wicked to be annihilated.
HUGUENOTS: The name commonly given to the French Protestants who owe their origin to a great extent to
William Farel. This man was born of a noble family at Fareaux, near Gap, Dauphine, in the year 1489. He was a
friend of Calvin, studied in Paris, and later became a Professor in the College Le Moine, and was distinguished for

his zeal for the Catholic Church. Contract with the Waldenses infected him with erroneous ideas, and he was soon
involved in the Protestant movement. He died at Neuchatel, Sept. 13, 1565.
The Huguenots held the doctrine of predestination; denied the supremacy of the Pope; free-will; good works;
purgatory; the Sacraments and forgiveness of sin.
REFORMED DUTCH: Guido de Bres, a Dutch reformer of Brabant, together with others, wrote in 1561 the
statement of faith, called the Belgic Confession, which formed the doctrinal foundation of the Reformed Dutch
Church.
These heretics believed in predestination; denied the supremacy of the Pope; free-will; the Sacraments; good works;
purgatory; the forgiveness of sin, and considered the Scriptures the only rule of faith.
CONGREGATIONALISTS: Organized by Robert Browne, who was born of a good family in Rutlandshire,
England, in 1550. He studied at Cambridge, and in 1580 began a propaganda against the Anglican State Church,
which brought him many followers but compelled him to migrate to Holland.
The Congregationalists hold the doctrine of predestination; deny free-will; good works purgatory; the Sacrament and
forgiveness of sin.
SEVENTEENTH CENTURY
BAPTISTS: Founded by John Smith, at one time pastor of a church at Gainsborough, Lincolnshire, England, that
had separated from the Church of England. About 1606, to escape persecution, he and his flock emigrated to
Amsterdam. Smith died in 1612.
Taught only baptism of immersion t be valid; predestination; denied free-will; good works ;purgatory; the
Sacraments, and the forgiveness of sin.
JANSENISTS: Cornelius Jansenius was born Oct. 28, 1585, of a Catholic family in the village of Accoi (near
Leerdam), Holland. He made most of his studies at Louvain, and later occupied the chair of exegesis at the same
institution of learning, where he acquired considerable renown. In 1635 he was appointed Bishop of Ypres. He lived
and died a member of the Catholic Church, but it was from his writings, published after his death, that Jansenism
took its rise. The Jansenists deny free-will and the possiblity of resisting grace.
UNIVERSALISTS: The earliest exponent of the doctrine of Universalism was probably Samuel Gorton, a New
England mystic, who aired his views as early as 1636. The belief did not receive definite organization, however until
1750, when James Relly organized a Universalist church in London, to which he ministered until his death, some
thirty years later.
They deny the divinity of Christ; believe in the universal salvation of all; deny the Sacraments; free-will; good
works, and the doctrine of the Trinity.
MUFFLETONIANS: John Reeve (1608-1658) and Lodowicke Muggleton (1609-1698), obscure journeymen
tailors, who claimed to have the spirit of prophecy, propagated their views in London about the year 1651, and
launched this sect. They denied the Trinity; claimed the devil became incarnate in Eve, and humanized the Deity.
QUAKERS: Started by George Fox, the son of a well-to-do weaver, born at Fenny Drayton, in Leicestershire,
England, in July, 1624. He was apprenticed to a shoe-maker at an early age and received very little education.
Disgusted with the vanity of the world, he cut himself off from it, brooded for years, and while in this melancholy
state conceived the imaginings of his own distorted mind to be new revelations, which he began to preach in 1647.
He believed every man to have an "inner light" which was his only guide; rejected almost everything external in
religion; condemned oaths, art, music, the drama, the bearing of arms, etc.
EIGHTEENTH CENTURY
MORAVIANS: Organized by Nikolaus Ludwig, Count von Zinaindorn (1700-1760). Born at Dresden, he was a
very pious and religious man. An ordained minister in the Lutheran Church, he purchased and estate in Berthelsdorf,
Germany and built up a quietistic community. Later he began travelling about establishing communities and
instilling into them old Moravian doctrines.
The Moravians consider the Scriptures the only rule of faith shun discussion on the Trinity, the Fall, Original Sin,
although they admit these doctrines; hold a doctrine of "Total Depravity", and admit only two sacraments.
METHODISTS: Founded by John Wesley, who was born at Epworth, Lincolnshire, England, June 17, 1703. He
was ordained a clergyman of the Anglican Church in 1728, and in 1736, when he visited Savannah in Georgia, came
into contact with Moravian doctrines. He organized the first Methodist Society in 1739. Shortly after he left the
Anglican Communion and organized his own church.
The Methodist doctrine is borrowed from the Anglicans and Calvanists. They hold Scripture to be the sole and
sufficient rule of belief and practice; teach justification by faith alone, although the practice of good works is

commended; condemn works of supererogation; admit only two sacraments; condemn the invocation of the Saints
and the veneration of sacred images and relics; and deny purgatory.
SHAKERS : Jane Wardley, with the help of her brother James, organized this sect in England in the year 1747.
Later they were joined by Ann Lee, of Manchester, who claimed to be Christ in His second reincarnation. She came
to America in 1774.
They deny Christ in worship and substitute in His place "The Highest Good, wherever it may be found:" esteem
virginity; confess sins to an elder of the same sex and before a witness; believe in a continuous revelation; practice
communism, but exclude married people.
SWEDENBORGIANS: Disciples of Emmanuel Swedenborg, who was born at Stockholm, Jan. 29, 1688. Up to
1745 he was an engineer, skilled in mathematics and the physical sciences. Then he became a theological writer. He
was endowed with extraordinary talents, and claimed to have received new revelations from God He died in
London, March 29,1772.
The Swedenborgians hold that as the Christian religion succeeded the Jewish, so the Swedenborgian supplements
the Christian; deny the Catholic doctrine of the Trinity; deny original sins; reject monasticism; deny the resurrection
of the body; and claim the Last Judgment was held in 1757 in Swedenborg’s presence; believe angels and devils to
be former members of the human race.
MICHAELIANS: Organized by John M. Hahn, a Swabian Theosophist, who was born at Altdorf in 1758, had
"visions" at 17, 20 and 22 years of age, and then began to proclaim his beliefs. He died in 1819.
He taught a double fall of man: that the work of Christ is not merely for, but within man; denied hell, and believed in
the final salvation of all
NINETEENTH CENTURY
GERMAN REFORMED: Reformed churches in general are those that began with the doctrine of Luther, then
embraced those of Zwingli, and finally swerved towards Calvinism. As a result they are infected with the errors of
all these false teachers.
DISCIPLES OF CHRIST: Sometimes called "Campbellites" after Thomas Campbell, of Bethany, Va., who with
his son, Alexander, was their founder in 1809. He had been a Presbyterian and then a Baptist before starting his own
sect. He taught that the Bible was the only rule of faith; that the Old Testament was binding only on the Jews; and
denied the Eucharist.Campbell's son, Alexander, took up his father's work and became a leader in religious reform
and a champion of popular democracy. In the 1820s he began an association with a like-minded reformer named
Barton Stone. In 1832 the movements associated with these two men merged to form what they called the Christian
Church(Disciples of Christ).
TRUE REFORMED DUTCH: Organized by Sol Froeligh, a Dutch clergyman, who led a secession movement in
the Reformed Dutch Church in 1822. He held that the Reformed Dutch Church had become erroneous in doctrine,
corrupt in practice, and lax in discipline. During recent years the sect has almost died out.
HICKSITES: Founded by Elias Hicks (1748-1830), and American minister of the Society of Friends (Quakers),
who became leader of a faction in the Society in 1817, and broke away from the main body in 1828. He denied the
divinity of Christ, the Atonement, and the Trinity.
MORMONS: Organized by Joseph Smith, the son of a Vermont farmer, and born in that State Dec. 23, 1805. He
claimed to have received a new revelation in 1827, which resulted in the "Book of Mormon", published at Palmyra,
N.Y., in March 1830. Smith was killed by a mob in Carthage, Ill., on June 27, 1844, and Brigham Young succeeded
him as leader of the sect.
The Mormons have a wrong conception of the fall of man, apparently holding Adam’s sin to have been one of lust;
believe God endowed with a body of flesh and bone; hold matter to have existed spiritually before creation; the bond
of marriage to be eternal; and believe in a happy Millennium on this earth.
CATHOLIC APOSTOLICAL CHURCH: Sometimes called Irvingites after their founder, Edward Irving, and
eloquent and distinguished Scottish clergyman, born in 1792. At one time he was a Presbyterian minister, but being
accused of heresy, was ejected from the church. He died a Glasgow in 1834, the sect bearing his name having been
formed in 1831.
The Irvingites repudiate the doctrine os Transubstantiation; hold that by a new out-pouring of God through the Holy
Ghost the prophetic and apostolic offices have been re-established.
PERFECTIONISTS: Founded by John H. Noyes, who was born at Brattleboro, Vt. in 1811. At one time he was a
Congregationalist minister, but organized his own sect in 1845. Being forced to flee to Canada to escape prosecution
on account of his marriage system, he died there in 1886. He taught equality of the sexes and community of goods.
ADVENTISTS: Members of a number of related Protestant denominations that stress the doctrine of the imminent
second coming of Christ. Adventism received its clearest definition and most earnest support under the leadership of

an American Baptist preacher, William Miller. Miller and his followers, known initially as Millerites, proclaimed
that the second coming would occur between March 21, 1843 and March 21, 1844. The failure of this prediction was
called the First Disappointment, and many left the movement. Following this, a second date—Oct. 22, 1844—was
set, and many Adventists disposed of their property in anticipation of the event. The movement was widely ridiculed
after the day passed uneventfully. Thereafter many Adventists lost faith and returned to their former churches. Those
remaining split into four main bodies, which still continue to flourish: Seventh-day Adventists
SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTISTS:By far the largest group of Adventists is the Seventh-day Adventists, with more
than 3.3 million members worldwide in 1980. The church originated between 1844 and 1855 under the leadership of
three American Millerites, Joseph Bates (1792–1872) and James (1821–81) and Ellen White (1827–1915), but was
not formally organized until 1863. Two tenets are prominent in the church’s theology: belief in the visible, personal
second coming of Christ at an early but indefinite date and the observance of Saturday as the Sabbath. Members
accept the Bible as their sole religious authority, placing special trust in the literal interpretation of prophetic
passages. They hold that grace alone is sufficient for salvation; they administer baptism by immersion and practice
foot washing in connection with observance of the Lord’s Supper.
SALVATION ARMY: Organized by William Booth (1829-1912), born in Nottingham, England. At first a
Methodist evangelist, in 1865 he organized a quasi-military society to promote a revival of religion among the
masses. The Salvation Army is evangelic a in doctrine and aims to harmonize with all churches.
CHRISTIAN SCIENTISTS: The popular name of the "Church of Christ, Scientist", which was founded in 1876 at
Boston, Mass., by the late Mrs. Mary Baker Glover Patterson Eddy.
The great hobby of the idea that there is really such a thing as matter sickness, sin, and the consequences of the
same; they deny the Blessed Trinity; the divinity of Christ; the creation of man; the maternity of the Blessed Virgin
Mary; the future resurrection of all men as well as the Resurrection of Christ; they brand original sin, death and hell
as delusions; and consider angels to be, not spirits, but only divine messages.
OLD CATHOLICS: The sect organized in German speaking countries to combat the dogma of Papal Infallibility.
Its rise may be traced from the excommunication of Ignatz von Dollinger, historian, priest and theologian, on Apr.
18, 1871, for refusing to accept the dogma of Infallibility. They deny the Infallibility of the Pope.
MODERNISTS: An heretical movement of modern times that attempted to explain the faith by rationalizing it. The
errors of this attempt were condemned by Pope Pius X. The system of the Modernists embraces the errors of all
preceding heresies.
DOWIEITES: Followers of John Alexander Dowie, who was born in Edinburgh in 1847. At one time he was an
ordained clergyman of the Congregationalist denomination in South Australia. In 1882 he established an
independent tabernacle in Melbourne, and took up faith healing. He came to the United States in 1888, and in 1896
organized a "church", which, in 1906, suspended him for fraud, tyranny and polygamous tendencies. He was
evidently insane when he died in 1907.
Dowieites deny the efficacy of Baptism as well as its necessity; believe that it is sinful to have recourse to a
physician in time of sickness, relying on faith-cures; they deny the authority of the Catholic Church to teach the
doctrine of Christ.
JEHOVAH’S WITNESSES: Founded in 1872 by Charles Taze Russell, Former Congregationalist. Succeeded by
Judge Rutherford, a Missouri lawyer in 1916. The witnesses deny the Doctrine of the Trinity, the Divinity of Christ,
and the Immortality of the Human Soul. Satan is Master on Earth, where he organized the visible part of his empire
by founding churches, the great capitalistic organization and civil societies. Characteristics practices flow naturally
from their doctrines, such as refusing to bear arms, salute the flag, and participate in the affairs of the secular
governments.
CHURCH OF GOD IN CHRIST: Protestant, Holiness denomination organized by two Baptists, C. P. Jones
(1865–1949) and C. H. Mason (1866–1961), in Arkansas in 1895 and incorporated in 1897. It is one of the
Pentecostal churches. Like other Holiness and Pentecostal groups, the church emphasizes sanctification, or holiness,
which is deemed essential to salvation. The theology of the church is Trinitarian; the Bible is the chief religious
authority and is interpreted literally. Ordinances include baptism by immersion, the Lord’s Supper, and foot
washing. Speaking in tongues is considered the sign of baptism by the Holy Ghost.
CHURCH OF CHRIST: any of several Pentecostal churches that developed in the U.S. South from the late 19thand early 20th-century Latter Rain revival, based on a belief that a second rain of the gifts of the Holy Spirit would
occur similar to that of the first Christian Pentecost. They adhere to an ultraconservative theology, by which they
regard the state of holiness as a work of grace subsequent to conversion or justification, and practice "speaking in
other tongues as the Spirit gives utterance."The revival began in the Great Smoky Mountains (northwest Georgia
and eastern Tennessee) in 1886 under the leadership of R.G. Spurling and his son, who were Baptists, and W.F.
Bryant, a Methodist. Members of the revival were organized into the Christian Union, changed their name to the

Holiness Church (1902) and later to the Church of God (1907). In 1909 A.J. Tomlinson, an American Bible Society
agent, was elected general overseer.Splits began to occur in 1917, when the Chattanooga congregation seceded and
took the name of the Original Church of God, Inc. Other divisions followed and numerous independent groups were
formed.
HOLINESS CHURCHES: fundamentalist Protestant bodies that developed from Methodism and hold as their
distinguishing feature the doctrine that holiness, or sanctification of the individual, occurs by a second act of grace
that follows justification and is supplementary to it. The experience of holiness is also referred to as the second
blessing. The National Holiness Movement came into being shortly after the American Civil War. Originally a
protest movement within Methodism, it opposed the Methodist falling away from the emphasis on sanctification that
John Wesley, the founder of Methodism, had developed. He had stressed original sin and justification by faith and
added that the individual may be assured of forgiveness by a direct experience of the spirit, called sanctification,
which he regarded as the step leading to Christian perfection.The major representatives of the Holiness movement
(excluding Pentecostal denominations) are the Church of the Nazarene and the Church of God (Anderson, Ind.).
CHURCH OF GOD: name of more than 200 independent religious bodies in the U.S. The majority of them are
Adventist, Holiness, or Pentecostal denominations. originated about 1880 as a movement within existing churches to
promote Christian unity. The founders were interested in relieving the church at large of what they believed was
over-ecclesiasticism and restrictive organization and in reaffirming the New Testament as the true standard of faith
and life.
TWENTIETH CENTURY
PENTECOSTAL: What is sometimes called classical Pentecostalism grew out of the late 19th century Holiness
Movement in the United States. The Holiness preacher Charles Fox Parham began preaching (1901) to his Topeka
congregation that speaking in tongues was objective evidence of baptism in the Spirit. After the Los Angeles
mission of Parham's Apostolic Faith sect became the center of a great revival (1906) the movement quickly spread
around the world. Over the next two decades the movement split along doctrinal and racial lines. Of the many
Pentecostalist denominations in the United States today, characterized by belief in the experience of holiness or
Christian perfection. This perfection is climaxed by an "infilling of the Holy Spirit," as evidenced by "speaking in
tongues," ecstatic utterances frequently unintelligible to listeners,
UNITED UNITARIAN UNIVERSALIST ASSOCIATION: Protestant church in the United States formed in
1961 by the merger of the American Unitarian Association and the Unitarian Universalist Church of America.
Having shared some common concerns and positions throughout the 19th and 20th cent., the two churches formed a
Council of Liberal Churches in 1953 as a preliminary step to merger. The convention in May, 1961, at which the
merger was approved by delegates from both churches, adopted a constitution for the merged church and elected
Dana McLean Greeley, formerly Unitarian president, the first president of the new association. The principal
purpose of the merger was to link the churches' headquarters organizations and to enable them to speak as one on
social and political questions. The church has about 141,000 members (1991)
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY
The List will continue to grow as long as there are individuals who refuse to follow Christ and His ONE TRUE
CHURCH….The Roman Catholic Church.
The good news is that the Catholic Church, despite the emergence of many minor protestant sects, is still the
strongest in the world. This was promised by Our Lord right from the beginning, and that promise is for eternity. As
protestant sects come and go, one solid fact remains---the Catholic Church will never cease to be.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------------

FINIS

Incredible Creed
of the
Jehovah's Witnesses
By Rev. Dr. Rumble, M.S.C.

The Witnesses of Jehovah constitute one of the most vigorous and spectacular religious propagandist
bodies of the present day. Throughout the world an army of persistent enthusiasts tramp from door to door,
urging people to adopt their teachings as a matter of life and death. They claim to have made over a
million converts in recent years, chiefly in America; and they have been written up in the "Saturday
Evening Post", "Collier's Weekly" and the "Reader's Digest" as a phenomenon of both national and
international importance.
This new sect originated in the U.S.A., to which the world owes Mormonism, Christian Science, Seventh
Day Adventists, Father Divine, and so many other strange religious outbreaks. Charles Taze Russell, a
draper of Pittsburgh, afterwards known as "Pastor" Russell, was the founder of the movement in 1872.
Nathan Homer Knorr, its present head, prefers to say, "We broke in on the history of Jehovah's Witnesses"
in 1872. And that leads us to the question of names.
EVOLUTION OF A NAME
No modern movement, in its efforts to establish itself, save perhaps that of the Communists, can rival the
Witnesses of Jehovah in the technique of masquerading under ever-changing titles.
Russell began by preaching what he termed the "Millennial Dawn," and his followers soon became known
as "Millennial Dawnists." Before long, however, Russell had adopted the title, "Zion's Watch Tower Tract
Society." In 1896 this was changed to "The Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society." In 1909 he thought
the "People's Pulpit Association" sounded better, the headquarters of which he established at Brooklyn,
New York. In 1909 he resumed the title "Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society." In 1914 the work was
being carried on as the "International Bible Students' Association."
The same tactics were adopted in the publishing of literature. In 1919 a magazine, "The Golden Age,"
appeared. In 1937 this same magazine was appearing as "Consolation." In 1946 its name was changed to
"Awake." These constant changes compelled those who had refuted the movement under one name to
begin all over again; and whilst they were catching up with current fashions, the Russellites were enabled
to gain enough recruits to get firmly established.
At last came their present and apparently permanent name. In 1931 Judge Rutherford decided that
henceforth the "Millennial Dawnists" would be known as the "Witnesses of Jehovah."
Nathan Knorr now tells us that "Jehovah God is the Founder and Organizer of the Witnesses on this earth,"
and that He Himself indicated this as "the appropriate designation of His earthly ministers." Surely it is
strange that Russell himself, the founder of the movement, had no notion of that!" For Russell died in 1916,
fifteen years before this discovery was made. And whence came the discovery? In 1931, Judge Rutherford
came across the text in Isaiah 43:10, "Ye are my witnesses, saith the Lord."
That Isaiah the prophet had the Russellites in mind over 700 years before Christ is an absurd supposition
for which not an atom of proof exists. Anticipating that difficulty, Nathan Knorr protests, "We have not
arbitrarily assumed this God-given name." Why not? "Well, we are witnessing, aren't we!" is his reply.
"What we are doing proves that the name is applicable to us." But to what are these people witnessing?
Certainly not to the truth revealed by God, as we shall see. If merely witnessing, no matter to what one
witnesses, makes one a messenger of God, then Communists, who are witnesses par excellence with their
world-wide propaganda on behalf of Marxian Socialism, have more right than the Russellites to pretend to
a divine commission. But Nathan Knorr just by-passes these difficulties. "God," he writes, "has always
had His witnesses. Abel first; then a long line through from Enoch, Noah, Abraham, Moses, Jeremiah to
John the Baptist. Taking pre-eminence over all is Christ 'the faithful and true Witness,' Who designated

others. "Ye shall be witnesses to Me unto the uttermost parts of the earth." (Acts 1:8) Jehovah's Witnesses
are merely the last of this long line of God's earthly servants."
There is, of course, no proof whatever that the Witnesses of Jehovah have any connection with the previous
witnesses mentioned. Moreover, their doctrines are a flagrant contradiction of the teachings of those
previous witnesses.
CHARLES TAZE RUSSELL
Charles Taze Russell was born in Pittsburgh, PA in 1852, the son of a draper who later established his
business in Allegheny. Charles became an earnest worker in the local Congregational Church, but was
soon obsessed with an overwhelming horror of hell and the gloomy prospects of the Calvinist theology of
that time held out the mass of humanity. Charles went about chalking up in all kinds of places warnings of
hell for unbelievers; and in 1869, at the age of 17, tried to convert an atheist whom he happened to meet.
But the atheist destroyed Russell's own faith, and he became an infidel also. Never again would he believe
in hell!
Russell, however, although he had given up attending church, could not leave his Bible alone, and soon he
discovered that the could believe in the Bible without believing in hell – for the simple reason, he says,
that the Bible does not teach the existence of hell at all.
At the age of 20 he began preaching this "good news," and with "no hell" as a most attractive plank in his
platform, soon gained followers. He sold the draper's business he had inherited from his father, and in 1878
assumed the title of "Pastor Russell," founding a new religion of his own.
He became a prolific writer, at first borrowing his ideas from the works of J. H. Paton, of Michigan, USA,
published under the title of "Day Dawn". Russell proclaimed these ideas as his own divinely-inspired
doctrines, merely substituting the title "Millennial Dawn" for "Day Dawn" to distinguish his system from
Paton's. Later he changed to the less recognizable Studies in the Scriptures.
Russell claimed to have written more explanatory books on the Bible than the combined writings of Paul,
John, Arius, Waldo, Wycliffe, and Martin Luther, whom he said to have been the six great messengers of
the Church preceding himself. He began, as did the founders of so many other Adventist sects, with the
idea that the Second Coming of Christ and the Final Judgment were near at hand; and then ranged over the
whole of Sacred Scripture, claiming an infallibility far beyond that claimed by any Pope, as an interpreter
of God's revelation. His followers accepted him as the "Seventh Messenger" or "Angel" referred to in
Ezekiel 9, and held that he would rank next after St. Paul in the "gallery of fame" as an exponent of the
Gospel of Christ, the Great Master.

Yet, what kind of a man was this Charles Taze Russell? He was certainly an expert at making money,
whether in the drapery business until he sold it, or by investments in mines and real estate, or by the selling
of his books, and of "miracle wheat." Unfortunately, he was legally compelled to restore to the purchases
the money he had obtained for his miracle wheat, on the score that it had been dishonestly extracted from
them. But honesty was not Pastor Russell's predominant virtue. Under oath in court at Hamilton, Ontario,
Canada, in 1913, he declared in support of his claims to be an expert Scripture scholar that he knew Greek.
Handed a Greek New Testament, he was forced to admit that he did not know even the Greek alphabet; and
that he knew nothing of Hebrew or of Latin, despite his pretensions to a knowledge of those languages also.
Not to know such languages is no crime, of course. But to make lying pretensions to a knowledge of them
is scarcely in keeping with claims to be a prophet of God; whilst to do so under oath is the still worse sin of
perjury.
Not less unbecoming in this self-styled prophet was the fact that his wife divorced him in 1897 on charges
of adultery with two different women, a stenographer and a housemaid; and that the judge flayed him, after
granting the divorce, for his general ill-treatment of his wife. To avoid payment of the alimony ordered by
the court, Russell promptly transferred his property, worth over $240,000, to the "Watch Tower Bible" and
"Tract Society."

