Two Pillars of Protestantism: The Bible Alone and Faith Alone. Neither teaching is Biblical. 
  
The two pivotal points of the Protestant Reformation were: Sola Scriptura (the Bible alone) and Sola Fides (faith alone). Neither of these is taught in the Bible. Testimony of convert Scott Hahn (converted to Catholicism in 1986): 
  
Sola Scriptura. 
  
We share with the Protestants the conviction that the Bible is the inspired Word of God, hence it is infallible, authoritative in our lives; and it's a practical guide, it's one in which we can hear the voice of God, the living voice speaking to us in our own lives. The real question, then, is not much whether the Bible is the Word of God, inspired, infallible and authoritative, but whether it itself teaches that it is the only, exclusive authority governing the Body of Christ. 
It was a question raised to me by a former Catholic in the seminary in the middle of a seminar on creeds and confessions in the church. He asked me, where does scripture teach sola scriptura? And I panicked, I played around, I even said "That's a dumb question." and I never heard myself say that before in a classroom. And I realized going home that evening why I'd said it: it was because I wasn't prepared to answer it. I thought I'd just had a sudden bout with amnesia, but I thought about it some more, I consulted my books, I even called two or three of my professors, . but I didn't come up with any satisfactory answer. 
The Bible is to be regarded by all Catholics as our guide, as our source, as our judge, as the living and active Word of God, alive in our lives, in addition to which the Church confesses a living tradition to which she is bound out of obedience to Scripture. For Scripture speaks of that living tradition very naturally, very easily and matter-of-factly, as we'll see in 2 Thessalonians 2:15 where Paul commends and commands the Thessalonian Christians to hold fast to what Christ passed on to him, to what he passed on to them, to the tradition, whether it is written or whether it is spoken. Now Paul could take matter-of-factly, and he could state matter-of-factly the authority and existence of a living tradition. He didn't feel any need to argue for this living tradition; he assumed it, and he assumed the Thessalonians knew what he was talking about, so I would ask my Protestant brethren, where is that living tradition and how is it that we are held fast to that living tradition and how is that living tradition distinct from my own individual interpretation of the Bible? 
  
The doctrine of sola scriptura, that the Bible alone is our only authority, is itself: 
  