Russell died on October 31, 1916, in a Santa Fe train near Pampa, TX on his way to Kansas City; and he is
now seldom mentioned by the Witnesses of Jehovah. This man, once held by his followers to rank next
after St. Paul in the "gallery of fame," has been practically forgotten by the later generation dominated by
his successor.
JUDGE J.F. RUTHERFORD
At the time of Russell's death there was a man named Joseph Franklin Rutherford serving a prison sentence
in Atlanta on a charge of sedition during the first world war then raging." This man, on his release from
prison, took over control of the Russellite organization.
Rutherford was born in 1869, and became a lawyer in 1892. Chosen as attorney for the organization, he
was shrewd enough to see its possibilities, and threw in his lot with it. As president, he wished to be
known by the impressive title of "Judge Rutherford," though he was never officially appointed as a judge.
His forceful personality set the movement definitely on its feet. He poured out unending books and
pamphlets to keep the publishing business going, teaching new doctrines of which Russell had never heard
and often quite opposed to what Russell himself had taught. It was he, as we have seen, who devised in
1931 the new title "Witnesses of Jehovah." The prominence he gave to the slogan, "Millions now living
will never die," brought crowds flocking to hear him wherever he was billed to speak. But, alas, he was not
one of the millions fated not to die.
On January 8, 1942, Judge Joseph Franklin Rutherford bade goodbye to this world in the palatial villa he
had built at San Diego, CA, as an official residence pending the return of the Lord to judge the living and
the dead.
NATHAN HOMER KNORR
On Rutherford's death, Nathan Homer Knorr was elected as president of the Watch Tower Organization.
Born in Bethlehem, Pennsylvania in 1905, he was converted to the Russellites at the age of 16 through
reading some Watch Tower publications. In 1923, aged 18, he became a full-time preacher on Sundays,
working as a packer and shipper at the Brooklyn headquarters on week-days and devoting his evenings to
the study of the Bible as interpreted by Russell and Rutherford. In 1932 he became general manager of the
Brooklyn publishing offices; in 1934 was elected to the Board of Directors; and in 1942 was chosen as
successor of Judge Rutherford, in whose place he still reigns supreme.
"THE NEW CHRISTIANITY"
The Witnesses of Jehovah conceive it to be their first duty to denounce all other religious bodies.
Rutherford declared that "religion was introduced into the world by the Devil." "For more than three
years," he declaimed, "Jesus continued to proclaim the truth and to warn the people against the practice of
religion." "For religion," declared Rutherford, "dishonors and reproaches the name of Jehovah God, whilst
Christianity honors and vindicates the name of Almighty God. This is why true Christians are always
persecuted by religionists."
It is clear from this that Rutherford uses the word religion in a sense all his own. Asked to define it on one
occasion, he said, "Religion is any form of worship practiced by creatures in recognition of some real or
supposed 'higher power,' and which practice finds support or authority only in the teaching handed down by
tradition." That the doctrines of Russell and Rutherford are but the teachings of men, to be handed down
amongst the Witnesses of Jehovah by tradition does not seem to have occurred to him!
Asked to define Christianity he replies, "Christianity means the worship of Almighty God in spirit and in
truth, in accord with the commands of God and teachings of Jesus Christ. None other are Christians. There
is no such thing as "Christian religion," because religion and Christianity are exactly opposite and
diametrically opposed one to the other." Which, of course, is absurd.
Christianity is religion, and is the true religion as opposed to all false religions – including that of the
Witnesses of Jehovah, as will be seen in the course of this document.
HATRED OF OTHER CHURCHES

One of the main duties of the Witnesses of Jehovah seems to be to pour out a torrent of abuse against all
Christian Churches, particularly against the Catholic Church. This, of course, is not a new trick. Every
would-be founder of a new religion has had to commence by denouncing all previous religions, else how
justify his new departure at all? In 1860, just 12 years before Russell thought of it, the Seventh Day
Adventists had declared that all Churches except that of the Seventh Day Adventists have been deceived by
Satan through the agency of the Papacy into the observance of Sunday. All of them constitute "Babylon,"
and are rejected by God. But this is particularly true of the Catholic Church, presided over by "Antichrist"
or the "Beast" in the person of the Pope.
Following this same line, Russell had said that, in 1878, God had rejected all existing Churches,
constituting the Russellites as His only spokesmen thenceforward. But Rutherford did not like the implied
admission that the Churches were all right till Russell appeared on the scene. He declared that, after the
resurrection of Christ, the Devil at once set to work and built a great empire, the Papacy. Later, the Devil
inspired the creation of various Protestant Churches – all of them, including even the Seventh Day
Adventists. All priests and all Protestant clergymen are of the Devil, said Rutherford. They are enemies of
God, and are simply "Antichrist." Nathan Knorr tells us that "by 1881 growing differences in basic beliefs
had created an immense chasm between the Witnesses and the orthodox Churches." The "growing"
differences were due to the Russellites inventing new and unheard-of doctrines manufactured by
themselves during the period from 1878 to 1881.
If, however, all Churches are to branded as evil, what of the Witnesses themselves? They meet this
difficulty by denying that they are a "Church" or a "Denomination." They say they can find no justification
for a "Church" or a "Hierarchy" of any kind in the Bible. That will impress nobody who has any real
knowledge and understanding of the contents of the Bible. For much is there which the Witnesses of
Jehovah say they cannot find, whilst much that they claim to find there is not there at all. But let us see
what they have to say of themselves.
They claim to be but the precursors sent by God to warn men of a "Theocratic Kingdom" at present in the
making. And they alone, of all men in this world, belong to that Theocratic Kingdom.
CIVIC DISLOYALTY
Insisting that they owe their sole loyalty to this Theocratic Kingdom, Witnesses of Jehovah refuse the
duties of earthly citizenship. The world, they say, is divided into tow opposed groups, that of the
"Theocratic Kingdom," and that of "Satan's Organization." "Satan's Organization" includes all Churches
and Governments. And just as amongst the Churches the Papacy is the "Beast" par excellence, so amongst
the nations are America and Great Britain.
"In the formation of the Hague World Court of the League of Nations," wrote Judge Rutherford, "Great
Britain and America took the lead, and this is proof that the Anglo-American Empire is the two-horned
beast." (Light, Vol. II, p. 98) The "British Israelites" won't like that, for they claim to have proved from
the Bible that Britain and America form between them the chosen people of God! But we can leave the
British Israelites and the Witnesses of Jehovah to settle that matter between themselves.
In the meantime, consistently with their false principles, the Witnesses refuse to salute the flag of any
earthly nation, are conscientious objectors to all forms of military service, and say they will fight only for
Jehovah and His people – which means for their own opinions against all who oppose them.
As a consequence of their refusal to fulfill the New Testament admonition, "Be ye subject, therefore, to
every human creature for God's sake; whether to the king as excelling, or to governors sent by him. Fear
God. Honor the king" (1st Peter 2:13-17), many Witnesses of Jehovah have been fined or jailed, whilst in
Australia and New Zealand during 1940 their organization was declared illegal. The New Zealand
Attorney-General said at the time that they were devoting themselves to "vilification of religion, of their
fellow-citizens, of the State and of the Government."
PERSECUTION COMPLEX

The Witnesses complain that they are persecuted for their religious beliefs, quite inconsistently with their
denial that their system constitutes a religion. But in any case their complaint is unjustified. Small sects
get into trouble only when their practices transgress common decency. If the Witnesses are constantly
running afoul of their communities, it is because they themselves make vile and insulting onslaughts on the
religion of others, and delight in utterances of the most outrageous civic disloyalty.
"For conscientious cussedness on the grand scale," wrote America's Saturday Evening Post, when dealing
with this subject, "no other aggregation of Americans is a match for Jehovah's Witnesses. Defiance of what
others cherish is their daily meat. They hate all religions – and say so from the house-tops. They hate all
Governments with an enthusiasm that is equally unconcealed . . . . For being generally offensive they have
been getting their heads cracked, their meetings broken up, their meeting-houses pillaged and themselves
thrown in jail.
Nathan Knorr argues that the persistence of the Witnesses in spite of severest persecution, mobbings,
beatings, tar and feather outrages, imprisonment and even death, is nothing less than miraculous and a sure
proof of their divine mission. That the fanaticism and obstinacy by which he himself would explain the
reckless zeal of Mahomet's followers could apply to the Witnesses themselves does not seem to have
occurred to him. Certainly the same inducements have been held out to them, a deadly fear of a greater evil
happening to them should they quail before lesser fears, and magnificent promises of temporal rewards
should they die in the cause of the prophets Russell and Rutherford!
A RELIGIOUS ORGANIZATION
Strangely at variance with their denunciation of all "organized religion," "Churches," "hierarchies" and
"clergy," is their own formation of a highly organized and hierarchal religious society by the Witnesses of
Jehovah!
Nathan Knorr, in his official contribution to "Religion in the Twentieth Century", begins the exposition of
his system by asserting that no man is leader of Jehovah's Witnesses, since "Jehovah God has appointed
Christ Jesus as their Leader and commander." But he declares that Christ directs affairs through a "visible
organization" with headquarters in Brooklyn, New York, USA.
The visible head on earth of this visible organization is Nathan Knorr himself. He is surrounded by a
Board of Directors, as the Pope is surrounded by a College of Cardinals. Throughout the world there are
local congregations called "Companies," which meet in "Kingdom Halls." But each "Company" has
"organizational servants" to oversee all activities. Full time field-workers, aided financially by the Society,
are called "Pioneers," and there are over 6500 of these. Every active Witness of Jehovah, however, is
regarded as "a minister ordained and commissioned by God, not by man," and must go from house to house
selling books in the territory assigned to him by his superior officers.
But if all are ordained, consecrated and commissioned by God, what is this but a hierarchy or an organized
sacred body of men with a divinely-given and graded authority? And how can Witnesses of Jehovah pour
scorn on religion and on the clergy of other Churches, yet claim exemption from military service on the
plea that they are all "ministers of religion," as they do? As for "organized religion," no Church has a more
concentrated government than they. The Year Book for 1940, page 47, lays down the law:

"Every thirty days each and every branch office in operation on the earth . . . makes a report in writing to
the president of the Society, setting forth in detail the work accomplished during the month. At the end of
the fiscal year all branch office . . . will submit to the president in writing a report covering the activities of
the Society during the year.
BIG BUSINESS
Mention of the "fiscal year" leads to a consideration of the organization's business activities.

The attack on "organized religion" comes badly from one of the most highly organized religious societies in
the world. In the same way, never was there such a religious racket as that of the Watch Tower Bible and
Tract Society, which declares all other Churches to be "rackets," engaged in "big business."
Pastor Russell founded that Society as a worldwide publishing and distributing agency for his own
writings; and Judge Rutherford kept it going for the same purpose. It has become a great money-making
concern. The publishing house at Brooklyn pours out an amazing stream of books, pamphlets and
periodicals. Since World War I, they have distributed more than 485 millions of these in over 80 different
languages.
Judge Rutherford said that these books and pamphlets are sold at "a little more than cost price," and that the
"negligible profits" go to the International Bible Students' Association. At an average of a penny profit per
sale, over two million pounds would have been raked in. As the average profit would be fourpence or even
perhaps sixpence, 10 million pounds profit over the period mentioned would be nearer the mark. Wisely,
the Year Book says that no financial statements are published, as enemies would use them "to hinder the
work of the Society."
One thing is certain. Despite its vast income, the Society devotes none of its resources to any public works
of charity. Challenged at the American Radio Commission's inquiry, Secretary Goux, of the Russellites,
admitted that their New York property alone was worth over a million dollars, and that he could not say
how much the general holdings of the Corporation were worth. When Mr. Sirovich, assisting the
Commission, asked, "Outside of preaching, have you done anything for the poor devils who find
themselves economically deprived of a living, and in starvation and hunger, or penury and want? Have you
taken any of that money to help them?" Goux replied, "That is not the purpose of this activity. That is not
the purpose of this Association. The commission entrusted to Jehovah's Witnesses is to bear testimony
among the people.
Bearing this testimony, which means distributing Rutherford's booklets, are 22,304 travelling salesmen
called "Publishers," going from house to house in their assigned districts. These people, for the most part,
work for nothing, being engaged during the week in ordinary secular employment and devoting all their
free time to "field service." Nathan Knorr explains, "Sincere persons, converted by literature, engage in the
work of distribution.
New converts, on becoming active workers, are given a card of identification to show they are recognized
as "ministers of God." It's a psychological phenomenon that so many credulous people can be so duped
and conditioned into becoming voluntary agents in such an enterprise. But nothing succeeds like success.
In 1919, at Cedar Point, Ohio, USA, 8000 Witnesses met in Convention and "girded themselves for
publishing work." At the same place, 1921, 20,000 Witnesses acclaimed the slogan, "Advertise, Advertise,
Advertise the King and the Kingdom." In more prosaic words that meant, "Propagate Rutherford's
teachings and sell his books." In 1946, at Cleveland, Ohio, USA, 80,000 Witnesses were filled with similar
enthusiasm.
In all this, the Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society never stands to lose. Voluntary distributors pay for
the books they receive; and if they give them away, do so at their own expense. Many such distributors
return, not only the full price of the books, but additional donations from their own earnings in their secular
jobs.
A further technical factor contributing to wide sales is that, as the books are offered for a "donation," and
not "sold," no hawker's license is necessary, sales are not taxable, and business may be done on Sundays. It
has all been very shrewdly devised.

Of course people have first to be converted to the new religion before they will work for it with such
devotedness; and the religion to which they have been converted we must now examine more closely.
"BIBLE-CHRISTIANS"

The Witnesses of Jehovah claim to be "Bible-Christians." Nathan Knorr tells us that "the Bible is God's
inspired Word, handed down for those now living in the last days." How he knows it to be God's Word,
who handed it down, and why it is for those now living in the "last days" any more than for those who lived
in previous ages, are subjects he prefers not to discuss. All he says is that Charles Taze Russell found "no
Christian denomination teaching what the Bible contains," and therefore "began a thorough study of the
Bible, particularly concerning Christ's Second Coming and Millennial Reign."
Unfortunately, Pastor Russell, inspired by God if we can believe his first followers, does not seem to have
been very successful. After his death in 1916, Judge Rutherford took over and promptly began to teach
doctrines very different from those of Russell. Internal dissension in the movement followed. But, writes
Nathan Knorr, "Rutherford and the Directors were overwhelmingly supported. The beaten and disgruntled
opposition force withdrew and set up an independent organization," splitting up "into many little groups of
no consequence."
Judge Rutherford, then, remains the supreme prophet of the movement, and his interpretations of the Bible
have become the Witness dogmas. Whilst the Witnesses say that they rely on what the Bible says, they rely
on what Judge Rutherford tells them it says. To the Broadcasting Commission of 1934 Secretary Goux
said, on behalf of the organization, that Rutherford's explanations of the Bible are not human opinions, but
inspired by God. Papal claims to infallibility are indeed mild in comparison with that!
In his explanations of the Bible, Rutherford followed no accepted principles of interpretation, whilst of
critical scholarship he knew absolutely nothing. To support his theories he took any text he pleased, almost
at random, and made it mean whatever he wished!
Still, his disciples insist that they are "Bible-Christians." They say that, whilst they do not believe in the
"Christian Religion," they do believe in "Christianity." They have a way of speaking all their own, which
is very difficult to follow; but it will be enough to show that their system contradicts almost every basic
Christian teaching.
"JEHOVAH GOD"
One of the first peculiarities met with in this new religion is the strange use of the expression "Jehovah
God." Nathan Knorr complains that "the masses of Christendom do not even appreciate the fact that
"Jehovah" is God's name."
But God certainly has not got a name to distinguish Him from other "gods," as Nathan Knorr himself is
distinguished by his first name from others with the same surname! Nor is even the word "Jehovah" truly
Biblical. The original authors of the Sacred Book knew nothing of it. They wrote in Hebrew the word
Yahweh, which meant literally He who is. Yahweh, therefore, was an alternative name for God, not a kind
of "Christian name" to identify God from among other divinities. "Jehovah God" is an expression found
nowhere in the Bible, and is a combination of words grotesque in the extreme.
Again, Judge Rutherford tells us in his book, "Reconciliation," that the "constellation of the seven stars
forming the Pleiades is the place of the eternal throne of God – the dwelling place of Jehovah." What kind
of a God is Rutherford's who dwells on a star? And how can the Pleiades, themselves not eternal,
constitute the eternal throne?
The Christian doctrine of the Trinity Rutherford categorically denies. "Never was there a more deceptive
doctrine advanced" he writes, "than that of the Trinity. It could have originated only in one mind, and that
the mind of Satan the Devil." "Reconciliation," (p. 101). That Christ Himself commissioned His followers
to "baptize in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost" carries no weight with
Rutherford and his disciples. They have abandoned Christianity for Unitarianism. Christ for them is not
the Eternal Son of God, nor is the Holy Spirit a Divine Person. Rutherford says that the Holy Spirit is any
power or influence exercised by God. But Christ spoke of the Holy Spirit as Personal. "The Holy Ghost,"
He said, "whom the Father will send in My name, He will teach you all things." (John 16:26)
But let us look al little more closely at Rutherford's doctrine about Christ.

CHRIST
One of the most vital questions in the Gospels is, "What think you of Christ? Whose son is he?" (Matthew
22:42) Christians have ever replied to that with the unhesitating proclamation of faith, "Son of the Living
God." But not so the Witnesses of Jehovah.
These Witnesses agree that Christ existed before He was born into this world, but say that He was himself
only a creature – the first creature made by God and used as an instrument for the creation of all else.
Russell tells us that he was "Michael the Archangel"! When, millennia after his creation, this creature
became man, his nature was completely changed from angelic and spiritual to material and human. "In
obedience to God, he gave up his spirit-being and was born of Mary as a wholly-human being."
Apparently that was the end of Michael the Archangel, a fact St. John unfortunately forgot when writing his
Apocalypse, for there he has Michael still existing side by side with the Christ into whom Russell declared
him to have been transformed!
But let us go on. When Christ died on the Cross, according to the Witnesses, he was merely a man, and his
death was the end of him; completely and absolutely the end. But a "spirit-being" emerged from the tomb
to become "a" god, not "the" God; which apparently was better than being merely Michael the Archangel
who had existed in the first place.
This doctrine that Christ was three successive and independent beings: Michael the Archangel, the man
Jesus, and the semi-divine king of the new world, is certainly not the Christian doctrine, whatever else it
may be. Most intelligent people will rightly estimate it as fantastic nonsense.
And what becomes of the basic fact in the Christian religion – the resurrection of Christ? "If Christ be not
risen," says St. Paul, "then is your faith in vain." (1st Corinthians 15:17) The Witnesses of Jehovah deny
that he is risen. "The man Christ," they say, "is dead forever." "The Person who died," Russell tells us,
"remained dead, and he will never be seen again in his human nature." What became of his body? Russell
says that no one knows. He suggests that possibly it was dissolved into gases, or super-naturally removed
by God to be preserved until He chooses to produce it as a grand memorial or trophy of Christ's work. But
it will be only a material corpse.
But we are told not to worry. If Christ is not risen in the long-accepted Christian sense of the word, he was
raised a "spirit-being," receiving immortality and divinity as a gift from God. It is all very baffling. If the
"person who died remained dead," who was the person receiving immortality and divinity? If God created
a new being to enjoy those privileges, then that new being wasn't Christ but somebody else! Yet Russell
goes on to say that Christ, despite his remaining dead, returned to his disciples after the resurrection in
separate "body-appearances" specially created for each occasion!
At the ascension, Russell tells us that Jesus, no longer human, was exalted as a "spirit-being" to the divine
nature; and that he remains an invisible spirit, having no longer any connection with our human nature. But
if "the person who died remained dead," Jesus is not merely no longer human – he is no longer in
existence! Russell may be able to think in such queer ways, but he has no right to pretend that he is giving
to his followers anything like the genuine New Testament doctrine.
"THE SECOND COMING"
Let us turn now to what is really the starting-point of the Russellite system. It is not without significance
that it begins at the end and works backways from that, instead of attempting to follow divine revelation in
the order in which God gave it. For Russell, as we have seen, began by concentrating on Christ's Second
Coming and His "Millennial Reign." A theory having been decided upon in that regard, all else had to be
distorted to fit in with it.
Russell took over from the Adventists the idea that the end of the world was very near at hand. By a
mysterious process of mathematical calculation from the prophecies, he "discovered" that the Second
Coming of Christ actually took place in 1874. If people had not the slightest idea of this, it was because
they had been led astray by Acts 1:11: "This Jesus who is taken up from you into heaven shall so come, as

you have seen Him going." Russell says that the Apostles did not see Him going, for He went invisibly as a
spirit. And, in 1874, He returned invisibly as a spirit. But not yet to this earth. He returned only to the
"upper air." In 1878, Russell further discovered, the apostles and other members of the "little flock," a
favored few, were raised to meet the Lord, and they are hovering about with Him also in the "upper air."
In 1914, because that was 2520 years after the defeat of Zedekiah in 606 B.C., there came the "end of the
times of the Gentiles." In that year, we are told, Satan began to wage a ferocious war against Christ and the
saints in the "upper air," and simultaneously "nation rose against nation" on earth in the first world-war.
Russell firmly believed that 1914 would mean the great final battle of Armageddon, the end of the world as
we know it, the descent of Christ from the "upper air," and His enthronement as King on earth for a
Millennium – after which thousand years the Final Judgment would take place.
When that did not happen, the Witnesses of Jehovah, undismayed by failure, moved the event up several
times to 1916, 1918, 1924, 1928, etc., until Judge Rutherford hit on the ingenious explanation that the
Second Coming (to the "upper air") took place as Russell had said in 1874. Christ was enthroned as King
(in the "upper air") in 1914; and in that year, juridically at least, the world as we know it came to an end. In
fact, and literally, the final destruction of all earthly kingdoms and Churches in the great final battle of
Armageddon has been postponed – until the Witnesses of Jehovah have completed their work of
proclaiming the good news of Christ's enthronement and of warning all nations of the impending
catastrophe!
Here we see again almost the same tactics as those adopted by the Seventh Day Adventists. William
Miller, the Adventist, had calculated that the Second Coming of Christ would occur on 21 March 1843.
When that failed, he said that 21 March 1844 was the correct date. He had merely made a slight mistake in
his calculations. When that also failed, he moved the date forward to 22 October 1844. But, alas, nothing
happened. Then there arose an Adventist named Hiram Edson, who had it "divinely revealed" to him that
Christ did come on the last date after all, but not by returning to this world. On that date, He entered a
"heavenly sanctuary" to begin investigating the records of all mankind, to find out who were good and who
were evil. Mrs. Ellen G. White, the accepted prophetess of the movement, then discovered that as soon as
Christ has finished auditing the books in the "heavenly sanctuary," He will descend to earth to execute
judgment – and that will take place any moment now!
Rutherford working on the same lines, refuses to say just when God will decide that the Witnesses of
Jehovah have completed their witness-work – but it will be any moment now! He even went so far as to
insist that it would be within the lifetime of his own generation. Hence his slogan, "Millions now Living
will never Die."
It is of little use to draw the attention of Witnesses of Jehovah to the series of failures in the predictions of
their inspired prophets. When the end of the world did not come on schedule, and Russell died in 1916
instead of living to see it, as he expected, Rutherford offered his followers the consoling thought that, as
Ezekiel was dumb for a year, five month and twenty-six days, so a similar period after the dumbness of
Russell in death might elapse before the end. Twenty-six years elapsed, and then Rutherford himself died
in 1942, instead of remaining among the millions who would live to see the end.
But petty details like that cannot avail with the Witnesses of Jehovah against the whole magnificent scheme
in which all others are to receive a fearful drubbing whilst they themselves are to be preserved from harm
and elevated to eternal bliss as co-rulers of the world with Christ!
ARMAGEDDON
The battle of Armageddon, which Witnesses of Jehovah interpret literally with no allowance for
apocalyptic symbolism, will begin any moment now, despite its having been unaccountably delayed for
nearly forty years. The trouble is, apparently, that Satan has not yet had sufficient time to increase all the
woes to the intense degree predicted by Scripture for the transition period.