1. Unscriptural. I can't find anywhere in scripture God telling his people that the Bible alone is their sole authority. It would have been very convenient for me in terms of my career to find it, and I looked and I tried, but I couldn't. Second Timothy 3:15 doesn't teach that. It teaches the inspiration of Scripture, but just because the Bible is inspired and profitable, it doesn't mean that only the Bible is inspired and profitable. Matthew 15 condemns tradition which is merely human and which contradicts the Word of God, but 2 Thessalonians 2:15 speaks about a tradition through which the Word of God is conveyed authoritatively. How can that be? St. Paul also commends the Corinthians in 1 Corinthians 11:2 for 'holding fast to the traditions that he had handed on to them'. 
2. Unhistorical. The Church was spreading for decades, long before the New Testament books were written, gathered and officially canonized, or collected in an authoritative collection. Historians who are objective will see that the Church saw itself bound top the Word of God as it was handed down from Christ to the apostles and their successors in their doctrine, in their worship and in their morals apart from New Testament books. The New Testament books were in a certain sense occasional documents written to help certain congregations or certain area churches with particular questions, but nowhere does the Bible say, or does the New Testament regard itself, as a compendium that is sufficient for everything we need to know to live the Christian life. 
3. Illogical. How do you know what Scripture is? How do you know what books are inspired? Do we leave it up to each individual Christian to read all of the books that were possibly included or excluded? Have you read and studied The Shepherd of Hermas? The Epistle of Barnabas? The Book of Clement? The Epistles of Ignatius? All of these were circulated in such a way as that some regarded them as scriptural. Others didn't. The Church had to decide and, thanks be to God, Jesus Christ gave to his apostles his own authority to decide, and their successors carried on their authority so that we could have a New Testament today, But I believe it's illogical to suggest that the Bible alone is our authority when the Bible alone can't give to us what books are and aren't to be included in the Bible. How could it? If revelation included a list of every single book to be included we would only be able to trust that if we knew that revelation itself was inspired. But no book can confirm or authenticate its own inspired status. 
4. Impractical. This is a very hard point to speak about, but I think that it almost results in a kind of anarchy within the church. Since the Protestant Reformation over four centuries ago we have literally thousands of denominations and splinter groups that are continually splintering over various interpretations of the Bible. Several Presbyterian denominations. And then Methodists, and Lutherans and even Episcopalians, especially in the last ten or fifteen years. It hasn't brought greater unity into the Church, it's brought a very tragic disunity to impose the Bible as the sole authority so that every individual is left up to himself or herself to decide what doctrines are true. Can every believer be expected to understand and articulate the hypostatic union of the two natures of Christ? The Council of Calcedon passed on to us a legacy that we need to hold fast to, but very few lay people dare say very few seminarians could give a very articulate, detailed defense of that doctrine, which . very few people have actually generated on their own by interpreting the Bible by themselves. It's anarchistic. It would be like writing the U.S. Constitution only not establishing a judiciary or an executive or a legislative branch to apply that with authority. It would be like constitutionally investing individual citizens with the right to disagree with and rebel against judicial decisions handed down from any level of the court system. It would be up to them to interpret the Constitution with regard to any legislative decisions and executive enactments. You would have no nation; every man and woman would be a nation unto himself or unto herself. Is that what Jesus Christ intended for the family of God that he died and was raised to build upon the Holy Spirit? I don't think so. 
5. Encourages a subtle and unconscious and unintentional presumption, or tyranny. As we enforce church discipline in Protestant churches, I recall the very funny feeling that I had as I would argue and articulate my views and then face the prospect of disciplining members in the church just because I was able to get a consensus among my elders, or among the congregational members. Is it really that way? No pastor presumes to be infallible in the Protestant tradition. No head of any denomination presumes such, but they all have to continually discipline people and in many cases excommunicate people on the basis of their own fallible and frequently erroneous interpretations. That seems somewhat dubious. 
6. Inconsistent. Everybody has some tradition. They might be Americans, or Westerners. They might think in an individualistic thought world. They might be Methodists; they might have come up in the Episcopal tradition or the Presbyterian tradition, but all of us have categories that we receive from our spiritual fathers and mothers, those who have nurtured us in the faith. They have transmitted to us thought categories about which we know little, and yet they influence our interpretation so much. The question is not whether or not an interpretation will be authoritative, the question is whether it's the tradition that Christ instituted through the apostles and maintains through the apostolic tradition in one holy Roman Catholic Church. 
7. Improbable. Any doctrine without a single defender for the first thirteen centuries of the Church is questionable to say the least. The along came Wycliffe in the fourteenth century and he began to develop it rather defensively. Because he disagreed with the pope, he thought his interpretation of the Bible was sound, therefore, he concluded, the Bible alone must be authoritative. It wasn't until the Protestant Reformation that such an interpretation became widespread. In Wycliffe's day his own university colleagues condemned the proposition. Is it really the case that for fourteen centuries the Holy Spirit could guide nobody to see what the Protestants regarded as the formal principle of the Reformation, the article on which the Church stands or falls, along with justification by faith? 
8. Incoherent. We say, well, the Bible alone is our sole and exclusive authority, but we will listen to and respect tradition. Well, what do you think of somebody who says, "I will accept with respect the words of Jesus and follow them whenever I agree with them". That isn't lordship, and that isn't servanthood. If we submit to the living Word of Jesus Christ I believe that it will cause us to see the Apostolic Tradition that Jesus Christ handed down to his family through his apostles. A binding, a divine, an authoritative tradition found in the liturgy of the Church, found in the Creeds, found in the writings of the Fathers, and exhibited in statements such as St. Paul makes in 2 Thessalonians 2:15, 1 Corinthians 11:2 and other places as well. My reasons, then, for accepting Tradition are mainly biblical. Scripture teaches the authority of Sacred Tradition, that it is the context in which the Church came to recognize the gospels and the New Testament. As St. Augustine said, "I would not believe in the Gospels were it not for the authority of the Catholic Church." 
  
Sola Fides. 
  