However, the signs of the times obviously indicate that the full measure has been practically attained.
Christ, with His hosts, will soon descend from the "upper air," and in a great cataclysms the whole world
will be cleansed of all wickedness and evil-doers, safety from which will be found only in God's
organization – that of the Witnesses of Jehovah. And what then?
THE MILLENNIUM
In the Book of the Revelation (Apocalypse) 20:6, St. John speaks of Christ reigning for "a thousand years."
The true interpretation of that expression, in keeping with the whole character of the Book, must be
symbolically and not literal or numerical. It means simply "for a long period," and refers to the whole
interval between the birth of Christ into this world and His Second Coming to judge the living and the
dead.
Russell and Rutherford, however, won't have that. They take the Millennium literally, and declare that the
Second Coming of Christ will precede it. When Christ comes again, it will be reign for exactly a thousand
years on this earth; and then will come the Final Judgment. There is a slight confusion as to dates. Some
Witnesses say that since Christ came again in 1874, the Final Judgment will be in the year 2874; but other
say no, and that the period will be from 1914 till 2914.
Russell apparently held that there are to be seven millennia. The year 1874, according to him, was the
exact 6000th year from Adam's creation. That geologists have discovered human remains belonging to the
Neolithic and Paleolithic Ages, dating back to at least 20,000 years ago, was unknown to him, and would
not have worried him had he known of it. For he allowed no evidence of any kind to interfere with his
theories. There had to be six millennia to correspond with the six "working-days" of creation; and there
had to be a seventh as the "Sabbath" of millennia, and the last of them.
Since the Lord has already returned – invisibly – He is even now ruling the world in the "Millennial
Reign," and using the Witnesses to publish the fact. The "Theocratic Kingdom" has arrived. But the
fullness of Christ's reign cannot come until after Armageddon, the battle between Christ and His enemies,
which has been so unaccountably delayed.
After Armageddon, according to Russell, all the dead who have ever lived will be raised to life and be
given a second probationary period under much more favorable conditions, with Satan bound and a
continual evangelistic campaign to help them to make the right choice.
Even on the basis of 6000 years of history wrongly held by Russell, this would mean over 250 million
millions of people on this earth simultaneously, covering it so thickly that not all would be able to sit down
together! Russell's successors, having had their attention drawn to the absurdity of this, now say that not all
who have ever lived will return, but only those "faithful ones" who were not so incorrigibly wicked as to
forfeit any claim to a second chance. The latter will just remain in their state of annihilation.
DENIAL OF IMMORTALITY
The doctrine of annihilation at death leads to the problem of the nature of the human soul. According to
Russell and his followers, man has not "got" a soul; he "is" a soul. And his soul is his body. When a man's
body dies, his soul just ceases to be. There is no spiritual soul, immortal of its very nature. "Death," says
Russell, "means total annihilation. There are no souls anywhere awaiting a resurrection. No human being
who has ever lived and died exists any longer.
Russell was not impressed by any of the references in Scripture to the living reality of the Patriarchs and
Prophets after death, such as Abraham, Moses, Elias, Samuel and others. When confronted with the words
of Christ to the dying thief, "Amen, I say to thee – this day thou shalt be with me in paradise," he said that
the proper Greek reading of the text is, "Amen, I say to thee this day – thou shalt be with me in paradise."
With all the Greek scholars of the world against him, this man who did not know even the Greek alphabet,
tells us that the Greek meant that!
But on Russell's own principles, how can he hold that there will ever be a resurrection of anybody? There's
nobody to resurrect! Resurrection does not mean extinction and re-creation. Completely non-existent

beings cannot receive bodies as before. If the dead are completely out of existence, any newly existent
beings will be completely different beings, and not those who previously lived at all!
Yet Nathan Knorr, instead of saying, "Since Jehovah's Witnesses believe in resurrection, they believe man
possess an immortal soul," inconsequently says just the opposite. He argues that precisely because they
believe in resurrection, they do not believe man possess an immortal soul! However, though we won't exist
to come back, according to the doctrines of the Witnesses of Jehovah, we are all going to come back to
have our second chance during the Millennium – unless, of course, we are among the "millions now living
who will never die."
THE SECOND CHANCE
During the "Millennium," then, in the "Theocratic Kingdom," men will again be offered eternal life, on the
terms of the New Covenant. This life is not our only probation. Despite the fact that nowhere in the Bible
is hope held out for any further probation after death; despite the express teaching of Scripture that "it is
appointed unto man once to die, and after that the judgment" (Hebrews 9:27); despite the evident finality of
Our Lord's warning, "This night thy soul will be required of thee" (Luke 12:20), the Witnesses tell us that
we are to have our lives all over again, and that nothing that took place in this life is going to count. All
will depend on the way we behave under the much better millennial conditions.
As the "Millennium" has already commenced, one would think we should be living under those conditions
now! But things haven't been running to timetable. However, as soon as the Witnesses of Jehovah have
sufficiently witnessed, Armageddon will be upon us, the resurrection of the dead will take place, and all
men will be able to try again.
JUDGMENT
At the end of the Millennium, in 2874 or 2914, will come the Final Judgment. God will then establish His
new world of righteousness, and completely vindicate His name. Satan, who has been imprisoned for the
thousand years, will be let out to spread evil by crafty means. All will then be tempted and tested.
Those who survive successfully this final testing will be divided into two classes.
The first class, called the "Consecrated Class," or the "Overcoming Class," will be a "little flock," limited to
144,000, as declared in the Book of Revelation. These will go as spirit-beings to the upper air, to live and
reign with Christ the divine in a kingdom not of this world. They will have "inherent" life, eternal, and
emancipated from the necessity of all food and nourishment. Needless to say, these will all be Witnesses of
Jehovah, though which Witnesses of Jehovah will share this "heavenly glory" with Christ is an anxiety to
the more than a million present members of the organization!
The second class will consist of all the rest of the saved. These will be left in that flesh and blood which
cannot inherit the Kingdom of Heaven. This earth will be their eternal home. "The righteous rule of the
heavenly Kingdom," writes Nathan Knorr, "will descend earthward and effect the answer to the prayer:
Thy will be done on earth as it is in Heaven." The saved on earth will constitute the "other sheep" as
opposed to the "little flock" in the heavenly places. They will fulfill God's plan to extend Edenic conditions
earth-wide, and have it inhabited by a righteous race of men and women; and in them will be fulfilled God's
promise of the earth to the meek, to be their inheritance. These will not have "inherent" life, but will live
on earth's food supply in everlasting peace, free from war, oppression, sickness and death. And they will
increase and multiply and populate the earth. What will result from a constant multiplication of human
beings in this world, with no one ever dying, can only be left to the reader's imagination!
And what of those who do not survive successfully their final testing? They will be annihilated, together
with the Devil and all his angels. The Witnesses of Jehovah deny all suffering in another life. The dead,
they say, are non-existent; therefore there is no purgatory. At the Final Judgment, the willfully wicked will
be exterminated; therefore there's no hell. When the Bible speaks of hell, according to them, it merely
means the grave. Any hell of eternal punishment is just a myth.
SECRET OF SUCCESS

This brief glance at the inconsistent and almost incoherent system of religion invented by Pastor Russell
and amplified and altered in many ways by Judge Rutherford, leaves on wondering how it manages to
thrive. Witnesses of Jehovah will say that the fact of its growth surely argues to its truth. But other sects
with totally different doctrines, yet of similar expansion, would have to be admitted as true on that score.
So we must look elsewhere for an explanation.
Firstly, it must not be overlooked that the Witnesses of Jehovah make their appeal chiefly to professing
Christians who have drifted from their Churches, and who know little or nothing of Christian doctrine.
When these people hear the Churches they have forsaken denounced, they find quite a consolation in the
thought that, not they themselves, but the "Churches" are to blame for their neglect of religion. Their
lingering attachment to a vague Christian sentiment then makes then listen sympathetically to claims by
agents of the "International Bible Students' Association" that what is needed is a return to Bible
Christianity. And they know so little of their religion that they fail to realize how opposed to the teachings
of Christ is the mockery of the Bible put before them by the Witnesses in the name of "truth."
Secondly, among such lapsed Christians, besides ignorance, credulity and superstition are very prevalent.
Figures from the Department of Justice in USA indicate that less than one per cent of the Witnesses of
Jehovah have had a secondary education, whilst fifteen per cent have had less than a normal primary
education. Credulity and superstition have moved them to accept on the authority of Charles Taze Russell
and Judge Joseph Franklin Rutherford what has been put before them.
Thirdly, for this they were disposed by world conditions, their own uneasy conscience, and their innate
pride. One of the greatest assets of the Witnesses of Jehovah has been the failure of scientific progress to
produce Utopia. The world's poverty and insecurity have made many of the poorer classes clutch at the
idea of the early return of Christ, with an ensuing peace and security. Their own uneasy conscience over
the neglect of their duties to God has been consoled by the new doctrine that there is no hell. Ingersoll, it is
true, had denounced the idea of hell. But he was an infidel, and could scarcely be trusted. Yet here were
teachers from God assuring them in the name of religion that hell does not exist. Such an assurance could
not fail to appeal to such people.
Meantime, the constant repetition of extravagant threats about the fearful fate soon to overtake
Christendom, to escape which one had only to become a Witness of Jehovah and devote oneself to selling
booklets, had an additional effect. It is a fact that the atom-bomb scare in America has given a new boost
to the Witnesses of Jehovah, many people imagining the end of the world and Armageddon to be really at
hand.
Nor must we overlook the subtle appeal to pride and covetousness; the pride of knowing, like the Gnostics
of old, esoteric and occult doctrines which the greatest of Christian theologians have failed to grasp; the
pride of becoming masters of the world, triumphing like a kind of religious proletariat over the religious
capitalists who remained faithful to the spiritual treasures they themselves have forsaken.
These and many other reasons account for conversion to the Witnesses of Jehovah. Truth certainly does
not.
ESTIMATE
What must be our estimate, then, of this new religion? Can we regard it as other than an absurd, false,
blasphemous and extremely dangerous travesty of Christianity?
The absurdity of the whole sorry scheme, so utterly unworthy of an infinitely wise Creator, is surely selfevident. The predications of Russell and Rutherford, the self-appointed prophets of the movement, have
been proved false over and over again, compelling them to have recourse to subterfuge after subterfuge.
For the Creeds of Christendom, embodying the "faith once delivered to the saints" (Jude 3), we are given a
new creed, one of deadly novelties and fallacies. The doctrines of the Holy Trinity, of the Divinity of
Christ, of the Personality of the Holy Spirit, of the bodily resurrection of Christ, and of the Church as
established by Him are all blatantly denied. The New Testament teaching about the Eucharist and the
Sacraments is ignored as if it did not so much as exist. The immortality of the human soul is rejected.

The positive doctrines of this freak religion – for thus only can it be rightly described – are ridiculous in
the extreme. What reasonable person could believe that Christ, though He did not rise from the dead, was
supplanted by some newly created "spirit-being" who as "a" god, but not "the" God, and who returned to
the "upper air" of this world, there to be enthroned as King, in 1874! Who could believe that there He – or
this substitute being – is waiting until the Witnesses have witnessed sufficiently to His plans, when he will
descend for the great final battle of Armageddon and for a millennial reign of a thousand years on this
earth, after which He will turn this earth into an eternal, material paradise!
Spiritually, the whole system is utterly bankrupt. One will read through the whole flood of literature
published by this Russell-Rutherford organization without finding any inculcation of the basic Christian
virtues of humility, of repentance of sin, or of charity. No genuine love of God or of one's neighbor finds
expression there. There is no emphasis on character-building, on self-conquest, on the necessity of taking
up one's cross and following Christ Our Lord. The supreme message of this caricature of Christianity is
"Read, believe, and sell Russell's and Rutherford's books, speak of God as 'Jehovah' and of all Churches
and Governments as 'Antichrist' – this do, and thou shalt be saved!"
The very doctrine of this system, that people can sin with impunity in this life, cannot but encourage
wickedness, immorality and depravity. "God never punishes, either in this life nor in the next," declared
Russell; despite the fact that the law of retribution is insisted upon all through Sacred Scripture. However
badly people behave in this life, according to the Witnesses of Jehovah,l it does not really matter, since our
moral choices now have no effect whatever upon our eternal future. All are annihilated at death, and there's
no purgatory, no hell. If, as Russell says, all are to be raised again and given a second chance, everything
will depend on how we behave then, not on how we behave now. Witnesses of Jehovah even say that the
more wicked a man has been in this life, the more likely he is to make good in the next! And even if he
doesn't, he will merely be put painlessly out of existence, to experience no future evil consequences
whatever of his contemptuous defiance of God.
No one who retains any real respect for Holy Scripture, for God, for Christ, for his fellow-men, for his own
human dignity and intelligence, can do anything but reject utterly this counterfeit religion invented by
Russell and Rutherford, and so pathetically propagated by their deluded Witnesses of Jehovah.
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One Hundred Fifty Reasons I'm Catholic
And You Should Be Too!
by Dave Armstrong
1. Best One-Sentence Summary: I am convinced that the Catholic Church conforms much more closely to
all of the biblical data, offers the only coherent view of the history of Christianity (i.e., Christian, apostolic
Tradition), and possesses the most profound and sublime Christian morality, spirituality, social ethic, and
philosophy.
2. Alternate: I am a Catholic because I sincerely believe, by virtue of much cumulative evidence, that
Catholicism is true, and that the Catholic Church is the visible Church divinely-established by our Lord
Jesus, against which the gates of hell cannot and will not prevail (Mt 16:18), thereby possessing an
authority to which I feel bound in Christian duty to submit.
3. 2nd Alternate: I left Protestantism because it was seriously deficient in its interpretation of the Bible
(e.g., "faith alone" and many other "Catholic" doctrines - see evidences below), inconsistently selective in
its espousal of various Catholic Traditions (e.g., the Canon of the Bible), inadequate in its ecclesiology,
lacking a sensible view of Christian history (e.g., "Scripture alone"), compromised morally (e.g.,
contraception, divorce), and unbiblically schismatic, anarchical, and relativistic. I don't therefore believe
that Protestantism is all bad (not by a long shot), but these are some of the major deficiencies I eventually
saw as fatal to the "theory" of Protestantism, over against Catholicism. All Catholics must regard baptized,
Nicene, Chalcedonian Protestants as Christians.
4. Catholicism isn't formally divided and sectarian (Jn 17:20-23; Rom 16:17; 1 Cor 1:10-13).
5. Catholic unity makes Christianity and Jesus more believable to the world (Jn 17:23).
6. Catholicism, because of its unified, complete, fully supernatural Christian vision, mitigates against
secularization and humanism.
7. Catholicism avoids an unbiblical individualism which undermines Christian community (e.g., 1 Cor
12:25-26).
8. Catholicism avoids theological relativism, by means of dogmatic certainty and the centrality of the
papacy.
9. Catholicism avoids ecclesiological anarchism - one cannot merely jump to another denomination when
some disciplinary measure or censure is called for.
10. Catholicism formally (although, sadly, not always in practice) prevents the theological relativism which
leads to the uncertainties within the Protestant system among laypeople.
11. Catholicism rejects the "State Church," which has led to governments dominating Christianity rather
than vice-versa.
12. Protestant State Churches greatly influenced the rise of nationalism, which mitigated against universal
equality and Christian universalism (i.e., Catholicism).
13. Unified Catholic Christendom (before the 16th century) had not been plagued by the tragic religious
wars which in turn led to the "Enlightenment," in which men rejected the hypocrisy of inter-Christian
warfare and decided to become indifferent to religion rather than letting it guide their lives.
14. Catholicism retains the elements of mystery, supernatural, and the sacred in Christianity, thus opposing
itself to secularization, where the sphere of the religious in life becomes greatly limited.

15. Protestant individualism led to the privatization of Christianity, whereby it is little respected in societal
and political life, leaving the "public square" barren of Christian influence.
16. The secular false dichotomy of "church vs. world" has led committed orthodox Christians, by and large,
to withdraw from politics, leaving a void filled by pagans, cynics, unscrupulous, and power-hungry.
Catholicism offers a framework in which to approach the state and civic responsibility.
17. Protestantism leans too much on mere traditions of men (every denomination stems from one Founder's
vision. As soon as two or more of these contradict each other, error is necessarily present).
18. Protestant churches (esp. evangelicals), are far too often guilty of putting their pastors on too high of a
pedestal. In effect, every pastor becomes a "pope," to varying degrees (some are "super-popes"). Because of
this, evangelical congregations often experience a severe crisis and/or split up when a pastor leaves, thus
proving that their philosophy is overly man-centered, rather than God-centered.
19. Protestantism, due to lack of real authority and dogmatic structure, is tragically prone to
accommodation to the spirit of the age, and moral faddism.
20. Catholicism retains apostolic succession, necessary to know what is true Christian apostolic Tradition.
It was the criterion of Christian truth used by the early Christians.
21. Many Protestants take a dim view towards Christian history in general, esp. the years from 313
(Constantine's conversion) to 1517 (Luther's arrival). This ignorance and hostility to Catholic Tradition
leads to theological relativism, anti-Catholicism, and a constant, unnecessary process of "reinventing the
wheel."
22. Protestantism from its inception was anti-Catholic, and remains so to this day (esp. evangelicalism).
This is obviously wrong and unbiblical if Catholicism is indeed Christian (if it isn't, then - logically neither is Protestantism, which inherited the bulk of its theology from Catholicism). The Catholic Church,
on the other hand, is not anti-Protestant.
23. The Catholic Church accepts the authority of the great Ecumenical Councils (see, e.g., Acts 15) which
defined and developed Christian doctrine (much of which Protestantism also accepts).
24. Most Protestants do not have bishops, a Christian office which is biblical (1 Tim 3:1-2) and which has
existed from the earliest Christian history and Tradition.
25. Protestantism has no way of settling doctrinal issues definitively. At best, the individual Protestant can
only take a head count of how many Protestant scholars, commentators, etc. take such-and-such a view on
Doctrine X, Y, or Z. There is no unified Protestant Tradition.
26. Protestantism arose in 1517, and is a "Johnny-come-lately" in the history of Christianity. Therefore it
cannot possibly be the "restoration" of "pure", "primitive" Christianity, since this is ruled out by the fact of
its absurdly late appearance. Christianity must have historic continuity or it is not Christianity.
Protestantism is necessarily a "parasite" of Catholicism, historically and doctrinally speaking.
27. The Protestant notion of the "invisible church" is also novel in the history of Christianity and foreign to
the Bible (Mt 5:14; Mt 16:18), therefore untrue.
28. When Protestant theologians speak of the teaching of early Christianity (e.g., when refuting "cults"),
they say "the Church taught . . ." (as it was then unified), but when they refer to the present they
instinctively and inconsistently refrain from such terminology, since universal teaching authority now
clearly resides only in the Catholic Church.

29. The Protestant principle of private judgment has created a milieu (esp. in Protestant America) in which
(invariably) man-centered "cults" such as Jehovah's Witnesses, Mormonism, and Christian Science arise.
The very notion that one can "start" a new, or "the true" Church is Protestant to the core.
30. The lack of a definitive teaching authority in Protestant (as with the Catholic magisterium) makes many
individual Protestants think that they have a direct line to God, notwithstanding all of Christian Tradition
and the history of biblical exegesis (a "Bible, Holy Spirit and me" mentality). Such people are generally
under-educated theologically, unteachable, lack humility, and have no business making presumed
"infallible" statements about the nature of Christianity.
31. Evangelicalism's "techniques" of evangelism are often contrived and manipulative, certainly not
directly derived from the text of the Bible. Some even resemble brainwashing to a degree.
32. The gospel preached by many evangelical Protestant evangelists and pastors is a truncated and
abridged, individualistic and ear-tickling gospel, in effect merely "fire insurance" rather than the biblical
gospel as proclaimed by the Apostles.
33. Evangelicalism often separates profound, life-transforming repentance and radical discipleship from its
gospel message. The Lutheran Bonhoeffer called this "cheap grace."
34. The absence of the idea of submission to spiritual authority in Protestantism has leaked over into the
civic arena, where the ideas of personal "freedom," "rights," and "choice" now dominate to such an extent
that civic duty, communitarianism, and discipline are tragically neglected, to the detriment of a healthy
society.
35. Catholicism retains the sense of the sacred, the sublime, the holy, and the beautiful in spirituality. The
ideas of altar, and "sacred space" are preserved. Many Protestant churches are no more than "meeting halls"
or "gymnasiums" or "barn"-type structures. Most Protestants' homes are more esthetically striking than
their churches. Likewise, Protestants are often "addicted to mediocrity" in their appreciation of art, music,
architecture, drama, the imagination, etc.
36. Protestantism has largely neglected the place of liturgy in worship (with notable exceptions such as
Anglicanism and Lutheranism). This is the way Christians had always worshiped down through the
centuries, and thus can't be so lightly dismissed.
37. Protestantism tends to oppose matter and spirit, favoring the latter, and is somewhat Gnostic or Docetic
in this regard.
38. Catholicism upholds the "incarnational principle," wherein Jesus became flesh and thus raised flesh and
matter to new spiritual heights.
39. Protestantism greatly limits or disbelieves in sacramentalism, which is simply the extension of the
incarnational principle and the belief that matter can convey grace. Some sects (e.g., Baptists, many
Pentecostals) reject all sacraments.
40. Protestants' excessive mistrust of the flesh ("carnality") often leads to (in evangelicalism or
fundamentalism) an absurd legalism (no dancing, drinking, card-playing, rock music, etc.).
41. Many Protestants tend to separate life into categories of "spiritual" and "carnal," as if God is not Lord
of all of life. It forgets that all non-sinful endeavors are ultimately spiritual.
42. Protestantism has removed the Eucharist from the center and focus of Christian worship services. Some
Protestants observe it only monthly, or even quarterly. This is against the Tradition of the early Church.

43. Most Protestants regard the Eucharist symbolically, which is contrary to universal Christian Tradition
up to 1517, and the Bible (Mt 26:26-28; Jn 6:47-63; 1 Cor 10:14-22; 1 Cor 11:23-30), which hold to the
Real Presence (another instance of the antipathy to matter).
44. Protestantism has virtually ceased to regard marriage as a sacrament, contrary to Christian Tradition
and the Bible (Mt 19:4-5; 1 Cor 7:14; 1 Cor 7:39; Eph 5:25-33).
45. Protestantism has abolished the priesthood (Mt 18:18) and the sacrament of ordination, contrary to
Christian Tradition and the Bible (Acts 6:6; Acts 14:22; 1 Tim 4:14; 2 Tim 1:6).
46. Catholicism retains the Pauline notion of the spiritual practicality of a celibate clergy (e.g., Mt 19:12, 1
Cor 7:8, 1 Cor 7:27, 1 Cor 7:32-33).
47. Protestantism has largely rejected the sacrament of confirmation (Acts 8:18, Heb 6:2-4), contrary to
Christian Tradition and the Bible.
48. Many Protestants have denied infant baptism, contrary to Christian Tradition and the Bible (Acts 2:3839; Acts 16:15; Acts 16:33; Acts 18:8; 1 Cor 1:16; Col 2:11-12). Protestantism is divided into five major
camps on the question of baptism.
49. The great majority of Protestants deny baptismal regeneration, contrary to Christian Tradition and the
Bible (Mk 16:16; Jn 3:5; Acts 2:38; Acts 22:16; Rom 6:3-4; 1 Cor 6:11; Titus 3:5).
50. Protestants have rejected the sacrament of anointing of the sick (Extreme Unction / "Last Rites"),
contrary to Christian Tradition and the Bible (Mk 6:13; 1 Cor 12:9, 1 Cor 12:30; Jas 5:14-15).
51. Protestantism denies the indissolubility of sacramental marriage and allows divorce, contrary to
Christian Tradition and the Bible (Gen 2:24; Mal 2:14-16; Mt 5:32; Mat 19:6, Mat 19:9; Mk 10:11-12; Lk
16:18; Rom 7:2-3; 1 Cor 7:10-14; 1 Cor 7:39).
52. Protestantism doesn't believe procreation to be the primary purpose and benefit of marriage (it isn't part
of the vows, as in Catholic matrimony), contrary to Christian Tradition and the Bible (Gen 1:28; Gen 28:3,
Ps 107:38; Ps 127:3-5).
53. Protestantism sanctions contraception, in defiance of universal Christian Tradition (Catholic, Orthodox,
and Protestant) up until 1930 - when the Anglicans first allowed it - and the Bible (Gen 38:8-10; Gen
41:52; Ex 23:25-26; Lev 26:9; Deut 7:14; Ruth 4:13; Lk 1:24-25). Now, only Catholicism retains the
ancient Tradition against the "anti-child" mentality.
54. Protestantism (mostly its liberal wing) has accepted abortion as a moral option, contrary to universal
Christian Tradition until recently (sometime after 1930), and the Bible (e.g., Ex 20:13; Job 31:15; Ps
139:13-16; Isa 44:2; Isa 49:5; Jer 1:5; Jer 2:34; Lk 1:15; Lk 1:41; Rom 13:9-10).
55. Protestantism (largely liberal denominations) allow women pastors (and even bishops, as in
Anglicanism), contrary to Christian Tradition (inc. traditional Protestant theology) and the Bible (Mt 10:14; 1 Tim 2:11-15; 1 Tim 3:1-12; Titus 1:6).
56. Protestantism is, more and more, formally and officially compromising with currently fashionable
radical feminism, which denies the roles of men and women, as taught in the Bible (Gen 2:18-23; 1 Cor
11:3-10) and maintained by Christian Tradition (differentiation of roles, but not of equality).
57. Protestantism is also currently denying, with increasing frequency, the headship of the husband in
marriage, which is based upon the headship of the Father over the Son (while equal in essence) in the
Trinity, contrary to Christian Tradition and the Bible (1 Cor 11:3; Eph 5:22-33; Col 3:18-19; 1 Pet 3:1-2).
This too, is based on a relationship of equality (1 Cor 11:11-12; Gal 3:28; Eph 5:21).

58. Liberal Protestantism (most notably Anglicanism) has even ordained practicing homosexuals as pastors
and blessed their "marriages," or taught that homosexuality is merely an involuntary, "alternate" lifestyle,
contrary to formerly universal Christian Tradition, as the Bible clearly teaches (Gen 19:4-25; Rom 1:18-27;
1 Cor 6:9). Catholicism stands firm on traditional morality.
59. Liberal Protestantism, and evangelicalism increasingly, have accepted "higher critical" methods of
biblical interpretation which lead to the destruction of the traditional Christian reverence for the Bible, and
demote it to the status of largely a human, fallible document, to the detriment of its divine, infallible
essence.
60. Many liberal Protestants have thrown out many cardinal doctrines of Christianity, such as the
Incarnation, Virgin Birth, the Bodily Resurrection of Christ, the Trinity, Original Sin, hell, the existence of
the devil, miracles, etc.
61. The founders of Protestantism denied, and Calvinists today deny, the reality of human free will
(Luther's favorite book was his Bondage of the Will). This is both contrary to the constant premise of the
Bible, Christian Tradition, and common sense.
62. Classical Protestantism had a deficient view of the Fall of Man, thinking that the result was "total
depravity." According to Luther, Zwingli, Calvin, and Calvinists, man could only do evil of his own
volition, and had no free will to do good. He now has a "sin nature." Catholicism believes that, in a
mysterious way, man cooperates with the grace which always precedes all good actions. In Catholicism,
man's nature still retains some good, although he has a propensity to sin ("concupiscence").
63. Classical Protestantism, and Calvinism today, make God the author of evil. He supposedly wills that
men do evil and violate His precepts without having any free will to do so. This is blasphemous, and turns
God into a demon.
64. Accordingly (man having no free will), God, in classical Protestant and Calvinist thought, predestines
men to hell, although they had no choice or say in the matter all along!
65. Classical Protestantism and Calvinism, teach falsely that Jesus died only for the elect (i.e., those who
will make it to heaven).
66. Classical Protestantism (esp. Luther), and Calvinism, due to their false view of the Fall, deny the
efficacy and capacity of human reason to know God to some extent (both sides agree that revelation and
grace are also necessary), and oppose it to God and faith, contrary to Christian Tradition and the Bible (Mk
12:28; Lk 10:27; Jn 20:24-29; Acts 1:3; Acts 17:2, Acts 17:17, Acts 17:22-34; Acts 19:8). The best
Protestant apologists today simply hearken back to the Catholic heritage of St. Aquinas, St. Augustine, and
many other great thinkers.
67. Pentecostal or charismatic Protestantism places much too high an emphasis on spiritual experience, not
balancing it properly with reason, the Bible, and Tradition (including the authority of the Church to
pronounce on the validity of "private revelations").
68. Other Protestants (e.g., many Baptists) deny that spiritual gifts such as healing are present in the current
age (supposedly they ceased with the apostles).
69. Protestantism has contradictory views of church government, or ecclesiology (episcopal, Presbyterian,
congregational, or no collective authority at all), thus making discipline, unity and order impossible. Some
sects even claim to have "apostles" or "prophets" among them, with all the accompanying abuses of
authority resulting therefrom.
70. Protestantism (esp. evangelicalism) has an undue fascination for the "end of the world," which has led
to unbiblical date-setting (Mt 24:30-44; Mt 25:13; Lk 12:39-40) and much human tragedy among those
who are taken in by such false prophecies.

71. Evangelicalism's over-emphasis on the "imminent end" of the age has often led to a certain "pie-in-the
sky" mentality, to the detriment of social, political, ethical, and economic sensibilities here on earth.
72. Protestant thought has the defining characteristic of being "dichotomous," i.e., it separates ideas into
more or less exclusive and mutually-hostile camps, when in fact many of the dichotomies are simply
complementary rather than contradictory. Protestantism is "either-or," whereas Catholicism takes a "bothand" approach. Examples follow:
73. Protestantism pits the Word (the Bible, preaching) against sacraments.
74. Protestantism sets up inner devotion and piety against the Liturgy.
75. Protestantism opposes spontaneous worship to form prayers.
76. Protestantism separates the Bible from the Church.
77. Protestantism creates the false dichotomy of Bible vs. Tradition.
78. Protestantism pits Tradition against the Holy Spirit.
79. Protestantism considers Church authority and individual liberty and conscience contradictory.
80. Protestantism (esp. Luther) sets up the Old Testament against the New Testament, even though Jesus
did not do so (Mt 5:17-19; Mk 7:8-11; Lk 24:27; Lk 24:44; Jn 5:45-47).
81. On equally unbiblical grounds, Protestantism opposes law to grace.
82. Protestantism creates a false dichotomy between symbolism and sacramental reality (e.g., baptism,
Eucharist).
83. Protestantism separates the Individual from Christian community (1 Cor 12:14-27).
84. Protestantism pits the veneration of saints against the worship of God. Catholic theology doesn't permit
worship of saints in the same fashion as that directed towards God. Saints are revered and honored, not
adored, as only God the Creator can be.
85. The anti-historical outlook of many Protestants leads to individuals thinking that the Holy Spirit is
speaking to them, but has not, in effect, spoken to the multitudes of Christians for 1500 years before
Protestantism began!
86. Flaws in original Protestant thought have led to even worse errors in reaction. E.g., extrinsic
justification, devised to assure the predominance of grace, came to prohibit any outward sign of its
presence ("faith vs. works," "sola fide"). Calvinism, with its cruel God, turned men off to such an extent
that they became Unitarians (as in New England). Many founders of cults of recent origin started out
Calvinist (Jehovah's Witnesses, Christian Science, The Way International, etc.).
87. Evangelicalism is unbiblically obsessed (in typically American fashion) with celebrities (TV
Evangelists).
88. Evangelicalism is infatuated with the false idea that great numbers in a congregation (or rapid growth)
are a sign of God's presence in a special way, and His unique blessing. They forget that Mormonism is also
growing by leaps and bounds. God calls us to faithfulness rather than to "success," obedience, not flattering
statistics.
89. Evangelicalism often emphasizes numerical growth rather than individual spiritual growth.

90. Evangelicalism is presently obsessed with self-fulfillment, self-help, and oftentimes, outright
selfishness, rather than the traditional Christian stress on suffering, sacrifice, and service.
91. Evangelicalism has a truncated and insufficient view of the place of suffering in the Christian life.
Instead, "health-and-wealth" and "name-it-and-claim-it" movements within Pentecostal Protestantism are
flourishing, which have a view of possessions not in harmony with the Bible and Christian Tradition.
92. Evangelicalism has, by and large, adopted a worldview which is, in many ways, more capitalist than
Christian. Wealth and personal gain is sought more than godliness, and is seen as a proof of God's favor, as
in Puritan, and secularized American thought, over against the Bible and Christian teaching.
93. Evangelicalism is increasingly tolerating far-left political outlooks not in accord with Christian views,
esp. at its seminaries and colleges.
94. Evangelicalism is increasingly tolerating theological heterodoxy and liberalism, to such an extent that
many evangelical leaders are alarmed, and predict a further decay of orthodox standards.
95. "Positive confession" movements in Pentecostal evangelicalism have adopted views of God (in effect)
as a "cosmic bellhop," subject to man's frivolous whims and desires of the moment, thus denying God's
absolute sovereignty and prerogative to turn down any of man's improper prayer requests (Jas 4:3; 1 Jn
5:14).
96. The above sects usually teach that anyone can be healed who has enough "faith," contrary to Christian
Tradition and the Bible (e.g., Job, St. Paul's "thorn in the flesh," usu. considered a disease by most
Protestant commentators).
97. Evangelicalism, by its own self-critiques, is badly infected with pragmatism, the false philosophical
view that "whatever works is true, or right." The gospel, esp. on TV, is sold in the same way that
McDonalds hawks hamburgers. Technology, mass-market and public relations techniques have largely
replaced personal pastoral care and social concern for the downtrodden, irreligious, and unchurched
masses.
98. Sin, in evangelicalism, is increasingly seen as a psychological failure or a lack of self-esteem, rather
than the willful revolt against God that it is.
99. Protestantism, in all essential elements, merely borrows wholesale from Catholic Tradition, or distorts
the same. All doctrines upon which Catholics and Protestants agree, are clearly Catholic in origin (Trinity,
Virgin Birth, Resurrection, 2nd Coming, Canon of the Bible, heaven, hell, etc.). Those where Protestantism
differs are usually distortions of Catholic forerunners. E.g., Quakerism is a variant of Catholic Quietism.
Calvinism is an over-obsession with the Catholic idea of the sovereignty of God, but taken to lengths
beyond what Catholicism ever taught (denial of free will, total depravity, double predestination, etc.).
Protestant dichotomies such as faith vs. works, come from nominalism, which was itself a corrupt form of
Scholasticism, never dogmatically sanctioned by the Catholic Church. Whatever life or truth is present in
each Protestant idea, always is derived from Catholicism, which is the fulfillment of the deepest and best
aspirations within Protestantism.
100. One of Protestantism's foundational principles is sola Scriptura, which is neither a biblical (see below),
historical (nonexistent until the 16th century), nor logical (it's self-defeating) idea:
101. The Bible doesn't contain the whole of Jesus' teaching, or Christianity, as many Protestants believe
(Mk 4:33; Mk 6:34; Lk 24:15-16; Lk 24:25-27; Jn 16:12; Jn 20:30; Jn 21:25; Acts 1:2-3).
102. Sola Scriptura is an abuse of the Bible, since it is a use of the Bible contrary to its explicit and implicit
testimony about itself and Tradition. An objective reading of the Bible leads one to Tradition and the
Catholic Church, rather than the opposite. The Bible is, in fact, undeniably a Christian Tradition itself!

103. The NT was neither written nor received as the Bible at first, but only gradually so (i.e., early
Christianity couldn't have believed in sola Scriptura like current Protestants, unless it referred to the OT
alone).
104. Tradition is not a bad word in the Bible. Gk. paradosis refers to something handed on from one to
another (good or bad). Good (Christian) Tradition is spoken of in 1 Cor 11:2; 2 Thess 2:15, 2 Thess 3:6,
and Col 2:8. In the latter it is contrasted with traditions of men.
105. Christian Tradition, according to the Bible, can be oral as well as written (2 Thess 2:15; 2 Tim 1:1314; 2 Tim 2:2). St. Paul makes no qualitative distinction between the two forms.
106. The phrases "word of God" or "word of the Lord" in Acts and the epistles almost always refer to oral
preaching, not to the Bible itself. Much of the Bible was originally oral (e.g., Jesus' entire teaching- He
wrote nothing -St. Peter's sermon at Pentecost, etc.).
107. Contrary to many Protestant claims, Jesus didn't condemn all tradition any more than St. Paul did.
E.g., Mt 15:3,6; Mk 7:8-9, Mk 7:13, where He condemns corrupt Pharisaical tradition only. He says "your
tradition."
108. Gk. paradidomi, or "delivering" Christian, apostolic Tradition occurs in Lk 1:1-2; Rom 6:17; 1 Cor
11:23; 1 Cor 15:3; 2 Pet 2:21; Jude 3. Paralambano, or "receiving" Christian Tradition occurs in 1 Cor
15:1-2; Gal 1:9,12; 1 Thess 2:13.
109. The concepts of "Tradition," "gospel," "word of God," "doctrine," and "the Faith" are essentially
synonymous, and all are predominantly oral. E.g., in the Thessalonian epistles alone St. Paul uses 3 of these
interchangeably (2 Thess 2:15; 2 Thess 3:6; 1 Thess 2:9,13 (cf. Gal 1:9; Acts 8:14). If Tradition is a dirty
word, then so is "gospel" and "word of God"!
110. St. Paul, in 1 Tim 3:15, puts the Church above Bible as the grounds for truth, as in Catholicism.
111. Protestantism's chief "proof text" for sola Scriptura, 2 Tim 3:16, fails, since it says that the Bible is
profitable, but not sufficient for learning and righteousness. Catholicism agrees it is great for these
purposes, but not exclusively so, as in Protestantism. Secondly, when St. Paul speaks of "Scripture" here,
the NT didn't yet exist (not definitively for over 300 more years), thus he is referring to the OT only. This
would mean that NT wasn't necessary for the rule of faith, if sola Scriptura were true, and if it were
supposedly alluded to in this verse!
112. The above 11 factors being true, Catholicism maintains that all its Tradition is consistent with the
Bible, even where the Bible is mute or merely implicit on a subject. For Catholicism, every doctrine need
not be found primarily in the Bible, for this is Protestantism's principle of sola Scriptura. On the other hand,
most Catholic theologians claim that all Catholic doctrines can be found in some fashion in the Bible, in
kernel form, or by (usu. extensive) inference.
113. As thoughtful evangelical scholars have pointed out, an unthinking sola Scriptura position can turn
into "bibliolatry," almost a worship of the Bible rather than God who is its Author. This mentality is similar
to the Muslim view of Revelation, where no human elements whatsoever were involved. Sola Scriptura,,
rightly understood from a more sophisticated Protestant perspective, means that the Bible is the final
authority in Christianity, not the record of all God has said and done, as many evangelicals believe.
114. Christianity is unavoidably and intrinsically historical. All the events of Jesus' life (Incarnation,
Crucifixion, Resurrection, Ascension, etc.) were historical, as was the preaching of the apostles. Tradition,
therefore, of some sort, is unavoidable, contrary to numerous shortsighted Protestant claims that sola
Scriptura annihilates Tradition. This is true both for matters great (ecclesiology, trinitarianism, justification)
and small (church budgets, type of worship music, lengths of sermons, etc.). Every denial of a particular
tradition involves a bias (hidden or open) towards one's own alternate tradition (E.g., if all Church authority

is spurned, even individualistic autonomy is a "tradition," which ought to be defended as a Christian view
in some fashion).
115. Sola Scriptura literally couldn't have been true, practically speaking, for most Christians throughout
history, since the movable-type printing press only appeared in the mid-15th century. Preaching and oral
Tradition, along with things like devotional practices, Christian holidays, church architecture and other
sacred art, were the primary carriers of the gospel for 1400 years. For all these centuries, sola Scriptura
would have been regarded as an absurd abstraction and impossibility.
116. Protestantism claims that the Catholic Church has "added to the Bible." The Catholic Church replies
that it has merely drawn out the implications of the Bible (development of doctrine), and followed the
understanding of the early Church, and that Protestants have "subtracted" from the Bible by ignoring large
portions of it which suggest Catholic positions. Each side thinks the other is "unbiblical," but in different
ways.
117. Sola Scriptura is Protestantism's "Achilles' Heel." Merely invoking sola Scriptura is no solution to the
problem of authority and certainty as long as multiple interpretations exist. If the Bible were so clear that
all Protestants agreed simply by reading it with a willingness to accept and follow its teaching, this would
be one thing, but since this isn't the case by a long shot (the multiplicity of denominations), sola Scriptura is
a pipe-dream at best. About all that all Protestants agree on is that Catholicism is wrong! Of all Protestant
ideas, the "clarity" or perspicuity of the Bible is surely one of the most absurd and the most demonstrably
false by the historical record.
118. Put another way, having a Bible does not render one's private judgment infallible. Interpretation is just
as inevitable as tradition. The Catholic Church therefore, is absolutely necessary in order to speak
authoritatively and to prevent confusion, error, and division.
119. Catholicism doesn't regard the Bible as obscure, mysterious, and inaccessible, but it is vigilant to
protect it from all arbitrary and aberrant exegesis (2 Pet 1:20, 3:16). The best Protestant traditions seek to
do the same, but are inadequate and ineffectual since they are divided.
120. Protestantism has a huge problem with the Canon of the NT. The process of determining the exact
books which constitute the NT lasted until 397 A.D., when the Council of Carthage spoke with finality,
certainly proof that the Bible is not "self-authenticating," as Protestantism believes. Some sincere, devout,
and learned Christians doubted the canonicity of some books which are now in the Bible, and others
considered books as Scripture which were not at length included in the Canon. St. Athanasius in 367 was
the first to list all 27 books in the NT as Scripture.
121. The Council of Carthage, in deciding the Canon of the entire Bible in 397, included the so-called
"Apocryphal" books, which Protestants kicked out of the Bible (i.e., a late tradition). Prior to the 16th
century Christians considered these books Scripture, and they weren't even separated from the others, as
they are today in the Protestant Bibles which include them. Protestantism accepts the authority of this
Council for the NT, but not the OT, just as it arbitrarily and selectively accepts or denies other conciliar
decrees, according to their accord with existing Protestant "dogmas" and biases.
122. Contrary to Protestant anti-Catholic myth, the Catholic Church has always revered the Bible, and
hasn't suppressed it (it protested some Protestant translations, but Protestants have often done the same
regarding Catholic versions). This is proven by the laborious care of monks in protecting and copying
manuscripts, and the constant translations into vernacular tongues (as opposed to the falsehoods about only
Latin Bibles), among other plentiful and indisputable historical evidences. The Bible is a Catholic book,
and no matter how much Protestants study it and proclaim it as peculiarly their own, they must
acknowledge their undeniable debt to the Catholic Church for having decided the Canon, and for
preserving the Bible intact for 1400 years. How could the Catholic Church be "against the Bible," as antiCatholics say, yet at the same time preserve and revere the Bible profoundly for so many years? The very
thought is so absurd as to be self-refuting. If Catholicism is indeed as heinous as anti-Catholics would have

us believe, Protestantism ought to put together its own Bible, instead of using the one delivered to them by
the Catholic Church, as it obviously could not be trusted!
123. Protestantism denies the Sacrifice of the Mass, contrary to Christian Tradition and the Bible (Gen
14:18; Ps 110:4; Isa 66:18,21; Mal 1:11; Heb 7:24-25; Heb 13:10; Rev 5:1-10/cf. Rev 8:3; Rev 13:8).
Catholicism, it must be emphasized, doesn't believe that Jesus is sacrificed over and over at each Mass;
rather, each Mass is a representation of the one Sacrifice at Calvary on the Cross, which transcends space
and time, as in Rev 13:8.
124. Protestantism disbelieves, by and large, in the development of doctrine, contrary to Christian Tradition
and many implicit biblical indications. Whenever the Bible refers to the increasing knowledge and maturity
of Christians individually and (particularly) collectively, an idea similar to development is present. Further,
many doctrines develop in the Bible before our eyes ("progressive revelation"). Examples: the afterlife, the
Trinity, acceptance of Gentiles. And doctrines which Protestantism accepts whole and entire from
Catholicism, such as the Trinity and the Canon of the Bible, developed in history, in the first three centuries
of Christianity. It is foolish to try and deny this. The Church is the "Body" of Christ, and is a living
organism, which grows and develops like all living bodies. It is not a statue, simply to be cleaned and
polished over time, as many Protestants seem to think.
125. Protestantism separates justification from sanctification, contrary to Christian Tradition and the Bible
(e.g., Mt 5:20; Mat 7:20-24; Rom 2:7-13; 1 Cor 6:11; 1 Pet 1:2).
126. Protestantism pits faith against works (sola fide), which is a rejection of Christian Tradition and the
explicit teaching of the Bible (Mt 25:31-46; Lk 18:18-25; Jn 6:27-29; Gal 5:6; Eph 2:8-10; Phil 2:12-13;
Phil 3:10-14; 1 Thess 1:3; 2 Thess 1:11; Heb 5:9; Jas 1:21-27; Jas 2:14-16). These passages also indicate
that salvation is a process, not an instantaneous event, as in Protestantism.
127. Protestantism rejects the Christian Tradition and biblical teaching of merit, or differential reward for
our good deeds done in faith (Mt 16:27; Rom 2:6; 1 Cor 3:8-9; 1 Pet 1:17; Rev 22:12).
128. Protestantism's teaching of extrinsic, imputed, forensic, or external justification contradicts the
Christian Tradition and biblical doctrine of infused, actual, internal, transformational justification (which
inc. sanctification): Ps 51:2-10; Ps 103:12; Jn 1:29; Rom 5:19; 2 Cor 5:17; Heb 1:3; 1 Jn 1:7-9.
129. Many Protestants (esp. Presbyterians, Calvinists and Baptists) believe in eternal security, or,
perseverance of the saints (the belief that one can't lose his "salvation," supposedly obtained at one point in
time). This is contrary to Christian Tradition and the Bible: 1 Cor 9:27; Gal 4:9; Gal 5:1,4; Col 1:22-3; 1
Tim 1:19-20; 1 Tim 4:1; 1 Tim 5:15; Heb 3:12-14; Heb 6:4-6; Heb 10:26,29,39; Heb 12:14-15; 2 Pet 2:15,
2 Pet 2:20-21; Rev 2:4-5.
130. Contrary to Protestant myth and anti-Catholicism, the Catholic Church doesn't teach that one is saved
by works apart from preceding and enabling grace, but that faith and works are inseparable, as in James 1
and 2. This heresy of which Catholicism is often charged, was in fact condemned by the Catholic Church at
the Second Council of Orange in 529 A.D. It is known as Pelagianism, the view that man could save
himself by his own natural efforts, without the necessary supernatural grace from God. A more moderate
view, Semi-Pelagianism, was likewise condemned. To continue to accuse the Catholic Church of this
heresy is a sign of both prejudice and manifest ignorance of the history of theology, as well as the clear
Catholic teaching of the Council of Trent (1545-63), available for all to see. Yet the myth is strangely
prevalent.
131. Protestantism has virtually eliminated the practice of confession to a priest (or at least a pastor),
contrary to Christian Tradition and the Bible (Mt 16:19; Mt 18:18; Jn 20:23).
132. Protestantism disbelieves in penance, or temporal punishment for (forgiven) sin, over against Christian
Tradition and the Bible (e.g., Num 14:19-23; 2 Sam 12:13-14; 1 Cor 11:27-32; Heb 12:6-8).