            According to the Protestant position, justification is "a legal or forensic term used in Scripture to denote the acceptance of anyone as righteous in the sight of God." The Westminster Seminary faculty has adopted a statement on justification that I believe is very crystal clear in annunciating what is distinctively Protestant and non-Catholic: "Justification is altogether a legal, declarative act on God's part as the supreme Judge. We deny," it goes on to say, "that justification is in any sense a moral transformation or inner renewal." The Protestant position goes on, "In justification God legally declares the sinner who in himself is still guilty and polluted to be righteous in Christ. Justification involves only the legal imputation or legal account of the perfect 
righteousness of Christ to the sinner. We deny that justification is by a grace given at conversion which enables sinners to do the law unto their justification." 
I used to teach this, I used to believe it, and after much study of Scripture and considerable prayer and a lot of pain I have repudiated it. I believe that we are saved by Christ through grace alone, by a living faith working in love. (Gal. 5:6) I believe that's the biblical view and I've also discovered, much to my shock, that it's the Roman Catholic view, restated in every official statement in the Catholic Church with regard to the doctrines of grace, justification and salvation. Two thousand years of faithful teaching. From Christ alone, through grace alone, by faith and works done in love, only and always by the Holy Spirit. Not works done by sheer human energy to force God into a bargain or contract, but the works of God in us, by the Holy Spirit, through the Holy Spirit. 
I would recommend the viewpoint of one of the greatest Catholic theologians of the ages, Matthias Joseph Scheeben, who says, "The master idea of the Catholic faith in general and the doctrine of justification of the Catholic Church in particular is the family of God. We receive in justification, not a legal acquittal only, but nothing less than the full gift of divine sonship, living, active and powerful, simultaneous with when we are first justified." 
This is stated clearly in response to the Reformers in the Council of Trent, chapter 4, where justification is spoken of in terms of adoption of the sons of God through the second Adam, Jesus Christ. In chapter 8 also, the beginning, foundation and root of all justification without which it is impossible to please God and come to the fellowship of sons, justification from a Catholic perspective is divine sonship. It's standing in God's family. It's nothing we earn, it's nothing we work our way into. 
            How many people ever bought their way into a family? It can't be done and it hasn't been taught in the Catholic tradition. Justification, then, understood in the Catholic way, involves both the imputation of legal righteousness as the Protestants believe, but also the infusion of Christ's life and grace as the divine son so that in Christ we become at justification living, breathing sons of God, not just legally but actually. That's what the grace of the Father does for His children. In other words we hold with the Protestants that justification involves a legal decree, a divine word, that we are just, but unlike the Protestants and contrary to their position, we believe that that word of justification goes forth in power. In other words, God does what he declares. In the very act of 
declaring us just he makes us just because His Word is omnipotent, it's all-powerful. Isaiah 55:11: "So shall my Word go forth from my mouth. It shall not return to me void, but it shall accomplish that which I purpose." God said: 'Let there be light. And there was light.' 
When we're declared just, God does what he declares. He fathers children in Christ, the eternal Son. The Catholic Church does not teach legalism. If individual Catholics you meet believe that through their own individual works-righteousness they can buy their way into heaven 
or merit everything on their own, you tell them to go back to their church, back to the Scripture, back to their councils, and change their minds. It isn't works-righteousness, it isn't striking a bargain or a deal with God at all. It's God having His way in us by filling us with His life, His love, His power. So God transforms children of the devil into children of God, not just by mere legal decree but by giving us Christ in his sonship. 
According to the Roman Catholic Church, each and every deed I do that is pleasing to God is nothing other than the work of Christ active in me through the power of the Holy Spirit. St. Augustine said as a result, "When God rewards my labors, He's merely crowning the works of His hands in my life." As Paul says, "We are not competent of ourselves; our competence is from God who has made us competent." (2 Cor. 3:5) It isn't me but the Holy Spirit in me enabling me to cooperate and operate. So we are justified and made holy by God's grace alone. The Catholic Church says, 'It's grace from beginning to end; there's no strict merit whatsoever. If there's any merit it's the merit of a child who grows up and receives from the parents the life of the family, and works and learns and does fidelity in the household. So it's like a father who gives and fills his children with all that he has and is. 
First Protestant objection: But Paul says, 'Not of works, lest any man should boast.' (Eph. 2:9) Response: Paul is excluding good works performed apart from grace, apart from sonship, outside the family, by men and women who think of themselves as employees or servants. But that is not what Paul is saying. Paul is saying that we are saved by grace through faith, but nowhere ever does Paul say 'alone'. Luther consciously added the word to Romans 3 (verse 28). He in his translation of the Bible into German deliberately and knowingly added a word that was not there in the Greek. He thought that it should be and that it was in spirit, but he added it. Justification by faith alone, first defined after 1500 years, first defined by Luther, was done so and defended by adding a word to the Bible that was not there. 
Second Protestant objection: But faith alone makes a man just with God; nothing else is needed. (The Protestants understand faith as a subjective feeling of oneness with Christ, or that Christ has saved you. But faith is a supernatural virtue by which we firmly believe all the objective truths that God has revealed through His Church on the authority of God revealing. But even if the Protestants understood faith in this objective sense, their claim of justification by faith alone would still be false. But let that pass for now.) Response: If we turn to the New Testament, however, we find Christ's real teaching not only in Paul but also in James, chapter 2, verses 20-24, where James says, "Faith without works is dead. Do you not see that by works a man is justified and not by faith alone?" As Professor Shepherd of Westminster Seminary said, Paul and James are speaking of justification here in the same sense. So why do Protestants formulate a doctrine of justification that won't fit the way the Holy Spirit led the New Testament writers to speak of justification? Paul and James are in harmony, but the doctrine of justification by faith alone expressly and explicitly contradicts what James says when he says, "A man is justified not by faith alone...." 
Third Protestant objection: But Jesus offers salvation as a free gift, beyond what we deserve; all we have to do is just simply accept. Response: Jesus offers himself to us and his salvation as free gift, beyond what we deserve, but you are wrong when you say we only have to accept. Jesus will say to those who say, 'Lord, Lord' on that day, "Depart from me you workers of lawlessness." (Matt. 7:23) As Paul also says in Philippians 2:12-13, "Work out your salvation with fear and trembling in your hearts," so we can bargain God into an exchange? No, "because God is at work in you both willing and doing for His good will and pleasure and purpose." 
Fourth Protestant objection: But Catholics are always doing, doing; they're always doing something to be saved. Response: Of course that's true, because what father wants his children to be sitting around all day without learning, growing, working and maturing, that is, becoming like Him? When we pray, 'Lord, come into my heart,' we're doing something. When we say, 'Lord, I want to receive you into my heart as my personal Lord and savior, we are saying and doing something. When we sing, attend church, study Scripture, share the gospel, likewise. 
Fifth Protestant objection: But then salvation is just God paying us for our works, which Paul condemns. Response: True, Paul condemns those who make salvation a wage or salary. Let me say that again. We are not teaching that salvation is in any sense an earned wage or 
salary. Rather, it's a reward by way of inheritance. What child ever bought his way into the family? Entrance into the family, membership in the family, is pure gift. Or what parent ever told a child, "You will inherit and rule in the family no matter what you do? Salvation is a reward only in the sense that an inheritance is. From start to finish it's pure gift. Even growing up and learning and doing is a gift received by children appropriating the parents' gifts of life and truth. So its straight from the life and hearts of the parent, in this sense God the Father, into the body and soul of a child, the Son of God, the Christian. This is the Bible, this is St. Paul, this is St. James and this is the Catholic Church. 
Matthew 5:12: "Be glad and rejoice, for your reward is very great in heaven." 
Matthew 7:21: "Not everyone who says to me 'Lord, Lord,' shall enter into the kingdom of heaven, but he who does the will of my Father who is in heaven." 
Matthew 19:17: "If you wish to enter into life, keep the Commandments." 
Romans 2:6: "God will render to every man according to his works." 
Romans 2:13: "For not the hearers of the law are just before God, but the doers of the law shall be justified." 
Colossians sums it up (3:23): "Whatever you do, do from the heart as unto Christ, knowing you'll receive of the Lord the reward of inheritance." Given to children, of course. 
I John, 3:7: "Little children, let no one deceive you, he who does right is righteous as He is righteous." 
Galatians 3:26 also tells us that we are righteous before the Father as children, for "in Christ you are all sons of God." In Romans 8:12 it says, "You who have received the spirit of sonship. It is the spirit bearing witness with our spirit that we are children of God and if children, then heirs, heirs of God and fellow heirs with Christ provided we suffer with him that we may be glorified with him." And my last verse is 1 John 3:1: "See what love the Father has given us that we should be called the children of God, and so we are." We're not just called children, we're not just declared children, we are. We're given a new nature in justification that makes us true children. It isn't by law alone. We are fathered as children of God when we are justified by faith working in love, and not by faith alone. 
  