133. Protestantism has little concept of the Tradition and biblical doctrine of mortifying the flesh, or,
suffering with Christ: Mt 10:38; 16:24: Rom 8:13,17; 1 Cor 12:24-6; Phil 3:10; 1 Pet 4:1,13.
134. Likewise, Protestantism has lost the Tradition and biblical doctrine of vicarious atonement, or
redemptive suffering with Christ, of Christians for the sake of each other: Ex 32:30-32; Num 16:43-8; 25:613; 2 Cor 4:10; Col 1:24; 2 Tim 4:6.
135. Protestantism has rejected the Tradition and biblical doctrine of purgatory, as a consequence of its
false view of justification and penance, despite sufficient evidence in Scripture: Is 4:4; 6:5-7; Micah 7:8-9;
Mal 3:1-4; 2 Maccabees 12:39-45; Mt 5:25-6; 12:32; Lk 16:19-31 (cf. Eph 4:8-10; 1 Pet 3:19-20); 1 Cor
3:11-15; 2 Cor 5:10; Rev 21:27.
136. Protestantism has rejected (largely due to misconceptions and misunderstanding) the Catholic
developed doctrine of indulgences, which is, simply, the remission of the temporal punishment for sin (i.e.,
penance), by the Church (on the grounds of Mt 16:19; 18:18, and Jn 20:23). This is no different than what
St. Paul did, concerning an errant brother at the Church of Corinth. He first imposed a penance on him (1
Cor 5:3-5), then remitted part of it (an indulgence: 2 Cor 2:6-11). Just because abuses occurred prior to the
Protestant Revolt (admitted and rectified by the Catholic Church), is no reason to toss out yet another
biblical doctrine. It is typical of Protestantism to burn down a house rather than to cleanse it, to "throw the
baby out with the bath water."
137. Protestantism has thrown out prayers for the dead, in opposition to Christian Tradition and the Bible
(Tobit 12:12; 2 Maccabees 12:39-45; 1 Cor 15:29; 2 Tim 1:16-18; also verses having to do with purgatory,
since these prayers are for the saints there).
138. Protestantism rejects, on inadequate grounds, the intercession of the saints for us after death, and the
correspondent invocation of the saints for their effectual prayers (Jas 5:16). Christian Tradition and the
Bible, on the other hand, have upheld this practice: Dead saints are aware of earthly affairs (Mt 22:30 w/ Lk
15:10 and 1 Cor 15:29; Heb 12:1), appear on earth to interact with men (1 Sam 28:12-15; Mt 17:1-3, 27:5053; Rev 11:3), and therefore can intercede for us, and likewise be petitioned for their prayers, just as are
Christians on earth (2 Maccabees 15:14; Rev 5:8; 6:9-10).
139. Some Protestants disbelieve in Guardian Angels, despite Christian Tradition and the Bible (Ps 34:7;
91:11; Mt 18:10; Acts 12:15; Heb 1:14).
140. Most Protestants deny that angels can intercede for us, contrary to Christian Tradition and the Bible
(Rev 1:4; 5:8; 8:3-4).
141. Protestantism rejects Mary's Immaculate Conception, despite developed Christian Tradition and
indications in the Bible: Gen 3:15; Lk 1:28 ("full of grace" Catholics interpret, on linguistic grounds, to
mean "without sin"); Mary as a type of the Ark of the Covenant (Lk 1:35 w/ Ex 40:34-8; Lk 1:44 w/ 2 Sam
6:14-16; Lk 1:43 w/ 2 Sam 6:9: God's Presence requires extraordinary holiness).
142. Protestantism rejects Mary's Assumption, despite developed Christian Tradition and biblical
indications: If Mary was indeed sinless, she would not have to undergo bodily decay at death (Ps 16:10;
Gen 3:19). Similar occurrences in the Bible make the Assumption not implausible or "unbiblical" per se
(Enoch: Gen 5:24 w/ Heb 11:5; Elijah: 2 Ki 2:11; Paul: 2 Cor 12:2-4; the Protestant doctrine of the
"Rapture": 1 Thess 4:15-17; risen saints: Mt 27:52-3).
143. Many (most?) Protestants deny Mary's perpetual virginity, despite Christian Tradition (inc. the
unanimous agreement of the Protestant founders (Luther, Calvin, Zwingli, etc.), some Protestant support,
and several biblical evidences, too involved to briefly summarize.
144. Protestantism denies Mary's Spiritual Motherhood of Christians, contrary to Christian Tradition and
the Bible (Jn 19:26-7: "Behold thy mother"; Rev 12:1,5,17: Christians described as "her seed.") Catholics
believe that Mary is incomparably more alive and holy than we are, hence, her prayers for us are of great

effect (Jas 5:16; Rev 5:8; 6:9-10). But she is our sister with regard to our position of creatures vis-à-vis the
Creator, God. Mary never operates apart from the necessary graces from her Son, and always glorifies Him,
not herself, as Catholic theology stresses.
145. Protestantism rejects the papacy, despite profound Christian Tradition, and the strong evidence in the
Bible of Peter's preeminence and commission by Jesus as the Rock of His Church. No one denies he was
some type of leader among the apostles. The papacy as we now know it is derived from this primacy: Mt
16:18-19; Lk 22:31-2; Jn 21:15-17 are the most direct "papal" passages. Peter's name appears first in all
lists of apostles; even an angel implies he is their leader (Mk 16:7), and he is accepted by the world as such
(Acts 2:37-8,41). He works the first miracle of the Church age (Acts 3:6-8), utters the first anathema (Acts
5:2-11), raises the dead (Acts 9:40), first receives the Gentiles (Acts 10:9-48), and his name is mentioned
more often than all the other disciples put together (191 times). Much more similar evidence can be found.
146. The Church of Rome and the popes were central to the governance and theological direction and
orthodoxy of the Christian Church from the beginning. This is undeniable. All of the historical groups now
regarded as heretical by Protestants and Catholics alike were originally judged as such by popes and/or
Ecumenical Councils presided over and ratified by popes.
147. Protestantism, in its desperation to eke out some type of historical continuity apart from the Catholic
Church, sometimes attempts to claim a lineage from medieval sects such as the Waldenses, Cathari, and
Albigensians (and sometimes earlier groups such as the Montanists or Donatists). However, this endeavor
is doomed to failure when one studies closely what these sects believed. They either retain much Catholic
teaching anathema to Protestants or hold heretical notions antithetical to Christianity altogether (Catholic,
Protestant, and Orthodox), or both, making this Protestant theory quite dubious at best.
148. Catholic has the most sophisticated and thoughtful Christian socio-economic and political philosophy,
a mixture of "progressive" and "conservative" elements distinct from the common-place political rhetoric
and Machiavellianism which typically dominate the political arena. Catholicism has the best view of church
in relation to the state and culture as well.
149. Catholicism has the best Christian philosophy and worldview, worked out through centuries of
reflection and experience. As in its theological reflection and development, the Catholic Church is ineffably
wise and profound, to an extent truly amazing, and indicative of a sure divine stamp. I used to marvel, just
before I converted, at how the Catholic Church could be so right about so many things. I was accustomed to
thinking, as a good evangelical, that the truth was always a potpourri of ideas from many Protestant
denominations and Catholicism and Orthodoxy (selected by me), and that none "had it all together." But,
alas, the Catholic Church does, after all!
150. Last but by no means least, Catholicism has the most sublime spirituality and devotional spirit,
manifested in a thousand different ways, from the monastic ideal, to the heroic celibacy of the clergy and
religious, the Catholic hospitals, the sheer holiness of a Thomas a Kempis or a St. Ignatius and their great
devotional books, countless saints - both canonized and as yet unknown and unsung, Mother Teresa, Pope
John Paul II, Pope John XXIII, the early martyrs, St. Francis of Assisi, the events at Lourdes and Fatima,
the dazzling intellect of John Henry Cardinal Newman, the wisdom and insight of Archbishop Fulton
Sheen, St. John of the Cross, the sanctified wit of a Chesterton or a Muggeridge, elderly women doing the
Stations of the Cross or the Rosary, Holy Hour, Benediction, kneeling - the list goes on and on. This
devotional spirit is unmatched in its scope and deepness, despite many fine counterparts in Protestant and
Orthodox spirituality.

Why I Am a Catholic?
(from The Baltimore Catechism, 1955, Appendix)
With a supplemental article on the question

WHY DO CATHOLICS PRAY FOR THE DEAD?
by Fr. John A. O'Brien, (1944)

Our reason points out the truth of the Catholic religion by these principles:

1. There is a God.
2. The soul of man is immortal.
3. All men are obliged to practice religion.
4. The religion God has revealed through Christ is worthy of belief.
5. Christ established a Church which all are obliged to join.
6. The only true Church of Christ is the Catholic Church.
How can we prove that there is a God? We can prove that there is a God because this vast universe could not have
come into existence, nor be so beautiful and orderly, except by the almighty power and the wisdom of an eternal and
intelligent Being.
How can we prove that the soul of man is immortal? We can prove that the soul of man is immortal because
man's acts of intelligence are spiritual; therefore, his soul must be a spiritual being, not dependent on matter, and
hence not subject to decay or death.
How can we prove that all men are obliged to practice religion? We can prove that all men are obliged to
practice religion because all men are entirely dependent on God and must recognize that dependence by honoring
Him and praying to Him.
How can we prove that the religion God has revealed through Christ is worthy of belief? We can prove that the
religion God has revealed through Christ is worthy of belief, because:
1. Jesus Christ, announcing Himself as the ambassador and the true Son of God, whose coming was foretold by the
prophets, preached doctrines which He said all must believe.
2. Christ worked wonderful miracles, which show that the God of truth approved His teachings.
How can we prove that Christ established a Church which all are obliged to join? We can prove that Christ
established a Church which all are obliged to join, because:
1. He gathered a group of disciples, and called it His Church.
2. He promised that this Church would last until the end of time.
3. He declared that all men must believe and be baptized, that is, join His Church, in order to be saved.

How can we prove that the only true Church of Christ is the Catholic Church? We can prove that the only true
Church of Christ is the Catholic Church because:
1. Only the Catholic Church possesses the marks of the Church established by Christ, that is, unity, holiness,
catholicity, and apostolicity.
2. The history of the Catholic Church gives evidence of miraculous strength, permanence, and unchangeableness,
thus showing the world that it is under the special protection of God.

IS THE CATHOLIC CHURCH THE TRUE CHURCH?
1. What is the Catholic idea of the Church of Christ?
The Church is that visible society of men upon earth which was founded by Jesus Christ, guaranteed by Him to exist
all days until the end of the world, and sent by Him to teach all nations with His own authority. It is one definite
society for man's spiritual good, and its members are bound together by the profession of the same and complete
Christian faith, by the same Sacraments and worship, and by submission to the same spiritual authority vested in the
successors of St. Peter the present successor being the Bishop of Rome.
2. When did the Church established by Christ get the name Catholic?
Christ left the adoption of a name for His Church to those whom He commissioned to teach all nations. Christ called
the spiritual society He established, "My Church" (Mt. xvi, 18), "the Church" (Mt. xviii, 17). In order to have a
distinction between the Church and the Synagogue and to have a distinguishing name from those embracing Judaic
and Gnostic errors we find St. Ignatius (50-107 A.D.) using the Greek word "Katholicos" (universal) to describe the
universality of the Church established by Christ. St. Ignatius was appointed Bishop of Antioch by St. Peter, the
Bishop of Rome. It is in his writings that we find the word Catholic used for the first time. St. Augustine, when
speaking about the Church of Christ, calls it the Catholic Church 240 times in his writings.
3. What positive proof have you that the Catholic Church is the only true Church?
The proof lies in the fact that the Catholic Church alone corresponds exactly to the exact religion established by
Christ. Now the Christian religion is that religion which—
(a) Was founded by Christ personally;
(b) Has existed continuously since the time of Christ;
(c) Is Catholic or universal, in accordance with Christ's command to go to all the world and teach all nations;
(d) Demands that all her members admit the same doctrine;
(e) Exercises divine authority over her subjects, since Christ said that if a man would not hear the Church he would
be as the heathen.
Now the Catholic Church alone can claim—
(a) To have been founded by Christ personally. All other Churches disappear as you go back through history. Christ
said, "Thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build My Church." Matt. XVI, 18. There are many claimants to the
honor of being Christ's Church. But among all non-Catholic Churches, we find one built on a John Wesley; another
on a Martin Luther; another on a Mrs. Eddy, etc. But the Catholic Church alone can possibly claim to have been
built on Peter, the chief of the Apostles, and one-time Bishop of Rome.
(b) To have existed in all the centuries since Christ.
(c) That every one of her members admits exactly the same essential doctrines.
(d) To be Catholic or universal.
(e) To speak with a voice of true authority in the name of God.
4. Where in Scripture does It mention that Christ founded any such system?
In general, Christ terms His Church a kingdom, which supposes some organized authority. However the explicit
steps in the establishing of an authoritative hierarchy are clear. Christ chose certain special men. "You have not
chosen Me: but I have chosen you." Jn. XV., 16. He gave them His own mission. "As the Father hath sent Me, I also

send you." Jn. XX., 21. This commission included His teaching authority: "Teach all nations ... whatsoever I nave
commanded you." Matt. XXVIII, 19-20; His power to sanctify -"Baptizing them," Matt. XXVIII., 19-forgiving sin,
"Whose sins you shall forgive, they are forgiven," Jn. XX., 23—offering sacrifice, "Do this for a commemoration of
Me." 1 Cor. XL, 24; His legislative or disciplinary power - "He who hears you, hears Me, and he who despises you
despises Me," Lk. X., 16; "Whatsoever you shall bind on earth, shall be bound also in Heaven," Matt. XVIII., 18. "If
a man will not hear the Church, let him be to thee as the heathen," Matt. XVIII., 17. The Apostles certainly
exercised these powers from the beginning. Thus we read in the Acts of the Apostles, "They were all persevering in
the doctrine of the Apostles," II., 42. St. Paul himself did not hesitate to excommunicate the incestuous Corinthian. 1
Cor. V, 3-5. And he wrote to the Hebrews, "Obey your prelates, and be subject to them." Heb. XIIII., 17.
5. Cannot the Congregationaliat make out an equally strong case for a universal Spiritual Brotherhood, but
with local independence of churches?
There is no evidence of independent local churches in Scripture, nor in primitive documents. There is evidence that
there were distinct groups of Christians in various places, just as there are Catholics in New York under one Bishop,
and Catholics in London under another. All true Christians certainly formed a universal spiritual brotherhood, as
Catholics do today; but local autonomy existed only in the sense that there were Bishops in charge of various
localities, the Bishops themselves being subject to St. Peter, and after his death, to the successor of St. Peter.
6. Whilst I walk in the Spirit, I do not think it necessary to be subject to any visible organization.
You may say that you believe it unnecessary. But pay attention to the words of Christ I have just quoted. He thought
it necessary, and He has the right to map out the kind of religion we accept. If Christians had to accept such
disciplinary authority in the time of the Apostles, they must accept it now. Christianity is Christianity. It does not
change with the ages. If it did, it would lose its character, and not remain the religion of Christ, to which religion
alone He attached His promises. And remember His prediction that His flock would be one fold with one shepherd.
Jn. X, 14-16. You would have sheep, not gathered into one fold, but straying anywhere and everywhere, having no
shepherd with any real authority over them.
7. Why do yon reserve the Hierarchical authority to men? Why not give women a chance?
His name and with His authority. St. Paul explicitly forbids women to attempt to exercise such functions. People
who would ordain women in the Church seem to believe that they know more about Christianity than St. Paul. 1
Cor. XIV, 34-35, says: "Let women keep silence in the churches; for it is not permitted them to speak, but to be
subject, as also the law saith. But if they would learn anything, let them ask their husbands at home. For it is a
shame for a woman to speak in the Church." America is today a marvelous example of how people obey the Bible.
1 Tim. II, 11-12 says, "Let the women learn in silence, with all subjection. But I suffer not a woman to teach, nor to
use authority over the man; but to be in silence."
8. Protestant principles demand that the Catholic Church is wrong,
They must say that the Catholic Church is wrong or else why are they Protestants? Yet they must also admit that not
one of their denominations has any right to declare itself to be the one True Church. And that, for the simple reason
that Christ did not establish any institution which could be known by men to be His Church.
9. You Catholics claim to see what cannot be seen.
We Catholics claim that Christ did establish a visible and discoverable Church. You Protestants do not deny that
Christ established a church of some kind. But you must deny that the Catholic Church is the True Church prior to
the Reformation, or there could be no excuse for setting up the Protestant Churches. Yet, since these Protestant
Churches did not exist prior to the Reformation, where was the True Church then? There is but one way out. It was
there invisible! And it is here today—invisible.
10. Luther said that the True Church consisted of the Saints, the Saints being true believers whose sins are
not imputed to them, but who have the merits of Christ imputed to them instead. People belong to the True
Church by the invisible bond of grace. And as no man can judge who are in God's grace and who are not, no
man can definitely locate the True Church in this world.
From this we can say that the Catholic Church must be wrong in her claim to be the True Church precisely because
she can be identified and located in this world. The Protestant Churches must at least be more right because they
don't claim to be right. For although the Church is for men, it is undiscoverable by men. The only right answer to the
question, "Where is the True Church?" is that nobody can say. Luther's idea is not antiquated by any means.

Recently I read a Protestant clergyman's article in a Sunday newspaper, maintaining that "the Church does not make
saints; saints make the Church." But alas for the theory! Those alone would then be members of the Church who are
in a state of grace. "Fall into sin and you fall out of the Church" would then be the rule! Yet Christ says clearly that
many not in the grace and friendship of God will belong to His Church. He likened that Church to a net holding
good and bad fish. Matt. XIII, 47-48. The net was to be quite good, but there would be bad fish within it. It was to
be as a field with cockle and wheat growing side by side. Matt. XIII, 24-30. Or again, the members of the Church
would be like the ten virgins, five with oil in their lamps, and five without. Matt. XXV, 1-12. It is certain, then, that
the Church is not composed only of those with God's grace within their souls. Some other bond must be found
which unites men within the fold of the Church of Christ.
11. How about the invisible theory?
The invisible theory is useless, unreasonable, and against the teachings of Christ. That any Protestant Church is
the visible Church of Christ, the authorized guide of all nations, directly established, commissioned, and guaranteed
by Him, will not bear examination. The Catholic Church alone fulfills requirements. Christ certainly intended that
men of good will should be able to find and become members of the True Church of this world. His Church was to
be a visible organization.
12. What do you mean by a visible organization?
When I say that the True Church must be a visible Church I intend the word in a very special sense. As I can find the
visible brick building representing a Presbyterian, Episcopalian or Lutheran Church in the same sense I can certainly
discover the visible building used by the community. But that is not the sense I intend when speaking of the
visibility of the True Church. I mean that the True Church must be obviously existent in this world, and that it must
always have obvious signs distinguishing it as the True Church from all other claimants.
13. Did Christ establish any Church?
Christ certainly intended His Church to be visible and discoverable, not only as an existent fact in this world but as
being His. Talk of a purely invisible bond of grace fails utterly in the presence of Christ's words likening His
Church to a city which, set upon a hill, "cannot be hidden." Matt. V, 14. If He establishes a Church to which He
invites all men to come, it must be a Church discernible as His. The Apostles and the early Fathers condemn schism,
which can only mean separation from a visible, historical, and organized Church. Were the Church not a discernible
Church, the forbidding of schism would be absurd. No man would know whether he had left the True Church or not.
St. Cyprian who died as early as 258 A. D. had no misgivings on the subject. "Whoever is separated from the
Church," he wrote, "is separated from the promises of Christ; nor will he who leaves the Church of Christ obtain the
salvation of Christ. He becomes a foreigner and an enemy. One cannot have God as a Father who has not the Church
as his mother." If a man who is separated from the Church is separated from the promises of Christ, it is of the
utmost importance that he should be able to know which is the True Church to which he must cling.

WHY DO CATHOLICS PRAY FOR THE DEAD?
by Fr. John A. O'Brien, (1944)
"Why do Catholics pray for the dead?" is a question frequently asked by our non-Catholic fellow citizens. Since the
practice of praying for the souls of the deceased is based upon the doctrine of Purgatory which was abandoned by
the Reformers in the sixteenth century, and is now practically unknown among their followers, the latter are
naturally at a loss to understand the Catholic custom of praying for their departed brethren, or as it is commonly
called, "the devotion to the poor souls."
The Church keeps this devotion before the eyes of her children by setting aside the second of November as All
Souls' Day, permitting her priests to celebrate three Masses on that day for the souls of the departed, and by
designating the entire month of November as the month of special devotion for the poor souls. Let us invite our nonCatholic friends to investigate with us the basis of this devotion in Scripture, Tradition and in reason.
The Scriptures encourage us to pray not only for one another on earth, and to invoke the intercession of the saints
and angels, but they encourage us to pray for the souls of our deceased brethren as well. In the second Book of
Machabees it is narrated that after Judas had defeated Gorgias, he came with his company to bury the Jews slain in
the battle. "Making a gathering, he sent twelve drachmas of silver to Jerusalem for sacrifice to be offered for the sins
of the dead." He did not regard their sins to be grievous, "because he considered that they who had fallen asleep with

godliness had great grace laid up for them." The sacred writer then expresses the doctrine involved herein: "It is,
therefore, a holy and wholesome thought to pray for the dead, that they maybe loosed from their sins." (12:43-46).
"Yet So As By Fire "
While our dissenting brethren do not acknowledge the Books of Machabees to be inspired, they must at least admit
them to be faithful historical records that bear witness to the Jewish faith centuries before Christ. As a matter of fact,
they rest upon the same authority as Isaias, St. John, and all the other books in the Bible—the infallible teaching
authority of the Church which has declared all the books in the Bible to be inspired.
Our Saviour speaks of the forgiveness of sins in "the world to come" (Matt. 12: 32) which refers to Purgatory
according to St. Augustine and St. Gregory the Great. In his letter to the Corinthians, St. Paul tells us that "every
man's work shall be manifest" on the Lord's day. "The fire," he continues, "shall try every man's work of what sort it
is. If any man's work abide," that is if his works are righteous, "he shall receive a reward. If any man's work burn,"
that is if his works are faulty and imperfect, "he shall suffer loss; but he himself shall be saved, yet so as by fire." (I
Cor. 3: 13-15). In these words St. Paul tells us that the soul of such a man will be ultimately saved, though he will
suffer for a time the purifying flames of Purgatory.
Voices of the Martyrs
This is the unanimous interpretation of the Fathers of the early Church and the continuing tradition of the
intervening centuries. It speaks to us from the tombs of the martyrs and from the catacombs where lie the bodies of
the early Christians. In going through the catacombs of St. Calixtus under the hills of Rome, the writer saw a number
of inscriptions echoing still the last words of the dying Christians: "In your prayers remember us who have gone
before you." "Mayest thou have eternal light in Christ," was the answering prayer of those who remained behind.
"Inscriptions such as these," reports Monsignor Barnes, "are found upon the tomb of many Christians in the first
three centuries." (The Early Church in the Light of the Monuments, 149-157).
This Apostolic custom of praying for the dead is frequently referred to in the writing of the Fathers of both the East
and West. Tertullian (160-240) in two different passages speaks of anniversary Masses:
"We make on one day every year oblations for the dead, as for their birthdays." (De Cor. Mil., 8) "The faithful
widow prays for the soul of her husband, and begs for him in the interim repose, and participation in the first
resurrection, and offers prayers on the anniversary of his death." (De Monag., 10).
In his funeral sermon over the Emperor Theodosius, St. Ambrose, Bishop of Milan, said:
"Give perfect rest to Thy servant Theodosius, that rest which Thou has prepared for Thy saints. I have loved him,
and therefore will I follow him unto the land of the living; nor will I leave him until by tears and prayers I shall lead
him whither his merits summon him, unto the holy mountain of the Lord." (De Obitu., Theod., 36, 37.)
Testimony of St. Augustine
One of the most touching incidents which have come down to us from the writings of the Fathers upon this subject is
from the pen of St. Augustine, who lived in the beginning of the fifth century. This scholarly Bishop relates that
when his mother was dying, she made this last request of him:
"Lay this body anywhere; let not the care of it in any way disturb you. This only I request of you, that you would
remember me at the altar of the Lord, wherever you be." (Confessions, Book 9.)
The memory of that request drew from her son this fervent prayer:
"I, therefore, O God of my heart, do now beseech Thee for the sins of my mother. Hear me through the medicine of
the wounds that hung upon the wood . . . May she, then, be in the peace with her husband. . . . And inspire, my Lord.
. . . Thy servants, my brethren, whom with voice and heart and pen I serve, that as many as shall read these words
may remember at Thy Altar, Monica, Thy servant . . " (Ibid)
In this incident there is reflected the universal custom of the early Church of praying for the dead, as well as her
belief in a state called Purgatory.
--------------------------

FINIS

Virgin and Statue Worship
Quizzes to a Street Preacher
by Fr. Chas. M. Carty, Rev. Dr. L. Rumble, M.S.C.
1. Why do you Catholics worship Mary as a goddess?
It would be mortal sin for any Catholic to regard Mary as a goddess. If a Catholic expressed such a
belief to a priest in Confession he would be refused absolution unless he promised to renounce such as an
absurd idea. If you wish to attack Catholic doctrine, at least find out what Catholics do believe before you
begin. We Catholics do not give worship to Mary, the Mother of Christ, but what we do give to her is the
best that we can in the giving, namely, homage, veneration, reverence, but never worship. We have enough
intelligence to know that Mary the woman who gave human bone, human flesh, and human feature to the
Savior of Mankind was not a goddess but a human member of the human race. Although she is a member
of our race we hail her as the First Lady of Heaven and of Earth.
2. The genealogies of Christ as given by the Gospel afford one much difficulty. If Jesus was not the
son of Joseph, why is His genealogy traced through Joseph?
Jesus was not the natural son of Joseph. But Mary, who was the Mother of Jesus, was related to Joseph,
whose genealogy was also her own. It was a Jewish custom to record descent only through the male line.
3. If you call her Queen of Heaven do you not do her an injustice in refusing to her the title of
goddess?
It would be the greatest possible injustice to regard her as a goddess. It is just to honor her even as God
has honored her, which we Catholics do. Jesus is King of kings and Lord of lords, and His mother certainly
possesses queenly dignity holding the highest place in Heaven next to her Divine Son. But that does not,
and cannot change her finite and created human nature. To regard her as a goddess would be absurd.
4. Yet you insist that she is the Mother of God!
Jesus Christ is true God and true man, and as He was born of Mary she is truly the Mother of God. The
Second Person of the Blessed Trinity was born of her according to the humanity He derived from her. She
is not a goddess, for God did not take His Divine Being from her. But she is the Mother of God since the
Second Person of the Blessed Trinity was truly born of her in His human nature.
5. How could Mary be the mother of the One who created her?
Mary owed her being, of course, to God, but this under the aspect of His eternal nature. Subsequent to
her creation that human nature was born of her which the Son of God had assumed to Himself. She was,
therefore, the mother of Christ. But Christ was one Divine Person existing in two natures, one eternal and
divine; the other, temporal and human. Mary necessarily gave birth to a being with one personality and
that divine, and she is rightly called the Mother of God.
6. Does not the Catholic Church insist also upon the biologically impossible dogma of the
Immaculate Conception of Mary herself?
The dogma of the Immaculate Conception of Mary has nothing to do with biology. It does not mean
that she was conceived miraculously in the physical sense. She was normally conceived and born of her
parents, Joachim and Ann. But in her very conception her soul was preserved immaculate in the sense that
she inherited no stain of original sin, derived from our first parents.