Nine passages to shed light on the faith-works question. 
             
First passage: Faith and Obedience. 
  
1:5 - "By whom we have received grace and apostleship for obedience to the faith, in all nations, for his name." 
16:26 - "[revelation of the mystery.] (Which now is made manifest by the scriptures of the prophets, according to the precept of the eternal God, for the obedience of faith) known among all nations." 
             
            Makes connection between faith and pleasing obedience, fulfillment of the will of God. You have no right to set faith in opposition to obedience. You can distinguish obedience and faith, but don't separate the two. Faith, hope, and charity. (I Cor. 13:13) 
". and so your faith and hope are in God. Now that you have purified yourselves by obeying the truth so that you have sincere love for your brothers, love one another deeply, from the heart." (I Pet. 1:21-22) 
"Let us draw near to God with a sincere heart in full assurance of faith, having our hearts sprinkled to cleanse us from a guilty conscience and having our bodies washed with pure water. Let us hold unswervingly to the hope we profess, for he who promised is faithful. And let us consider how we may spur one another on toward love and good deeds." (Heb. 10:22-24) 
"We continually remember . your work produced by faith, your labor prompted by love, and your endurance inspired by hope in our Lord Jesus Christ." (I Thess. 1:3) 
  
Second passage: Necessity of following the law (good works). 
  
"For there is no respect of persons with God." 2:11 
Necessity of good works repeated eight times. 
  
2:6 - "Who will render to every man according to his works." 
2:7 - "To them indeed who, according to patience in good work, seek glory and honor and incorruption, eternal life." 
2:10 - "But glory and honor and peace to every one that worketh good: to the Jew first, and also to the Greek." 
2:13 - "For not the hearers of the law are just before God: but the doers of the law shall be justified." (Cf. St. James: "Be doers of the word and not hearers only.") 
2:14 - "For when the Gentiles, who have not the law, do by nature those things that are of the law; these, having not the law, are a law to themselves." 
2:15 - "Who shew the work of the law written in their hearts, their conscience bearing witness to them: and their thoughts between themselves accusing or also defending one another." 
2:25 - "Circumcision profiteth indeed. if thou keep the law: but if thou be a transgressor of the law, thy circumcision is made uncircumcision." 
2:26 - "If then, the uncircumcised keep the justices of the law, shall not this uncircumcision be counted for circumcision?" 
2:27 - "And shall not that which by nature is uncircumcision, if it fulfil the law, judge thee, who by the letter and circumcision art a transgressor of the law?" 
  
Circumcision: vv. 28-29 - "For it is not he is a Jew, who is so outwardly: nor is that circumcision which is outwardly in the flesh. But he is a Jew that is one inwardly and the circumcision is that of the heart, in the spirit not in the letter: whose praise is not of men, but of God." We will later discuss the meaning of the spirit and the letter. (Rom. 7) Rebukes Jews for self-complacency: "I'm circumcised. I'm in the covenant, so I'm saved. The Gentiles are uncircumcised. They're out of the covenant, so they're not saved." 
  
Jeremias 9:25-26 - "Behold, the days come, saith the Lord, and I will visit upon every one that hath the foreskin circumcised. Upon Egypt, and upon Juda, and upon Edom, and upon the children of Ammon, and upon Moab . for all the nations are uncircumcised in the flesh, but all the house of Israel are uncircumcised in the heart." 
            Warning: External signs point to an internal reality, grace. Circumcision is a sign that the heart should be cut off from fleshly desires. 
  
            The meaning of the spirit and the letter. Similar couplet: the spirit and the flesh. 
"But he is a Jew that is one inwardly and the circumcision is that of the heart, in the spirit not in the letter..." (Rom. 2:29) 
"Who also hath made us fit ministers of the new testament, not in the letter but in the spirit. For the letter killeth: but the spirit quickeneth." (II Cor. 3:6) 
Does "the letter" mean the Old Testament? No! The Old Testament is good. "The letter" means the Old Testament used in opposition to the New Testament. 
Is St. Paul saying that we don't have to keep the letter of the law (i.e. the ten commandments)? No! He means that the letter (ALONE) kills. Therefore, if we are interested in keeping just the minimum of what is stated (in words), we will probably be damned. The spirit of the law is the intention of the Lawgiver (God: "Be ye holy, because I am holy.") Therefore, the spirit of the law gives life; keeping the spirit of the law is the best assurance of keeping the letter of the law (e.g. if you love honesty, you don't have to be told not to lie). 
Our Lord came not to destroy the Law, but to fulfill it, that means to give us the spirit of the Law, which does not dispense us from the letter, but helps us to go beyond the letter. He gave us the spirit of the ten commandments in the Sermon on the Mount. 
  
Examples taken from the 5th and 6th commandments: 
5th Commandment: Thou shalt not kill. Letter = Not only against killing, but also against physically injuring neighbor, getting drunk, etc. Spirit = Charity, against hatred, revenge, jealousy. "He who is angry with his brother shall be guilty of the judgment." (Matt. 5:22) 
6th Commandment: Thou shalt not commit adultery. Letter = Not only against adultery, but also against fornication, self-abuse, etc. Spirit = Chastity and modesty, against profaning the sacredness of the body. "He who lusts after a woman in his heart." (Matt. 5:27) 
The aim is: How may I please Christ? The aim is not: How much can I get away with? 
  
Third passage: Justification through faith, grace, power of Holy Ghost. 
  
Protestant objection: "Romans, chapter 2 sketches an impossible ideal: Keeping the law. St. Paul says in Romans, chapter 3 that nobody keeps the law. Jesus obeyed the law so that we don't have to. It's nice if we try to do good works, but they're not necessary since Christ's righteousness is imputed to us if we have faith in Him." 
  
3:10-12 - "As it is written: There is not any man just. There is none that understandeth: there is none that seeketh after God. All have turned out of the way: they are become unprofitable together: there is none that doth good, there is not so much as one." 
  
Look at context of St. Paul's argument, preceding verse (3:9): "For we have charged both Jews and Greeks, that they are all under sin." Conclusion: St. Paul is not trying to argue that nobody keeps the law, but that all, whether Jew or Gentile, stand in need of redemption in Christ. 
Look at the context of the Old Testament quote (Psalm 13): "The fool hath said in his heart: There is no God. They are corrupt, and are become abominable in their ways: there is none that doth good, no not one. The Lord hath looked down from heaven upon the children of men, to see if there be any that understand and seek God. They are all gone aside, they are become unprofitable together: there is none that doth good, no not one. Shall not all they know that work iniquity, who devour my people as they eat bread? . For the Lord is in the just generation: you have confounded the counsel of the poor man, but the Lord is his hope. Who shall give out of Sion the salvation of Israel? when the Lord shall have turned away the captivity of his people, Jacob shall rejoice and Israel shall be glad." 
The theme of Psalm 13 is general corruption of man without redemption by Christ. Use of "no one" is a literary device called "hyperbole", which means exaggeration for dramatic effect, e.g. "There were millions of cars out there. . Nobody was at the party." 
St. Paul would not be foolish enough to quote an Old Testament passage out of context. Psalm 13 is speaking of Gentiles who persecute the Jews. But God speaks of the just generation, and the poor man whose hope is the Lord (David is meant). David is regarded as righteous by God, and is persecuted mostly by Jews, by his own people, e.g. Saul, Absalom. David is in the midst of Jews who are evildoers. Conclusion: Jews also need redemption through Christ. 
            Further quote: Isaias 59:7-8 - "Their feet run to evil, and make haste to shed innocent blood..." Romans 3:10-18 is called a "cento" (from the Latin word for patchwork), meaning a composition taken from different elements patched together. Our Lady's "Magnificat" is a cento. 
  
Fourth passage: Justification by faith without the works of the law. 
  
3:28 - "For we account a man to be justified by faith, without the works of the law." 
  
Luther added the word "alone" in the German translation, knowing it was not there in the Greek. In context, "works of the law" means the Old Testament ceremonies, especially circumcision. It certainly doesn't mean the moral law, the ten commandments, or the Torah as a whole. The Protestants would have St. Paul say: "It doesn't matter if you murder, commit adultery, or worship idols, as long as you believe." The Jews have the Mosaic law and circumcision; the Gentiles have the natural law and conscience. Both stand in need of redemption through Christ, and Christ gives us the power to keep His commandments. 
St. Paul is not anti-ritual. He maintains the necessity of sacraments. The Old Testament sacraments were many, awkward, and ineffective; the New Testament sacraments are fewer, easier, and more powerful. Baptism replaces circumcision. 
  