7. According to Catholic doctrine the Sacrament of Baptism destroys original sin. Would you say
that Mary did not need Baptism?
Mary did not need Baptism insofar as that sacrament was instituted for the destruction of original sin.
She received that sacrament in order to participate in its other effects, and chiefly in order to receive the
Christian character which that sacrament impress upon the soul. Mary was not the only one born into this
world free of original sin. Jeremias, the prophet, picked out by God to preach penance to the Chosen
People of God, was sanctified by the action of God, whilst being carried in the womb of his mother so that
when he was born he was free of original sin. Jer. 1:5. St. John the Baptist was likewise sanctified in the
womb of his mother Elizabeth because he was picked out by God to point out to mankind the Lamb of God,
the Messiah, Luke 1:41. Jeremias and St. John were conceived in original sin but before birth were
cleansed of original sin. Mary was never conceived in original sin and thus it is only by this privilege that
she was never under the dominion of the evil spirit. It is only by the privilege of the Immaculate
Conception that Mary can be the woman of whom God speaks in prophecy to Satan after the fall of the first
parents, Adam and Eve, when He says to the serpent: "Because thou hast done this.... I will put enmities
between thee and the woman, and between thy seed and her seed; she shall crush thy head, and thou shalt
lie in wait for her heel." Gen. 3:14-15.
8. If Mary was sinless she could not have needed redemption! Yet is not Christ the Redeemer of
every child of Adam?
Insofar as the sin of Adam involved the whole human race in condemnation Mary needed redeeming.
But there are two ways of redeeming. God could allow one to be born in sin and then purify the soul by
subsequent application of the merits of Christ, or He could, by an anticipation of the merits of Christ,
exempt a soul from an actual contraction of original sin. Thus He exempted Mary from any actual
inheritance of the sin, and she owes her exemption to the anticipated merits of Christ. In other words, she
was redeemed by Christ by prevention rather than by subsequent purification.
9. Is there any evidence in Scripture that Mary was indeed never actually subject to original sin?
Yes. In Gen. 3:15, God said to Satan, "I will put enmities between thee and the woman ... thou shalt lie
in wait for her heel." The radical enmity between Satan and that second Eve, the Mother of Christ, forbids
her having been under the dominion of Satan, as she would have been had she ever contracted original sin
in actual fact. In Lk. 1:28, we read how the Angel was sent by God to salute Mary with the words, "Hail,
full of grace." Grace excludes sin, and had there been any sin at all in Mary she could not have been
declared to be filled with grace. The Protestant version translates the phrase as "thou that hast been highly
favored." But the Greek certainly implies "completely filled with holiness." However, complaints that our
doctrine exempts Mary from the contracting of original sin are becoming more and more rare in a world
which is tending to deny original sin altogether, and which wishes to exempt everybody from it.
10. St. Paul says that one died for all, and therefore all were dead. 2 Cor. 5:14-15.
Such texts must be interpreted in the light of other passages where God reveals that Mary was never
under the dominion of Satan. Mary is included in these words of St. Paul juridically insofar as she was
born of Adam, but she was not allowed to be born in sin to be afterwards redeemed. She was redeemed by
prevention.
11. St. John knew the Mother of Christ better than the others, yet he does not mention her
Immaculate Conception!
In Rev. 12 he shows clearly his knowledge of the deadly opposition between Mary and Satan. His
Gospel he wrote to supplement the Synoptic accounts, and sufficient details had been given concerning
Mary herself by St. Luke. Omission to mention a fact in a given book is not proof that the writer did not
know of it, and above all if it does not fall within the scope of his work.

12. Did the early Church know anything of this doctrine?
St. Augustine, in the fourth century wrote: "When it is a matter of sin we must except the holy Virgin
Mary, concerning whom I will have no question raised, owing to the honor due to our Lord." St. Ephrem,
also in the fourth century, taught very clearly the Immaculate Conception of Mary, likening her to Eve
before the fall. The Oriental Churches celebrated the feast of the Immaculate Conception as early as the
seventh century. When Pope Pius IX defined the Catholic doctrine in 1854 he gave, not a new truth to be
added to Christian teaching, but merely defined that this doctrine was part of Christian teaching from the
very beginning, and that it is to be believed by all as part of Christian revelation.
13. Your infallible Church allowed St. Bernard to remain in ignorance of this doctrine.
Since the Church had not then given any infallible definition on the subject St. Bernard naturally could
not be guided by it. St. Bernard believed that Mary was born free from sin, but he was puzzled as to the
moment of her sanctification. He thought the probable explanation to be that she was conceived in sin, but
purified as was St. John the Baptist prior to her actual birth. But he did not regard this opinion as part of
his Faith. Meantime his error was immaterial prior to the final authentic decision of the infallible Church.
St. Bernard believed all that God had taught and all that the Catholic Church had clearly set forth in her
definitions prior to his time.
14. Did not St. Thomas Aquinas deny the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception?
His opinion was probably much the same as that of St. Bernard. Before the definite decision of the
Church was given theologians were free to discuss the matter. But the Church has since defined that the
soul of Mary was never subject for a single moment to the stain of original sin. Both St. Bernard and St.
Thomas would have been very glad to have had the assistance of such a definition.
15. Why did the Church withhold that honor from Mary for so long a time?
Since Mary always possessed that honor the Church did not withhold it from her. The definition that
Mary did possess such an honor was given by the Church when necessity demanded it. There was no real
dispute about this matter in the early Church. In the middle ages theologians attempted a deeper analysis of
the privileges of Mary, and with no infallible decision of the Church to help them, some theologians arrived
at defective conclusions chiefly because of the defective psychology of the times. Some theologians held
that Mary was preserved from original sin from the very moment of her conception; others said from the
moment of her animation; yet others that she was purified at a moment subsequent both to her conception
and to her animation. All admitted that she was sanctified prior to her actual birth. Now that the Church
has spoken there is no doubt on the subject.
16. Did not Franciscans and Dominicans attack each other bitterly over the Immaculate
Conception?
They indulged in much controversy, but - it was a free matter for discussion until the Church had given
her definite ruling. The Catholic Church demands unity in doctrines which have been definitely decided,
liberty in matters still undecided, and charity always. I admit that her ideals of charity have not always
been maintained by her wayward children in theological controversies, but that is no fault of the Church.
17. Did not Philip III and Philip IV ask the Pope Paul V, Gregory V, and Alexander VII to define
the Immaculate Conception in order to stop the wrangling, the Popes replying that the doctrine was
not definable as not being in Scripture?
The Popes have never given such a decision. Paul V in 1617 forbade anyone to teach publicly that
Mary was not immaculate. Gregory V in 1612 ordered the discussion to stop until the Church should have
given an official decision. Alexander VII said that the Immaculate Conception of Mary was the common

doctrine of the Church and that no one must deny it. None of these Popes gave a dogmatic definition, but
rather a disciplinary ruling. Pope Pius IX. defined the doctrine finally in 1854.
18. Why call Mary a virgin? Seeing that she was a mother. The linking of the two terms is an insult
to reason.
The assertion that an omnipotent God is limited by the natural laws, which He Himself established, is
an insult to reason. Jesus, the child of Mary, was conceived miraculously without the intervention of any
human father, and was born miraculously, Mary's virginity being preserved throughout. I do not claim that
any natural laws were responsible for this event. I claim that God was responsible, and the only way you
can show that the doctrine is not reasonable is by proving that there is no God, or that He could not do what
Catholic doctrine asserts.
19. Where does it say in Scripture that Mary was ever virgin?
Isaiah the prophet (7:14) certainly predicted a supernatural and extraordinary birth of the Messiah when
he wrote, "The Lord Himself shall give you a sign. Behold a virgin shall conceive and bear a son; and his
name shall be called Emmanuel." St. Luke says, "The angel Gabriel was sent from God ... to a virgin ...
and the virgin's name was Mary." When Mary was offered the dignity of becoming the mother of the
Messiah, a privilege to which any Jewish maiden would ordinarily look forward with eager desire, she
urged against the prospect the fact that she had no intention of motherhood. "How shall this be done,
because I know not man." She does not refer to the past, but by using the present tense indicates her
present and persevering intention. The angel assured her that her child would be due to the miraculous
operation of the Holy Spirit, and that she would not be asked to forfeit the virginity she prized so highly,
and then only did she consent. Luke 1:26-38. When Jesus was born, Mary had none of the suffering
usually associated with childbirth. The child was born miraculously. Mary herself in no way incapacitated.
She herself attended to her own needs and those of the child. "She brought forth her first-born son, and
wrapped him up in swaddling clothes, and laid him in a manger." Lk. 2:7. The Virgin Birth means that
Mary had at one and the same time the privilege of Motherhood and the privilege of Maidenhood.
20. Did not Mary, to cloak her own sin, persuade St. Joseph that her child was of the Holy Ghost?
No. That is absolutely false. Mary, saluted by an angel as full of grace, was the purest and holiest
woman who ever lived on this earth. And, as a matter of fact, with sublime confidence in God, Mary
refrained from explaining the event to St. Joseph, leaving all to God. As St. Matthew Mt. I, 20, tells us,
"Behold the angel of the Lord appeared to him in his sleep, saying, 'Joseph, son of David, fear not to take
unto thee Mary thy wife, for that which is conceived in her is of the Holy Ghost.'" What you suggest has
been said by certain people merely because the Catholic Church honors Mary. Their hatred of the Catholic
Church is so great that they dislike all she loves, and are willing to overlook any injury to Christ in
fostering their hatred. Yet how can they hope to please Christ by dishonoring His mother? Every true
child bitterly resents disrespect to his mother, and Christ was the beat son who ever lived. The more we
honor Mary the more we honor Christ, for the honor we show her is because of Christ. If He were not the
central figure, Mary would have been forgotten long ago.
21. If Jesus was born of a virgin why does he say nothing about it?
We do not know that He said nothing about it. The evangelists do not record any special utterances of
Christ on this subject, but they do not pretend to record all that He ever said. St. Luke tells us that when He
met the two disciples on the way to Emmaus, "beginning at Moms and all the prophets, He expounded to
them in all the Scriptures, the things that were concerning him." 24:27. There is every probability that He
explained His advent into this world according to the prophecy of Isaiah. Meantime the Gospels do record
the fact that Mary was a virgin, and their words are as reliable in this as when they record the utterances of
Christ.

22. To prove Davidic descent both Matthew and Luke give the Genealogy of Joseph, useless were
not Joseph the father of Christ.
The genealogy of Joseph was that of Mary also. They were kinspeople of the same Davidic stock. The
Jews as a rule counted their generations only in the male line, and such a generation alone would appeal to
the Jews for whom Matthew above all wrote. The same St. Matthew records that the angel told Joseph that
the child was conceived miraculously by the Holy Ghost and not through the intervention of man. St. Luke
in turn left no doubt as to his mind on the subject when he carefully wrote that "Jesus Himself was
beginning about the age of thirty years; being (as it was supposed) the son of Joseph." 3:23.
23. St. Matthew says that Joseph knew her not till she brought forth her first-born son: 1:25.
Nor did he. And the expression "till" in Hebrew usage has no necessary reference to the future. Thus
in Gen. 8:7, we read that "the dove went forth from the ark and did not return till the waters dried up." That
expression does not suggest that it returned then. It did not return at all, having found resting places. Nor
does the expression firstborn child imply that there were other children afterwards. Thus Exodus says,
"Every first-born shall be sanctified unto God." Parents had not to wait to see if other children were born
before they could call the first their first-born!
24. Matt. 13:55-56 says, "His brethren James and Joseph, and Simon and Jude: and his sisters, are
they not all with us?"
The Jewish expression "brothers and sisters of the Lord" in Scripture merely refers to relationship in the
same tribe or stock. Cousins often came under that title. In all nations the word brother has a wide
significance, as when one Mason will call another a brother Mason without suggesting that he was born of
the same mother. The same St. Matthew speaks explicitly of "Mary, the mother of James and Joseph" in
27:56, obviously alluding to a Mary who was not the mother of Jesus but who was married to Cleophas, the
brother of Joseph.
25. There would not he two girls in the one family called Mary.
There certainly could be. And St. John 19:25, writes that there stood by the cross of Jesus "His mother,
and His mother's sister, Mary of Cleophas." But even here, Mary of Cleophas need not have been a sister
in the first degree of blood-relationship, but rather of the same lineage in more remote degrees of either
consanguinity or affinity.
26. Why are Protestants, who believe in Scripture, so convinced that Mary had other children?
They are not inspired by love for Christ, or for the mother of Christ, or for Scripture in their doctrine.
Their main desire is to maintain a doctrine differing from that of the Catholic Church. But it is a position
which is rapidly going out of fashion. Learned Protestant scholars today deny as emphatically as any
Catholic that Mary had other children. When Our Lord, dying on the cross, commended His mother to the
care of St. John, He did so precisely because He was her only child, and He knew that Mary had no other
children to care for her. The idea that Mary had other children is disrespectful to the Holy Spirit who
claimed and sanctified her as His sanctuary. It insults Christ, who was the only-begotten of His mother
even as He was the only-begotten of His Heavenly Father. It insults Mary, who would have been guilty of
a great ingratitude to God, if she threw away the gift of virginity which God had so carefully preserved for
her in the conception of Christ. It insults St. Joseph. God had told him by an angel to take Mary to wife,
and that the child to be born of her had no earthly father but was the very Son of God. God merely gave St.
Joseph the privilege of protecting her good name amongst the undiscerning Jews, and He chose a Godfearing man who would respect her. Knowing that her child was God Himself in human form, Joseph
would at once regard her as on a plane far superior to that of any ordinary human being, and to him, as to
us, the mere thought of her becoming a mother to merely earthly children would have seemed a sacrilege.

27. You urge these privileges granted to Mary as the foundation of your devotion to her, yet Christ
said, "Rather blessed are they who hear the word of God and keep it." Luke 11:28.
Would you presume to say that Mary, whom the angel addressed as full of grace, did not hear the Word
of God and keep it? You have missed the sense of the passage to which you allude. In Luke 11:27, a
woman praised the one who had the honor to be the mother of Christ. Christ did not for a moment deny it,
as you would like to believe. The sense of His words is simple, "Yes, she is blessed. But better to hear
God's word and keep it, thus attain holiness, than to be My mother. You cannot all imitate Mary by being
My mother; but you can do so by hearing God's word and keeping it." The thought that those who hear
God's word and keep it are rather blessed than Mary because she did not is simply absurd. "Henceforth,"
declared Mary prophetically, "all generations shall call me blessed." Lk. 1:48. And Elizabeth saluted her
with the words, "Blessed art thou among women." Lk. 1:42.
28. How do you prove Mary's bodily assumption into Heaven?
No Christian could dispute the fact that Mary's soul is in Heaven. Christ certainly did not suffer the
soul of His own mother to be lost. The doctrine of her bodily assumption after her death is not contained in
Scripture, but is guaranteed by tradition and by the teaching of the Catholic Church. That Scripture omits
to record the fact is no argument against it. Omission is not denial. Meantime, early traditions positively
record the fact, and negatively we note that, whilst the mortal remains of a St. Peter and of a St. Paul are
jealously possessed and honored in Rome, no city or Christian center has ever claimed to possess the
mortal remains of Our Lady. Certainly relics of Our Lady would be regarded as having greater value than
those of any Saint or Apostle, so nearly was she related to Christ. And it was most fitting that the body of
Mary, who had been preserved even from the taint of original sin, should not have been allowed to corrupt.
After all, it was just as easy for God to take her glorified body to Heaven at once as it will be to take the
glorified bodies of all the saved at the last day. However, the definite sanction of this doctrine by the
Catholic Church is sufficient assurance of the fact.
29. I have discovered 27 virgin-born Saviors in my studies of mythology.
You would find it difficult to name them. However, granting that you have read of some such claims, a
little further study would show you that a critical and, comparative examination such as Christian doctrine
has had to undergo, leaves these mythological claims devoid of reality, whilst the Christian fact emerges
unscathed.
30. At evening devotions in a Catholic Church I heard many prayers to Mary. I cannot find in
Scripture where Mary is to be worshipped in the same way as Christ.
I am not surprised, for such a doctrine is nowhere taught in Scripture. Moreover if any Catholic dared
to worship Mary in the same way as he worships Christ, he would be guilty of a most serious sin, and no
Catholic priest could give him absolution unless he promised never to do so again. But that does not mean
that one must deprive Mary of all honor.
31. St. Bonaventure said, "Into thy hands, O Lady, I commend my spirit." Thus he served the
creature more than the creator to whom alone such words should be addressed.
St. Bonaventure did not serve the creature more than the Creator. In commending his soul to Mary he
was not commending it to anyone opposed to God. He did is because of God, who chose Mary as the
second Eve. Eve brought us forth to misery and to death; Mary brought us forth to happiness and to life
when she brought forth our Saviour. Like the kings from the East, St. Bonaventure knew that after the long
journey through this life, he would also find the child Jesus with Mary, His mother, and that if he
commended his soul to the mother he would necessarily find himself in the presence of the child, even in
eternity. Gladly on my own deathbed would I utter the words used by St. Bonaventure. As Jesus came to
us through Mary, so we shall go to Him through her, whether we think of it or not.

32. Mary is no different from your own mother.
As the street Arab replied to a similar objection. "But there's an immense difference between the sons.
My mother is the mother of me. Mary is the mother of God."
33. You speak as if Jesus looks on His mother just as you look on your mother.
As surely as my mother is my mother, He knows that His mother is His mother; and He treats her as
such.
34. Jesus was a good son but he recognized only one being, the omnipotent God.
Had he ignored Mary He would not have been a very good son, nor would He have had much respect
for God who said, "Honor thy father and thy mother." Christ was a perfect example of virtue in all things.
And if He did not recognize Mary, why did He go down to Nazareth and be subject to her? Why did he
perform His first miracle at her request? And why did He make such special provision for her at the
moment of His death?
35. When someone praised Mary, Christ paid no attention, but said that only those are blessed who
keep the word of God. Lk. 11:28.
The Gospels are fragmentary accounts, and we do not know all that transpired on that occasion. But
even so, the actual text is not opposed in any way to the honor we give to Mary. Someone praised Mary.
Christ replied, "Yea, rather blessed are they who hear the word of God and keep it." Not for a moment did
He intend to deny that Mary had done this. He practically says, "Yes. She is blest in being my mother.
But it is a greater blessing to serve God." And, from one point of view, the fidelity with which Mary
undoubtedly served God was a greater blessing to her than merely being the mother of Christ. Any idea
that Christ, the best of sons, was trying to belittle His mother is absurd. And if you have such faith in
Scripture, what do you do as regards the prophecy of Mary in Lk. 1:48? "From henceforth," she predicted,
"all generations shall call me blessed." Yet blessed are they who hear the word of God and keep it! We
Catholics call Mary blessed indeed, whilst many Protestants search Scripture in the fond hope of proving
something to her discredit!
36. Christ called her, "Woman," when he said, "Woman behold thy son." John 19:26.
In the language Christ spoke, that word was a term of great respect however harshly it may sound in our
modern English language. Our Lord would have been the last to slight His mother, a thing we despise in
every man; and above all in His last and most tender words to her. Nor are we likely to please Him by
seeking to dishonor her.
37. Did He not say to her at the marriage feast of Cana, "Woman, what is that to thee and to Me?"
John 2:4.
He did. But most certainly He intended no reproach to Mary. Her action was one of pure charity to
others. Foreseeing the possible distress of others, she asked Him to relieve them; and He would not rebuke
so unselfish a thought. Nor would He speak to her with any trace of disrespect. Then, too, had Mary asked
a wrong thing, Christ would not have done it, nor would He have sanctioned a request He had to rebuke.
And Mary knew that she had not been reprehended, or she would not have told the waiters to do what her
Son would tell them. She would have dropped the matter. Why, then, did Christ speak thus? It was His
first miracle, the first public sign of His divinity wrought by Himself. And He wanted to bring out publicly
the fact that He was doing it, not as the son of an earthly mother and according to His human nature, but
calling upon His divine nature as the eternal Son of God. He did it because His mother requested it, but He
did not do it by any power derived from His mother. He thus brought out both for the listeners and for us
that this beginning of miracles was proof of His divinity, although in appearance He seemed but man.

38. Why do you call Mary Queen of Heaven?
Because Mary is undoubtedly in Heaven, and Jesus is King of Heaven. Since Jesus is "King of kings
and Lord of lords," it is certain that Mary His mother rejoices in queenly dignity.
39. Why pray to Mary at all?
Because God wills that we should do so, and because such prayers to her are of the utmost value. God
often wills to give certain favors only on condition that we go to some secondary agent. Sodom was to be
spared through the intercession of Abraham; Gen. 18:20-33. Naaman, the leper, was to be cured only
through the waters of the Jordan, 4 Kings 5:9-14. Now Mary is, and must ever remain, the Mother of
Christ. She still has a mother's rights and privileges, and is able to obtain for us many graces. But let us
view things reasonably. If I desire to pray, I can certainly pray to God directly. Yet would you blame me
if, at times, I were to ask my own earthly mother to pray for me also? Such a request is really a prayer to
her that she may intercede for me with God. Certainly, if I met the mother of Christ on earth, I would ask
her to pray for me, and she would do so. And in her more perfect state with Christ in Heaven she is more
able to help me.
40. But a prayer to God directly must be more efficacious than a prayer to Mary.
Not necessarily. It might well be that God intends to honor Our Lady by granting the favor I seek
through her intercession in a particular way. In that case the grace is to be given through her provided I
honor her by addressing myself to her. Again, every prayer to Mary is in reality the asking of a favor also.
It is often better to ask God for a favor and to have someone else praying to God with one for the same
favor. Two prayers are better than one. And above all, when the other one praying is Christ's own mother.
41. God loves you more than Mary loves you.
That is so. But He loves Mary more than He loves me. And as she is more pleasing to God than I am,
He will be more ready to grant her requests.
42. It is unscriptural to attribute power to Mary.
That is a very unscriptural statement. At His mother's request Jesus changed water into wine at Cana,
though He had said, "My time is not yet come." John 2:4. St. James tells us that "the prayer of a just man
availeth much." Ja. 5:16. How much more the prayer of Mary!
43. Does the Bible sanction such prayers to Mary?
Yes. All through the Bible you will find God conferring favors through the prayer of others. In the Old
Testament we read of the prayers of Abraham, Moses, and of the various prophets. In the New Testament,
St. James 5:16, tells us to "pray for one another," in the text I have just quoted. If we must always pray
directly to God and may not ask the prayers of others why did St. Paul write to the Thessalonians, "Pray for
us that we may be delivered from importunate and evil men"? 2 Thess. 3:2. Why did he not ask directly of
God, instead of asking the prayers of the Thessalonians? Or would you be more scriptural than the New
Testament itself?
44. There is but one mediator, - there is no place for Mary.
Christ is the principal mediator in His own right, Mary is a secondary mediatrix, through, with, and in
Christ. Without Him she would have no power, and therefore He is the source of all mediation with God
on behalf of men.