Fifth passage: Justification of Abraham by faith. 
  
4:2-3 - "For if Abraham were justified by works, he hath whereof to glory, but not before God. For what saith the scripture? Abraham believed God: and it was reputed to him unto justice." 
  
Protestant objection: St. Paul is saying that no good works preceded Abraham's faith; his justification was not dependent on love and obedience. 
Text taken from Gen. 15:6, but what happened before this? Abraham left his home and property at the age of 70, erected altars, called upon the name of the Lord, fought the battles of the Lord, paid tithes to Melchisedech, and swore an oath to worship God. The Protestants would say that all this was done apart from saving faith. But that can't be, since Hebrews 11 says that Abraham was justified by faith through the above-mentioned actions. 
Therefore once again, St. Paul is stressing that Abraham was justified by his faith, even before circumcision was instituted, which only happened in Genesis 17. Abraham's faith was being sorely tried, so his act of faith brought him closer to God. Gift of sonship: It has a beginning, but then it is always growing and maturing. 
  
Sixth passage: We are made, not merely declared, just by Christ. 
  
5:19 - "For as by the disobedience of one man, many were made sinners: so also by the obedience of one, many shall be made just." 
  
            Mosaic law doesn't make us holy (now that Christ has come), and circumcision avails nothing (though it was given to Abraham). There is an obstacle to holiness which we must trace all the way back to Adam: Original Sin. Adam fathered a family in sin; Christ fathered a family in righteousness. Not a question of mere legal acquittal, but justification in sonship: Adam, Abraham, Moses, David: four main mediators of the Old Testament. 
  
Seventh passage: How do we get out of Adam and into Christ? 
  
6:2-3 - "For we that are dead to sin, how shall we live any longer therein? Know you not that all we who are baptized in Christ Jesus are baptized in his death?" 
  
St. Paul never says: "Accept Christ as your personal savior and that's all." The only proper way to "accept" Him is through faith (i.e. believing all the articles of faith taught by Christ and handed down by His Church), through submission to the authority of Christ's Church ("He who hears you, hears me"), and through receiving the sacraments (e.g. Baptism, Confession, Holy Eucharist). You cannot accept Christ as your "personal" savior in such a way as to exclude the authority of the Church which He instituted. Redemption through Christ: Incorporation into Christ through Baptism. 
  
Eighth passage: Concupiscence remains, but it is not sin. 
  
7:15-16 - "For that which I work, I understand not. For I do not that good which I will: but the evil which I hate, that I do. If then I do that which I will not, I consent to the law, that it is good." 
  
            The Law is good, spiritual, and holy, but we're not. Even after we're baptized, we have darkened minds, weak wills, disordered passions. We feel desire well up within us, if we know it isn't good, and we don't allow it to lead us to consent to action or fantasizing, we have not sinned. Christian life is a struggle, temptations give us strength, and chance to gain merit. 
            Luther said that our righteousness is like filthy rags. Zach. 3:3-5 - "And Jesus [high priest] was clothed with filthy garments: and he stood before the face of the angel. Who answered, and said to them that stood before him, saying: Take away the filthy garments from him. And he said to him: Behold I have taken away thy iniquity, and have clothed thee with change of garments. And he said: Put a clean mitre upon his head: and they put a clean mitre upon his head, and clothed him with garments, and the angel of the Lord stood." 
            Context speaks of an inner transformation [Baptism], new garments. 
  
  
  
  
Ninth passage: The Holy Ghost enables us to keep the Law. 
  
8:13-17 - "For if you live according to the flesh, you shall die: but if by the Spirit you mortify the deeds of the flesh, you shall live. For whosoever are led by the Spirit of God, they are the sons of God. For you have not received the spirit of bondage again in fear: but you have received the spirit of adoption of sons, whereby we cry: Abba (Father). For the Spirit himself giveth testimony to our spirit that we are the sons of God. And if sons, heirs also; heirs indeed of God and joint heirs with Christ: yet so, if we suffer with him, that we may be also glorified with him." 
  
The Holy Ghost was hardly mentioned before, but in this chapter He is mentioned 18 times. The Holy Ghost doesn't exempt us from keeping the Law; He gives us the power to do it. 
.provided we suffer with him (v. 17). 
  