45. How can you blend the mediation of others with that of Christ?
It follows from the doctrine of the Communion of Saints. Remember that, by Baptism, every Christian
is incorporated with Christ. St. Paul says, "Christ is the head; ye are the members." 1 Cor. 11:3; 12:27. So
close is this union that Christ says, "Whoever gives you to drink a cup of water in my name because you
belong to Christ; amen, I say to you, he shall not lose his reward." Mk. 9:40. Every Christian is Christ in a
most intimate way. St. Paul tells us that if a baptized person sins, he takes the members of Christ and makes
them the members of iniquity! When that same St. Paul was persecuting the Christians before his
conversion, Christ appeared to him and said, "Saul, Saul, why persecutest Thou Me?" Acts 9:4. He did not
say, "Why persecutest thou My disciples?" He could equally say, when we pray to Mary or to the saints,
"What asketh thou of Me?" When we honor Our Lady or the saints, we honor, not their own merely human
and created nature, but we honor Christ in them according to the doctrines of Scripture. The Catholic
Church is the only completely scriptural Church.
46. Do Catholics believe that Mary is omnipotent?
No. God alone is omnipotent. But through Mary we have access to the omnipotence of God.
47. How do you know that Mary hears you?
The Catholic Church guarantees that, and she is here to tell us the truth about such things in the name of
Christ and with His authority. Reason also assures us that, as she could know our prayers in this life and
pray for us in turn, so she can do so in the more perfect state in Heaven. Finally, experience proves it, for
she has manifested her power in thousands of concrete instances in answer to prayer.
48. Why should Mary be recognized as being greater than any other woman?
She was picked out by God to be the sacred repository of God's own Son, to furnish, so to speak, the
human texture, flesh, and blood from which was to be woven the garb of divinity. If before birth we could
have the privilege of choosing our own natural mother, and if we ever had the power of making that mother
whatever we chose, would we ever make her short of anything but the loveliest lady in the world, or would
we ever have endowed her with those qualities which would make us apologize to men either for moral
blemishes or physical weaknesses? No. I think we would give to her the qualities and virtues which would
make all men love her eternally. If you and I then, ... with our natural natures would have done all this to
the woman who gave us life, who meant so much to us, should we not suppose that God would do the same
and more for the Mother of His Son? This he did do. He arrayed her in the peerless jewel of Divine Grace,
a grace that was higher than any grace given to any mint, angel, or archangel. Angels were created to serve
God. Mary was created to be the Mother, the shrine, the tabernacle of God-made Man. Mary is to be
honored above all women as the prophecies of the Old Testament declare, precisely because of the royal
role she plays as Co-Redemptrix with Christ in the Divine Redemption.
49. I don't see the necessity of hailing her as the Co-Redemptrix with Christ.
See then what is happening to the non-Catholic world for denying that role of Mary. In Catholicism,
they tell us, there is too much emphasis and the wrong emphasis on the Mother of Jesus. If we ever begin a
religion by eliminating the Mother, we shall eventually wind up by eliminating the Son. Thus when the
Reformers did away with the Mother, they paved the way for doing away with the Son. If we get rid of the
one, we will soon get rid of the other. Germany began by putting the Mother in the tomb of oblivion or on
the dusty pages of history and after four hundred years Germany is now trying to get rid of the Son. If we
can judge correctly the attitude of the American Federation of Churches, our Blessed Savior is being
rapidly brought down to the mere status of a man. We can reasonably be suspicious that religions that have
taken Mary out, have slurred this wonderful lady, and when we insult the Mother we insult the Son. We
can never have a Son without a Mother in the natural order of things; in the Divine order of things we can
never have a Christ without a Mary. If we smash her statues and white-wash Our Lady's Chapel or chisel

the Child from the Mother, we run the risk of smashing the entire statue of Christianity, for those two holy
heads of Jesus and Mary are too close together for their halos not to mingle and to cross.
50. Attending a Catholic Church one evening I was disgusted by the rigmarole called the Rosary.
What is the Rosary?
The Rosary is a special form of devotion to Mary. One takes a set of beads, divided into five sections,
each section consisting of one large bead and ten small beads. Holding the large bead, one says the Our
Father, and on each of the small ones, the Hail Mary. Between each section or decade the Gloria is said.
Whilst saying the prayers, one meditates or thinks of the joys, or sorrows, or glories of Christ's life and of
that of His Mother. It is a very beautiful form of prayer with which you were disgusted merely because you
did not understand it. The Rosary is a Bible for the Blind and the unlearned. In the so-called Dark Ages
which were indeed the Ages of Faith, the Church taught the great masses, who could not read, the mysteries
of the Bible through the meditations of the Rosary.
51. The Rosary is a relic of the superstitious Middle Ages, when it was meant for ignorant people.
The use of beads dates from the earliest centuries. The prayers embodied in the Rosary were composed
by Christ Himself in the case of the Our Father and by the Angel Gabriel, St. Elizabeth, and the Council of
Ephesus in the 5th century, in the case of the Hail Mary. We are in very good company with those prayers.
As a devotion, with its loving contemplation of the mysteries of the life, death and resurrection of Our Lord
it appeals to rich and poor, to learned and ignorant alike, as Christianity itself was meant to do.
52. When were beads invented, and what do they symbolize?
It is impossible to say when beads were first used. As an aid to memory, the early Christians used to
put a number of pebbles in one pocket, transferring them to another as they said each prayer, so that they
could be sure of completing such prayers each day as their devotion inspired. Later, berries or pebbles
were strung together for the purpose. In the Middle Ages sections of these beads were adapted to the
different meditations which compose the Rosary, the sections being a numerical help to meditate for a
given period of time upon each allotted subject. The symbolism is expressed in the word Rosary. A
Rosary is a garland of flowers. One rose does not make a Rosary. Prayers are the flowers of the spiritual
life, and in offering that group of prayers, known as the Rosary, we lay a garland of spiritual flowers at the
feet of God.
53. Christ did not have a Crucifix or Rosary beads.
He made the first Crucifix. That He did not use Rosary beads does not affect the question. He never
had a copy of the New Testament in His hands, yet you do not reject the New Testament because of that!
54. Between each Our Father to God, it throws in ten prayers to Mary!
You've got it the wrong way 'round. Between each ten Hail Marys an Our Father is said. The Rosary is
essentially a devotion to Mary, honoring her whom God Himself so honored. And it honors her
particularly in her relation to Christ, whose life is the subject of the meditations. The Our Father abstracts
from the Incarnation of Christ; the Hail Mary is full of reverence to Our Lord in His birth into this world
for us.
55. Would not the Rosary be just as efficient if said with one Our Father, one Hail Mary, and one
Gloria?
It would not be the Rosary then, but some other type of devotion. Nor would such a devotion be as
efficient, for meditation whilst saying ten Hail Marys is better than meditation whilst saying one. But your
trouble seems to be based on the mere question of number. That is quite immaterial.

56. It is not. Christ said, "Use not vain repetitions as do the heathen, who think in their much
speaking to be heard." St. Mt. 6:7.
Vain repetition in the manner of heathens is forbidden, but not useful repetition which is not in the
manner of heathens. Vain repetition relies mechanically upon the mere number of prayers or formulas
uttered. But Catholics do not rely on the mere repetition of prayers, nor upon their multiplication, but on
the intrinsic worth of each prayer and upon the fervor and earnestness with which it is said. Two prayers
said well, one immediately after the other, are as good as the same two prayers said well with twenty-four
hours between them. Time is nothing to God, in whose sight 1,000 years are but as a day. He does not
mind whether there be two seconds between our prayers or two years; the prayers themselves are just as
pleasing to Him. If you take the principle behind your objection, and push it to its full conclusion, you
could say the Our Father but once in your life. If you said it once each year, it would be repetition. How
often may you say it? Once a month? Once a week? Once a day? If daily, what would be wrong with
saying it hourly? If you have just concluded one Our Father, why may you not begin it again at once?
Does it suddenly become an evil prayer?
Your Bible has a faulty translation of these words, "Use not vain repetitions as the heathens do." The
Greek verb "battologein" of the original does not mean such a thing at all. The Douay version translates
correctly when it says, "speak not much." St. Mt. wanted action and less talk.
57. If repetition adds to effectiveness, why stop at ten Hail Marys? Why not more?
It is the nature of this devotion that the Rosary should be composed of decades, or groups of ten. It
would not be the Rosary otherwise. Repetition certainly adds to effectiveness, if the prayers are said well.
Just before His passion, Christ prayed "the third time, saying the self-same word." Mt. 26:44. He thought
it good to say the same prayer three times in succession. Why did He limit it to three times? If good to say
it three times, why not twenty times? He thought three sufficient for His purpose. So, too, we consider the
period taken by the recital of ten Hail Marys sufficient time for the amount of reflection we desire to give
to each mystery of the Rosary.
58. Does not Scripture advise short prayer rather than long rosaries?
No. Long hypocritical prayers are condemned. Prayer may be prolonged, but it must not be
hypocritical, mechanical, or insincere. Christ spoke a parable to them that, "We ought always to pray, and
not to faint." Lk. 18:1. He Himself "went out into a mountain to pray, and He passed the whole night in
prayer to God." Lk. 6:12. "We cease not to pray for you," wrote St. Paul to the Colossians 1:9. "Night and
day we more abundantly pray for you," he wrote to the Thessalonians 1 Thess. 3:10.
59. Anyway short mental prayers must be better than long distracted prayers.
Short fervent interior prayers are better than long distracted vocal prayers. But, given equally fervent
prayers said with due attention, long ones are better than short ones. It is certainly better to give more time
to prayer than less! And if distractions do present themselves, it is better to give up the distractions than to
give up the prayers. Mental prayer is good, but vocal prayer is equally good if said well, and sometimes
better. Thus Christ taught the Apostles a vocal prayer called the Our Father. So well did they learn it by
heart that they were able to write it down years later word for word.
60. Why do you omit from the Our Father the words "For Thine is the Kingdom, the Power, and
the Glory forever and ever"?
Because Our Lord did not add those words to the prayer as He taught it. There is nothing wrong with
the words in themselves. In fact, they are very beautiful. But they are not Sacred Scripture. Some early
Catholic copyist wrote those words in a margin; later copyist mistakenly transcribed them into the text; and
the Protestant translators made use of a copy of the New Testament with the words thus included. All

scholars today admit the words to be an interpolation. We Catholics do not use them.
61. Why do Catholic Churches ring bells at daybreak, noon, and sunset?
The ringing of these bells is to remind Catholics to say the Angelus, a short devotion in honor of the
incarnation of Christ. Three rings are given three times separately, and then nine rings, according to an
ancient custom. The devotion is called the Angelus because the first words of the prayers to be said begin
as follows: "The Angel of the Lord declared unto Mary." The Angelus, therefore, reminds us of the
message of the Angel Gabriel who brought the good news of the birth of Jesus Christ. And Catholics are
asked to begin the day by remembering this great benefit; to recollect it again at noon, and at sunset or the
close of the day. An old English manuscript, written of course in England's Catholic days before the
Reformation, says that the Angelus in the morning should remind us of Christ's resurrection at dawn; at
noon of His death on the cross; and at eventide of His birth at midnight in the cave in Bethlehem. In any
case, the Angelus is to remind Catholics of the fact that the Son of God came into this world for the
redemption of mankind, and that they themselves should never forget it.
62. What do the three threes, and the nine bells signify?
The origin of the number of bells to be tolled is uncertain. The triple ringing reminds us of the Most
Holy Trinity. The final nine bells may have been arranged merely for the sake of harmony and symmetry,
although some writers see in that number a reminder of the nine choirs of Angels who invite us to adore
God with them.
63. Why pray to Saints? Is it not better to pray to God direct?
Not always. The same answer applies here as in the case of prayers to the Virgin Mary, who after all is
the greatest of the Saints. God may wish to give certain favors through the intercession of some given
Saint. In such a case, it is better to seek the intercession of that Saint as God wishes. I can decide to give
you a gift myself, or to do so through a friend. In the latter case you do me greater honor by accepting it
from my friend than by refusing my way of giving it to you, and insolently demanding it directly from
myself in person.
64. I pray that you may see the futility of praying to Saints who can do nothing for you. Christ is
the only Mediator.
By your very prayer you are attempting to mediate between God and myself on my behalf. I do not
criticize the principle of praying for others. I believe in that. But I do criticize your praying for me in
violation of your own principles. If the Saints cannot be mediators by praying for me, nor can you. Your
prayers would be futile; they could do nothing for me; and you would be wasting your time.
65. When did God tell anyone to pray to human beings?
When the Catholic Church teaches us that prayer to the Saints is right and useful, it is God teaching us
that truth through His Church. But the doctrine is clearly enough indicated in Scripture also. I have
mentioned Abraham's prayer for Sodom. Gen. 18:20. The Jews asked Moses to go to speak to God on
their behalf. God Himself said to Eliphaz, the Themanite, "My wrath is kindled against thee. . . . but my
servant Job shall pray for you. His face I will accept that folly be not imputed to you." Job 42:8. Earlier in
that same book we read, "Call now if there will be any that will answer thee, and turn to some of the
Saints." Job 5:1. His enemies meant that Job was too wicked to be heard, but they knew that it was lawful
to invoke the Saints. Long after the death of Jeremiah, Onias said of that prophet, "This is the lover of his
brethren and of the people of Israel. This is he that prayeth much for the people and for all the holy city;
Jeremiah, the prophet of God." 2 Mach. 15:14. St. James says that "prayer of a just man availeth much."
5:16. If his prayer is valuable, it is worth while to ask his prayers. If you say, "Yes. That is all right whilst
a man is still in this life and on earth," I ask whether you think he has less power when in Heaven with
God? In Rev. 8:4, St. John says that he saw "the prayers of the Saints ascending up before God from the
hand of an angel." If I can ask my own mother to pray for me whilst she is still in this life, surely I can do

so when she is with God! She does not know less when she rejoices in the Vision of God; she has not less
interest in me; and she is not less charitably disposed towards me then. We Catholics believe in the
Communion of Saints, and are in communion with them. But for you the doctrine of the Apostles' Creed,
"I believe in the Communion of Saints," must be a meaningless formula. Christ is not particularly honored
by our ignoring those who loved and served Him best, and whom He loves so much.
66. The Lord's Prayer shows that God Himself hears our prayers.
Correct. And He hears the prayers we address to the Saints, and their prayers also on our behalf And
those prayers, added to our own, give us additional claims to be heard by God in a favorable way.
67. By what authority does the Catholic Church make Saints?
The decree of canonization does not make a Saint. It simply declares infallibly that a given person has
lived such a holy life with the help of God's grace that he is a Saint. When someone like a Francis of Assisi
lives such a holy life that all people are compelled to admire it, the Church is often asked to say whether
such a person is worthy to be honored publicly as a Saint. The Church then carefully collects all possible
information, and, after due consideration, says yes or no. If the Church says yes, the name of the person to
be venerated is put into the Canon or catalogue of those who have become Saints by their heroic lives of
virtue. The Church has the authority of Christ for these decisions, for He sent her with His authority to
teach all nations in matters of faith and morals, and she could not tell us officially that a given person was a
perfect model of Christian virtue if such a person were not.
68. Who has the final say as to whether a soul deserves canonization?
The Pope. Before he defines that a given soul is indeed a Saint, the advocates of their cause must prove
that the person in question exercised all Christian virtue in a heroic degree-supreme faith, hope, and
charity; perfect prudence, justice, fortitude, and temperance. Also God's own testimony by proven miracles
wrought through the person's intercession is required. The infallibility of the Church in such decisions is,
as I have said, but an application of ordinary infallibility in matters of faith and morals, in so far as the
Church could not err in proposing a given life as an exemplification of perfect Christian virtue.
69. How does the Church know that those she calls Saints are in Heaven?
With the assistance of the Holy Spirit, she can and does know. She knows God, and knows what
holiness is. She examines the life of the holy person, and says that such a life certainly could not lead a
soul to Hell. The Church canonizes only those whose heroic virtue has been proved. And perfect charity
before death destroys all sin, and all punishment due to sin. There is no place where such a soul could be,
save in Heaven. Also miracles wrought by God in honor of such a one are His guarantee.
70. Why does the Church allot different duties to different Saints?
She does not. She asks the special protection and intercession of certain Saints in special
circumstances; and this is based upon what we know of their particular interest whilst they were on earth,
or upon favors obtained already through their intercession since their death.
71. Why do Catholics worship relics of Saints?
They do not worship relics as they worship God, by adoration. If you mean worship in the sense of
honor or veneration, then Catholics certainly venerate the relics of Saints. The law, "Honor thy father and
thy mother," extends to their persons, body and soul; to their reputations, and to all connected with them.
We reverence their remains even after death. And if we are not to venerate the remains and relics of the
Saints who have been so entirely consecrated to God, are we to desecrate them? Or are we to be blandly
indifferent to them as to the bleached bones of some dead animal lying in the fields? The Catholic
doctrine, forbidding adoration, yet commanding respect and veneration, is the only possible Christian
conduct.

72. I don't object to that kind of veneration. I object to the expecting of favors through relics.
No real difficulty in this matter. No one holds that material relics of themselves possess any innate
talismanic value. But God Himself can certainly grant favors even of a temporal nature through the relics
of Saints, thus honoring His Saints, and rewarding the faith and piety of some given Catholic. St. Matthew
tells us that the diseased came to Christ. "And they besought Him that they might touch but the hem of His
garment. And as many as touched were made whole." Matt. 14:36. Again we read of a woman who
touched the hem of Christ's garment and who was cured. "And Jesus, knowing in Himself the virtue that
had proceeded from Him, said: "Who has touched my garments." Mk. 5:30. You may reply that these
incidents concerned Christ, and that, whilst He was still living in this world. But that does not affect the
principle that God can grant temporal favors through inanimate things. And if you look up 2 Kings 13:21,
in your own Protestant version of the Bible, you will find that a dead man, who was being buried in the
sepulchre of Elisha, was restored to life the moment his body came into contact with the bones of that great
prophet of God. In the Acts of the Apostles, too, we read of a most Catholic, and most un-Protestant
procedure. "God wrought by the hand of Paul more than common miracles. So that even there were
brought from his body to the sick, handkerchiefs and aprons, and the diseases departed from them." Acts
19:11-12. But you will notice that it was God who wrought these miracles. And we Catholics say that God
can quite easily do similar things even in our own days. As a matter of historical fact, He has wrought such
things throughout the course of the ages within the Catholic Church.
73. Are not relics received and venerated without a particle of proof that they are genuine?
No. The Catholic Church is very prudent in this matter, and her law declares that those relics alone
may be publicly venerated which have authentic documents accompanying them, and proving them to be
genuine. These documents can be given only by one authorized by the Holy See to grant them. If the
documents be lost, no relic may be offered for public veneration by the faithful without a special decree
from a Bishop who can guarantee the relic as genuine. But even should a Catholic venerate as a relic some
object which is not authentic, such veneration is at least well meant, and directed towards the one whom the
object is believed to represent.
74. Why are Catholic Churches decorated with images and statues, in direct violation of the Second
Commandment?
The Second Commandment is, "Thou shalt not take the name of the Lord thy God in vain." Protestants,
of course, call that the Third Commandment. But they are wrong in doing so, having taken that part of the
first commandment which refers to images as the second of God's commandments. But do those words
forbid the making of images? They do not. God was forbidding idolatry, not the making of images. He
said, "Thou shalt not make to thyself any graven image of anything in the Heaven above, or in the earth
beneath. Thou shalt not bow down to them nor worship them." God deliberately adds those last words, yet
you ignore them. He forbids men to make images in order to adore them. But He does not forbid the
making of images. You will find the commandments given in Exodus, 20. But in that same Book, 25:18,
you will find God ordering the Jews to make images of Angels! Would you accuse God of not knowing the
sense of His own law? He says, "Thou shalt make also two cherubims of beaten gold, on the two sides of
the oracle." In other words, the Jews were to make images of things in the Heaven above. And if your
interpretation be true, why do you violate God's law by making images of things in the earth beneath? Why
images of generals and politicians in our parks? Why photographs of friends and relatives? On your
theory you could not even take a snapshot of a gum tree. You would be making an image of a thing in the
earth beneath. You strain at a gnat and swallow a camel! This is the fruit of your private interpretation of
Scripture. No, God does not forbid the making of images; He forbids the making of images in order to
adore them.
75. I have seen more idols in Catholic Churches than sincere Christians.

You have never seen an idol in a Catholic Church. An image is an idol only when it is the object of
divine worship. You have seen images in Catholic Churches, but every Catholic knows that divine worship
cannot be offered to such images. Would you call the Statue of Liberty in New York harbor, an idol? As
for your not seeing sincere Christians in a Catholic Church, you cannot expect to test the sincerity of a
Christian by the color of his tie or the shape of his shoes. Are not the stained glass windows in your
churches images? Are they idols for you? You may not like images of Christ on a Cross, but you make no
bones about singing in your hymns "in the Cross of Christ we glory." Is there sense in your singing about
the Cross and then rebelling against a real cross?
76. God forbade us to worship plaster statues as Catholics do; yet you send missionaries to convert
heathens who do the same thing.
God absolutely forbids us to worship wooden and stone statues, and Catholics are not so foolish as to
commit so serious a sin. But Catholics do honor representations of those who are in Heaven, just as we all
honor our dead soldiers by tributes of respect to the Cenotaph. If I lift my hat to the flag of my country as I
pass the memorial to our dead soldiers, am I honoring the cloth or the stone, or what it stands for? If it be
lawful in that case, it is certainly lawful to honor the memorials of the dead heroes of Christianity, the
Saints. Our missionaries go to heathen tribes to save them from the idolatrous worship of manmade gods.
77. I have seen Catholics on their knees adoring and praying to statues in their churches.
You have not. You have seen Catholics kneeling at prayer, and perhaps kneeling before an image of
Christ, or of Our Lady. But if you concluded that they were praying to the statues that was not the fault of
the Catholics. It was your own fault in so far as you judged them according to your own preconceived
ideas. Without bothering to ask for information, you guessed and guessed wrongly. Before an image of
Mary, Catholics may go on their knees and pray to God through the intercession of that Mother of Christ
whom the statue represents. But you have no right to accuse them of praying to the statue. Were you to
kneel down by your bedside at night for a last prayer, could you be regarded as adoring or praying to your
mattress?
78. But I have seen a Catholic kiss the feet of a statue of Christ.
If I kiss the photograph of my mother, am I honoring a piece of cardboard? Or is it a tribute of love and
respect offered to my mother? A Catholic reverences images and statues only in so far as they remind him
of God, of Christ, or of Our Lady and the Saints. Where a pagan adores and worships a thing of wood in
itself, I kiss the cross, not because it is a piece of wood, but because it stands for Christ and for His
sufferings on my behalf. And I am sure that Our Lord looks down from Heaven and says, "Bless the child;
he at least appreciates My love for him." Your mistake is that you try to judge interior dispositions from
exterior conduct - a dangerous policy always.
79. Catholics raise their hats when passing a church; why not when passing statues in a Catholic
store window?
The Catholic who raises his hat when passing a Catholic Church does so as an act of reverence for the
Presence of Christ in the Holy Eucharist. But Christ is not thus present in stores selling Catholic articles of
devotion. But of course you missed the point, and took it for granted that Catholic men lift their hats
because statues are present in the Church. Then you concluded that they ought to do so when they see
statues in a store window.
80. If the use of statues is all right, why did the Catholic Church cut out the Second
Commandment?
You are asking an impossible question. You might as well ask me, "Why has China declared war on
Afghanistan?" No man could answer that question, because there is no answer to it. He could only reply,
"Tell me first, are you under the impression that China has declared war on Afghanistan?" And if you
replied in the affirmative, he would proceed to correct your notions. Had you but asked me, "Did the

Catholic Church cut out the Second Commandment?" a reply could have been given at once. She certainly
did not do so.
81. The Protestant Bible gives the Second Commandment as referring to images. But the Catholic
Catechism gives it as referring to taking the name of God in vain, omitting the reference to images.
Even the Protestant Bible does not give the Second Commandment as referring to images, though
Protestants are usually taught that those words in the First Commandment which refer to images constitute
a Second Commandment.
82. The Roman Church omits the Second Commandment, and then breaks up the tenth into two, in
order to avoid having only nine.
The reverse is the case. Protestants make the First Commandment into two, and then, to escape having
eleven, turn the ninth and tenth into one! The First Commandment, as given in the Bible, is as follows: "I
am the Lord thy God, who brought thee out of the land of Egypt, out of the house of bondage. Thou shalt
not have strange Gods before me. Thou shalt not make to thyself a graven thing, nor the likeness of
anything that is in Heaven above, or in the earth beneath, nor of those things that are in the waters under the
earth. Thou shalt not adore them, nor serve them. I am the Lord thy God, etc." Exodus 20:1-6.
83. You are deceiving us. That is not what Catholics are taught. I have a Catholic Catechism which
gives the First Commandment as, "I am the Lord thy God; thou shalt not have strange Gods before
me." You cut out the reference to images.
In the first place, if we wished to deceive our people, we would be very foolish to give them the full
wording of the Commandment in the Douay Version of the Bible, where they could detect the deliberate
distortion! In the second place, in the Catechism we give the full substantial sense of the words I have
quoted, but in a brief and summarized form which can be easily memorized.
84. And you deny that you have changed the Commandment.
I do. You notice words only, paying little or no attention to the legal substance of those words. To
simplify the wording whilst retaining the full sense is certainly not to change the Commandment. If you
say, "He is under an obligation not to give expression to his thoughts at the present moment." I do not
change the substance of what you say if I repeat to some small child, "He must not speak now." The First
Commandment contains within its involved Hebrew amplification two essential points: that we must
acknowledge the true God, and that we must avoid false gods. Those two essential points are put briefly
and simply in the Catechism for children who are more at home with short and easy sentences.
85. The Commandments do not require such alteration.
The commandments do not. But the hopeless tangle most Protestants get into where this First
Commandment is concerned shows clearly that it needs to be stated precisely, without any substantial
alteration. It is not a question of words, but it is a question of law, and Catholic children at least know and
can clearly state the law.
86. You are violating the text of Scripture. The reference to images is a separate verse.
The numbering of the verses affords no argument. There was no numerical distinction of verses in the
original Scriptures. Nor did God reveal such distinctions. All who are acquainted with the subject know
that Scripture was divided into verses by men some centuries after Christ for greater convenience. The
method of dividing the commandments, however, is not of very great importance. The complaints of
Protestants against the Catholic division are rather like that of some modern daughter who would want to
spell her name Smyth, and complains that her mother spells it Smith. But the mother knows best how it
should be written, and the mother Church knows best how the Commandments should be numbered.