8:35 (Who shall separate us from the love of Christ?) is proof text for Protestants who proclaim absolute security: Once saved, always saved, no matter what you do. 
Refuted by second part of chapter which shows us the necessity of suffering, even that suffering unites us to Christ. Suffering should be accepted for three reasons: 
1. It is reasonable to do so. We suffer a few years; we get eternal life. 
2. Suffering is inescapable. All creation contributes to suffering. 
3. The Holy Ghost will help us to suffer. If you suffer, it's hard to keep a clear mind. 
  
Look again at 8:35: "Shall tribulation? Or distress? Or famine? Or nakedness? Or danger? Or persecution? Or the sword?" St. Paul doesn't say: "Shall murder, shall adultery, shall lying, shall cheating?" Sin does separate us from Christ; we need to do good works. But suffering does not separate us from Christ, as long as we accept the suffering. "Offer it up." 
  
  
Unnatural Protestant distinction: Justification / Sanctification. (Basic response: From the Old Testament onwards, justice and holiness are practically synonymous, e.g. "Joseph . being a just man" - Matt. 1:19. The just man honors his duties to God, to neighbor, and to self, and is that not also the definition of holiness?) 
Protestants separate justification (God declaring us righteous) from sanctification (God transforming us to renew our hearts). The Westminster Catechism says that "sanctification is the work of God's free grace whereby we are renewed in the whole man after the image of God and are enabled more and more to die to sin and live unto righteousness." But is there the clear statement that sin is washed away, and that we are in the state of grace? 
Thereon follows another unnatural distinction: People who have Jesus as Savior = justification, but don't have Jesus as Lord = sanctification. They say: "I don't want this holiness and legality stuff. I'm saved." 
Scott Hahn answers: I do believe that the issues are real and substantial. I have found in my own [Protestant] tradition a strong statement repeatedly made that justification is reducible to a legal declaration, and as the Westminster statement of justification reads: "We deny that justification is in any sense a moral transformation or inner renewal." Now I believe that St. Paul uses the words justification and sanctification almost interchangeably in a way that Protestants do not and almost, I would say, cannot. I mention a few verses: 
Acts 20:32 - "Now I commit you to God and to the word of his grace, which can build you up and give you an inheritance among all those who are sanctified." 
Acts 26:18 - ". to open their eyes and turn them from darkness to light, and from the power of Satan to God, so that they may receive forgiveness of sins and a place among those who are sanctified by faith in me." 
I Corinthians 1:2 - "To the church of God that is at Corinth, to them that are sanctified in Christ Jesus, called to be saints." 
These texts and many others all speak of sanctification as by faith. As a result I suggest that the distinction between justification and sanctification that Protestants make, that justification is only legal and sanctification is a moral change, is not actually in Paul's writings. 
I understand that Protestants believe that God changes us, but I also find in their theologians this continual position that there is no share in Christ's divine sonship, which I find embedded in St. Paul's writings. [E.g. Rom. 8:15; Gal. 4:6] John Murray emphatically repudiates that. As a typical and representative Protestant, he argues in his book Redemption Accomplished and Applied, page 167: "Adoption is only a judicial act." [We're not really made children of God, we're simply declared children legally. That's not the Catholic view.] Murray goes on: ".to say that men by adoption come to share in Christ's sonship and thus enter into the divine life of the Trinity, this is grave confusion and error. No one shares in Christ's sonship." 
Also, with regard to sanctification and justification, listen to I Corinthians 6:11: "You were washed [most commentators think that means baptism] you were sanctified, you were justified in the name of the Lord, Jesus Christ." Sanctified comes before justified there. Now I found that as a Protestant I had so emphatically redefined justification as only legal, sanctification as a moral change. My point is not to deny that Protestants believe that a moral change comes over the Christian, but that Protestants improperly completely dissociate that from justification. But in Paul's writings we are justified by faith working in love, not in a sense flexing our own muscles and forcing God to fork over some goods in heaven, but it's His life being formed in us in the very act, in the process of justification, that is, receiving sonship. 
Sanctification is a word that emphasizes the transformative aspect but it also involves a declarative aspect. In other words the Catholic position is both/and whereas it seems to me that the Protestant position is either/or. Either faith or works, not faith and works. 