87. I am interested in Catholic worship. Christ was poor and humble. Yet Catholic ceremonial is
full of pomp and display. Does your religion teach humility?
Yes. We are taught to be humble. And Christian humility orders a man to be unassuming and gentle.
But it does not forbid a man to worship God as befits God. In fact, the more humble a man is, the more he
magnifies and glorifies God, and depreciates self. The Catholic Church says, "God certainly deserves the
best we can give Him. Whatever else we may do, let us not be mean in anything where God is concerned.
We personally deserve very little, and if by our gifts God's worship is magnificent and we the poorer, that is
how it should be." Christ Himself commended the poor widow for giving all she had to the Temple. Yet
he was the one who taught humility.
88. Is it not opposed to the simplicity of His principles?
No. Christ was God, and in the Old Testament God dictated a ceremonial every bit as lavish as
Catholic ceremonial. So that it cannot be against His principles. And Christ never condemned ceremonial.
He instituted the ceremonial of Baptism with water. With ceremony He breathed upon the Apostles when
giving them the power to forgive sins. He came to fulfill the law, not to destroy it. But above all, He
founded His Church, giving into her care the guardianship of His religion, and conferring upon her the
power to regulate its worship. Whatever the Church has sanctioned in this matter she has done in virtue of
the commission given her by her Founder.
89. The ceremonial of the Church shows a great change since the time of Christ.
You won't find the leaves of an oak tree wrapped up inside an acorn. Christ sowed the seed, and said
that the small seed He planted would grow into a vast tree. Such growth supposes external changes without
loss of identity. Because an acorn has no branches or foliage, will you deny its identity with the tree into
which it grows?
90. The Last Supper had no elaborate ceremonial rites, yet look at the Mass today.
The essential rites of the Mass are exactly the same as those of the Last Supper. Remember that before
the simple Last Supper Christ had fulfilled the full ceremonial of the Jewish Feast. He ceremoniously
washed the disciples' feet. And the growth of the surrounding rites in the Mass has been in accordance with
principles dictated by God to the Jews, and by the actions of Christ throughout His public ministry, when
He used so many ceremonies in the miracles He worked.
91. Why do priests vest so elaborately when going to say Mass?
In Exodus 28:2-3, we read of God's prescriptions of the vestments befitting the dignity of His religion.
"Thou shalt make a holy vesture for Aaron thy brother; for glory and for beauty. And thou shalt speak to
all the wise of heart, whom I have filled with the spirit of wisdom: that they may make Aaron's vestments,
in which he being consecrated may minister to me. And these shall be the vestments that they shall make."
Throughout the rest of the chapter God deigns to give the most minute directions as to the various
vestments Aaron was to use. Not for a moment would Christ have condemned the principle of vestments
after such a sanction by the infinitely wise God. He would be contradicting Himself. There can be nothing
wrong with vestments in principle.
92. Christ dressed with the utmost simplicity and talked to God in the most humble places.
Priests also dress with simplicity. They are not always in vestments. As for Christ, He, too, went to the
Temple, and took part in its worship, never condemning its ritual. With the establishment of His own
Church in fulfillment of the Old Law, He ordained His own priests after the Order of Melchisedech in place
of the Levitical Priesthood, and left it to the Church to regulate the ceremonial surrounding the substantial
form of worship He had prescribed. As I have said, He would have been the last to condemn a dignified
ceremonial, and Anglican Protestants of the High Church group are rapidly trying to resume the vestments

prescribed by the Catholic Church, vestments their forefathers so eagerly got rid of, mistakenly, now say
the High Church Anglicans.
93. Why the proud display of processions such as those of Eucharistic Congresses?
There is nothing wrong with processions. Christ entered Jerusalem with a procession of the populace
crying Hosanna, waving palms and strewing their garments on the roadway, making it as elaborate as they
could. And He rebuked those who would have prevented it. Remember that Eucharistic Congresses are
not in honor of ourselves, but of Christ, and love of Him suggests that nothing can be too good for Him.
94. When I think of the expense, I think too of the poor, and ask why so much money should be
wasted.
Such an objection recalls the words of Judas, "Why was it not sold and given to the poor?" Jn. 12:5. In
any case, the lavish generosity of the Catholic Church in the worship of God does not interfere with her
work for the poor. She is the most active of all Churches in that work. No other Church has so many
institutions, hospitals, homes, and orphanages; and in many parishes there is a weekly distribution of
money and food to the poor through the St. Vincent de Paul or some other society.
95. The ritual of the Roman Church is intricate, mysterious, and sensual, whilst the Gospel is
simplicity itself.
The ritual of the Catholic Church is not intricate, save to those who are unfamiliar with it. It is certainly
symbolical of many mysteries "hidden from the ages and generations, but now manifested." 1 Col. 1:26. It
also involves sensible and visible rites, but in no sense can it be called sensual.
96. Is it not blasphemy to use mingle mangle in baptizing children?
It would be. But no mingle mangle occurs in the baptism of children. Mingle mangle means a
meaningless jumble of formulas. But every least item in the baptismal rite is full of meaning and
significance. And it is to God's honor and glory to use the holy ceremonies instituted by the Church of
Christ with the authority of Christ. Was it mingle mangle when Christ touched the blind man's eyes with
spittle before curing him?
97. I went to a Requiem Mass, and was highly amused at the antics of the Priest with his gabble and
mumble.
That you were highly amused at a Requiem Mass which you did not understand only proves that you
are devoid of the power to sympathize with what is sacred to other people. Had you understood it, and then
been amused, there might have been some excuse. You say that the whole ceremony was a gabble and a
mumble to you. Were you to attend a session of the German parliament in Berlin, you would probably say
the same. "But then," you will reply, "I am not a German. It was all right for them. I knew that well
enough, and was not amused, because they were not talking my language, and because it is to be expected
that their ways would differ from my ways." So I say in turn, "You are not a Catholic. Every Catholic
understands a Requiem Mass. But you should have known that a Protestant would not be likely to
understand a Catholic ceremony. That would have checked your amusement. I am a Catholic. But I have
never felt like ridiculing the religious services of sincere Protestants.
98. Why does the Catholic Church surround death with gloom, offering the Mass in black
vestments, and everything so sad and solemn?
The Catholic Church does not surround death with gloom. But her liturgy is in keeping with man's
nature as God intended it to be. Despite all spiritual joy and consolation, whilst hearts are human they
break. Even God does not expect us to be hard and inhuman, unmoved when some dear one is taken from
us. Our Lord wept with those who mourned the death of Lazarus. And He knew that He was going to
bring him back to life again! It is natural to man to find relief in expressing his feelings. St. Paul says, "Be

not sorrowful as those who have no hope." But he does not say, "Be not sorrowful." In fact he tells
Christians to comfort one another. We do not go up to a man who has just lost his mother, and congratulate
him, our faces beaming with joy. That would be inhuman, and the Catholic Church is never inhuman.
Near relatives instinctively wear mourning, and dress in black when a loved one dies. Very close friends
do the same. And the Catholic Church is the dearest friend any Catholic has, a friend who identifies herself
with his feelings in his great loss. It is all in keeping with what is best in man. Death is a solemn thing,
and the Catholic Church treats it with solemnity. She does not ask us to sorrow as those who have no hope,
but she will not turn a funeral into a wedding feast, and ignore genuine and deep sorrow as if we were so
spiritual that we had ceased to be human. We are not in heaven yet.
99. Cathedrals costing thousands are nothing to God. He is a Spirit, and would love just as much
without the earthly show.
But man would not love so much! You fail to grasp a fundamental point. It takes two to make a
religion, God and Man. God is a pure Spirit, but man is not. Man is a composite of the spiritual and the
material. And he must worship God according to his twofold nature. Man not only possesses spiritual
thoughts; he gives them expression in speech, writing, music, art and architecture. And, where God is
concerned, he dedicates all these things to God's service in religion. God Himself ordered the Jews to do
so, commanding the erection of the glorious Temple at Jerusalem. God wants the service, not of half our
being, but of our complete being.
100. In Europe I found glorious Cathedrals and pitiable poverty side by side.
The present-day poverty is not due to the Cathedrals which were built long ago by others, who gave
their time and services as a voluntary offering to God. The poverty due to modern industrial conditions
should not be attributed to buildings erected in other and happier ages. Meantime those beautiful
Cathedrals do no harm to men. If the poor pulled them down stone by stone, they could not eat the stones.
And even if they could sell them for thirty pieces of silver, the relief would be of a very temporary nature.
Believe me, future generations would be just as poor temporally, and much poorer spiritually, with no
inspiring Cathedrals.
101. Does crawling up the Scala Santa at Rome on one's knees help save one's soul?
The Scala Santa, or Holy Staircase, consists of twenty-eight marble steps. They are said to have been
brought to Rome from Jerusalem by St. Helena, the mother of Constantine, in 326 A. D. At Jerusalem they
led up to the one-time court of Pilate, and the feet of Jesus had trodden them as He went down to be
crucified by men. With no idea that such an act will of itself save his soul, the Catholic ascends them on
his knees out of reverence for Christ, and you have not much reverence and love for Him if you ridicule
such a tribute. We Catholics, after all, believe that He is God. We are quite prepared to kiss the very
ground whereon He stood. The Pharisees once ridiculed a woman who went on her knees and washed His
feet with her tears. But Christ justified her act of loving reverence. Cold Protestantism will never
understand the warm-hearted love of Catholicism for the Person of Christ and of all connected with Him. I
do not belong to the emotional and demonstrative Latin race. I do not live in the middle ages. I do not
suppose I would be ranked as illiterate. Yet whilst in Rome I myself ascended those same stairs on my
knees, and I experience no flush of shame as I say so. I have seen a Protestant kiss the pages of the Gospel.
He kissed a printed sheet of paper. I admired him for it, and so would you, for we know what it meant to
him. I certainly would not ridicule him and ask him sarcastically whether he thought that the smearing of
his lips on a piece of paper could help to save his soul! Yet such a remark would be similar to that of a
Protestant who suggests that Catholics believe they can be saved by crawling up a staircase on their knees.
However you would not have asked such a question had you realized the nature of the subject and the
motives prompting such reverence for Christ.
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Hate the Catholic Church, and Still Claim You Follow Christ?
A few reminders from a Book we both enjoy, may help put things into perspective……

Matthew 5:10-12
“Blessed are those who are persecuted for righteousness' sake, for theirs is the kingdom of
heaven.
“Blessed are you when others revile you and persecute you and utter all kinds of evil against you
falsely on my account. Rejoice and be glad, for your reward is great in heaven, for so they
persecuted the prophets who were before you.

John 15:18-20
“If the world hates you, know that it has hated me before it hated you. If you were of the world,
the world would love you as its own; but because you are not of the world, but I chose you out of
the world, therefore the world hates you. Remember the word that I said to you: „A servant is not
greater than his master.‟ If they persecuted me, they will also persecute you. If they kept my
word, they will also keep yours.

Acts 14:21-22
When they had preached the gospel to that city and had made many disciples, they returned to
Lystra and to Iconium and to Antioch, strengthening the souls of the disciples, encouraging them
to continue in the faith, and saying that through many tribulations we must enter the kingdom of
God.

Romans 8:35-39
Who shall separate us from the love of Christ? Shall tribulation, or distress, or persecution, or
famine, or nakedness, or danger, or sword? As it is written,
“For your sake we are being killed all the day long;
we are regarded as sheep to be slaughtered.”
No, in all these things we are more than conquerors through him who loved us. For I am sure that
neither death nor life, nor angels nor rulers, nor things present nor things to come, nor powers,
nor height nor depth, nor anything else in all creation, will be able to separate us from the love of
God in Christ Jesus our Lord.

2 Corinthians 4:8-11
We are afflicted in every way, but not crushed; perplexed, but not driven to despair; persecuted,
but not forsaken; struck down, but not destroyed; always carrying in the body the death of Jesus,
so that the life of Jesus may also be manifested in our bodies. For we who live are always being

given over to death for Jesus' sake, so that the life of Jesus also may be manifested in our mortal
flesh.

2 Corinthians 12:10
For the sake of Christ, then, I am content with weaknesses, insults, hardships, persecutions, and
calamities. For when I am weak, then I am strong.

2 Timothy 3:12
Indeed, all who desire to live a godly life in Christ Jesus will be persecuted,

1 Peter 4:12-14
Beloved, do not be surprised at the fiery trial when it comes upon you to test you, as though
something strange were happening to you. But rejoice insofar as you share Christ's sufferings,
that you may also rejoice and be glad when his glory is revealed. If you are insulted for the name
of Christ, you are blessed, because the Spirit of glory and of God rests upon you.

1 Peter 4:16
Yet if anyone suffers as a Christian, let him not be ashamed, but let him glorify God in that
name.
-------------------------------------------------------The Bottom Line of it All……….
One is either for Christ or against Christ. Accepting Christ is only the beginning, maintaining
the grace is the real work and test as to whether or not you will be worthy of Salvation in the
end. There is no middle ground in the Plan of Salvation. One cannot make up the rules and
take the “easy road” and expect to be saved by their own plan. Salvation is highly dependent
upon the works you render here and now. There is no salvation outside the Catholic Church.
I hope this helped.
God Bless You.

Win Souls For Christ
JESUS is calling us to announce His gospel of mercy, forgiveness and love. Winning souls for Him by
interesting others in our holy Faith should be the business and concern of every Catholic. Christ's words
were addressed to all His followers including you. "Go into the whole world and preach the Gospel to
every creature" (Mark 16:15). And again: "Go, therefore, making disciples of all nations, baptizing them in
the Name of the Father, the Son and the Holy Ghost, teaching them to observe all that I have commanded
you; and behold I am with you all days even unto the consummation of the world" (Matt. 28:19,20). These
words were addressed not only to the Apostles but also to all His followers.
Our Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ promised: "Therefore everyone who acknowledges Me before men, I
also will acknowledge him before My Father in Heaven" (Matt. 10:32), and "He who reaps receives a wage
and gathers fruit unto life everlasting so that the sower and reaper may rejoice together" (John 4:36).
People outside of the Catholic Church must be warned that they must adopt the Catholic Faith in order to
be saved. This direct approach does work as proven by many of the saints such as St. Francis Xavier, who
won over a million converts to the faith in the Indies. He believed and taught that there is no salvation
outside of the Catholic Church and Our Lord confirmed his work by tremendous miracles.
Consider the zeal and examples of some of the saints and holy persons listed below:
St. James the Apostle: "He must know that he who causeth a sinner to be converted from the error of his
way will save his own soul from death and shall cover a multitude of sins" (St. James 5, 19-20).
St. John Chrysostom, (347-407), the illustrious Bishop of Constantinople, and Doctor of the Church, tells
us: "Zeal for the salvation of souls is of so great a merit before God, that to give up all our goods to the
poor, or to spend our whole life in the exercises of all sorts of austerities cannot equal the merit of it. There
is no service more agreeable to God than this one. To employ one's life in this blessed labor is more
pleasing to the Divine Majesty than to suffer martyrdom. Would you not feel happy if you could spend
large sums of money in corporal works of mercy? But know that he who labors for the salvation of souls
does far more; nay, the zeal of souls is of far greater merit before God . . . than the working of miracles."
Pope St. Gregory the Great (590-604): "No sacrifice is more acceptable to God than zeal for souls."
St. Vincent de Paul (1576-1660): That St. Vincent was devoured by zeal for the house of God, his entire
life testifies, because that life was employed in combating evil and extending the reign of good; and in this
consists true zeal. Listen to some of his instructions to his community: "Let us give ourselves to God,
gentlemen, to go to carry His holy Gospel over the entire earth and into whatever part He may lead us;
there, let us maintain our part, and continue our duties until such time as His good pleasure will withdraw
us. Let no difficulties move us, the glory of the eternal Father and the efficacy of the Word and of the
passion of His Son are at stake. The salvation of men and our own are so great that they merit to be
obtained at any price."
St. Rose of Lima, (1586-1617). We read that her confessor offered himself to go to the missions, but he
feared because of the dangers it would entail. After consulting the saint, he heard these words: "Go Father,
and do not fear. Leave all to labor for the conversion of the infidel, and know that the greatest service that
man can offer to God is to convert souls, for this is a work proper of the Apostolate. What greater
happiness could there be than to baptize, be it only a little Indian child who would enter Heaven through
the gates of Baptism?"
St. John de Brebeuf (1593-1649), one of the eight North American Martyrs, was heard to say, after pouring
the saving waters of Baptism on a dying Indian child, "For this one single occasion I would travel all the
way from France; I would cross the great ocean to win one little soul for Our Lord!"

St. Margaret Mary (1647-1690): "My divine Savior has given to understand that those who work for the
salvation of souls will have a gift of touching the most hardened hearts, and will labor with marvelous
success, if they themselves are penetrated with a tender devotion to His Divine Heart."
Venerable Cardinal John Newman (1801-1890): "How can we answer to ourselves for the souls who have
in our times lived and died in sin; the souls that have been lost and are now waiting for the judgment,
seeing that for what we know, we were ordained to influence or reverse their present destiny and have not
done it?"
St. Anthony Mary Claret (1808-1870): "Another thing that spurs me on to preach ceaselessly is the thought
of the multitude of souls which fall into the depths of hell, who die in mortal sin, condemned forever and
ever... if you were to see a blind man about to fall into a pit or over a precipice, would you not warn him?
Behold, I do the same..." "How often I pray with St. Catherine of Siena: O my God, grant me a place by the
gates of Hell, that I may stop those who enter there, saying: "Where are you going, unhappy one? Back, go
back! Make a good confession. Save your soul. Don't come here to be lost for all eternity!" St. Anthony
resolved never to waste a moment of time, and during his 35 years as a priest, he wrote 144 books and
preached some 25,000 sermons. On one trip, besides traveling, he preached 205 sermons in 48 days and 12
in one day.
The motivating force that dominated St. John Bosco's (1815-1888) life is found in a phrase that is typically
his: "Give me souls, you take the rest." "There is nothing more holy in this world than to work for the good
of souls, for whose salvation Jesus Christ poured out the last drops of His Blood." In his writings and
conferences, he consistently pointed out that: "Man is successful in this world if he saves his soul and is
very knowledgeable if he knows the science of salvation; but he is a total failure if he loses his soul and
knows nothing if he is ignorant of those things that can assure him of eternal salvation." From his book The
Life of St. Dominic Savio, St. John Bosco had this to say of St. Dominic Savio (the teenage saint who died
in his 15th year): "The thought of saving souls for God was never out of his mind." St. Dominic Savio,
(1842-1856), in a serious conversation with one of his companions, gave several reasons for his apostolic
zeal in "saving souls": 1. My companion's soul has been redeemed by Jesus Christ. 2. We are all brothers
and so we must love each other's souls. 3. God urges us to help each other. 4. If I manage to save one soul, I
also ensure the salvation of my own.
St. Thérèse of Lisieux (1873-1897): "We have only short moments of this life to work for God's glory. The
devil knows this and that is why he tries to make us waste time in useless things. O, let us not waste our
time! Let us save souls! Souls are falling into hell innumerable as the flakes of snow on a winter day. Jesus
weeps! Instead of consoling Him we are brooding over our own sorrows . . . There is only one thing to do
during the brief day, or rather, night of this life: Love Jesus with all the strength of your heart and save
souls for Him, so that He may be loved!"
St. Padre Pio (1887-1968): "Time spent in honor of God and for the salvation of souls is never badly spent.
St. Maximilian Kolbe (1894-1941): "We have no right to rest as long as a single soul is Satan's slave."
Our Lord to Sr. Josefa Menendez (1890-1923): "I am not attracted by your merits but by your love for
souls." "When a soul is generous enough to give me all I ask, she gathers up treasures for herself and others
and snatches great numbers of souls from perdition." " I so much want souls to understand this! It is not the
action in itself that is of value; it is the intention with which it is done."
"Understand this well, Josefa: when a soul loves Me, she can make up for many who offend Me, and
this relieves My Heart." "One faithful soul can repair and obtain mercy for many ungrateful ones." "A little
act of generosity, of patience, of poverty . . . may become treasure that will win a great number of souls to
My Heart."
Our Lord to Sr. Consolata Betrone (1903-1946): "I prefer one act of love to all other prayers: 'Jesus, Mary,
I love Thee! Save souls!' This comprises all: the souls in Purgatory, those in the Church Militant, the guilty
and the innocent, the dying and the godless! One act of love can determine eternal happiness for a soul.

Therefore, be careful never to omit one 'Jesus, Mary, I love Thee, Save Souls!' Do not lose time! Every act
of love means a soul!"
Our Lady told Sister Consolata, "Only in Heaven will you realize the value and the fruitfulness of
saving souls. The act of love is especially meritorious as one of reparation."
Pope Pius XII (1939-1958): "No one is permitted to be idle and lazy while so many evils and dangers
impend, and while those who are on the other side are working so hard to destroy the very basis of Catholic
religion."
Who are the best prospects for conversion? Listen to St. Vincent Ferrer (1350-1419): "For whoever will
proudly dispute or contradict, will always stand without the door. Christ, the master of humility, manifests
His truth only to the humble, and hides Himself from the proud."
There are many good prospects for converts to the true Church. They only need to be sought out and
invited to adopt the Catholic Faith. Persistency is the key to success. In 1951, a convert campaign was
organized in the San Diego, California Diocese. In this diocese 95,000 homes were visited. Over 6,000
persons expressed interest, 2,000 came to classes and nearly 5,000 lapsed Catholics returned to the Faith. It
was determined it takes fifteen calls to bring one person to the true Faith.
One of the most effective and easiest ways to promote our Holy Faith is through the printed word. St.
Anthony Mary Claret tells us that the reading of good books has always been considered of utmost
importance and utility. He says it is necessary because there is a delirium for reading and if people do not
have good books, they will read bad ones. If people read good and instructive books at regular and proper
times, it will strengthen and nourish them greatly. But if they read bad books, indecent newspapers and
magazines, heretical booklets and other pernicious literature [Ed. note: or watch TV!], these things will
corrupt their faith and pervert their morals. St. Anthony, in his autobiography, gave good examples of
sinners being converted by reading pious leaflets and holy cards! St. Alphonsus Liguori (1696-1787),
Doctor of the Church, tells us that without good books and spiritual reading it will be morally impossible to
save our souls.
The Apostolate of Our Lady of the Rosary Library endeavors to make available good Catholic books, pious
leaflets, instructional articles, prayer cards and sacramentals at a reasonable price. In this day of great
apostasy, when millions of Catholics have lost the Faith, let us join in the battle to promote our holy Faith
and to defend it against all its enemies. Let us pray that Our Dear Savior will grant us the grace of a strong
and abiding faith, and a great zeal in promoting His honor and glory and the salvation of souls. You are
urged to order a good supply of material that is offered by this apostolate. One good and easy method to
distribute this spiritual food is to place these articles on vehicles that are parked for Church services.
Let us not be discouraged, intimidated or grow weary in our efforts. St. John Francis Regis (1597-1640)
was once criticized for converting some wayward women because it was thought to be in vain. His reply
was "If my endeavors are successful in preventing only one mortal sin, I deem my labor worthwhile."
Please order several copies of this paper for widespread distribution.
"Life is short, twill soon be past; only those things done for Christ will last."
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