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Doctrine of the Church: Attributes, ||

We are studying the attributes of the church orepyof Edmund Clowney’s bookhe Church. We
have examined the unity and sanctity of the charahnow we are thinking about the catholicity or
universality of the church.

As part of the Great Commission, the Lord commahddisciples to do the work of disciple-making of
all nations. He made no distinctions there betwdiarent peoples, and thus it was a catholic or a
universal enterprise. Furthermore, in Galatiane3earn more about this statement: “You are allsSon
of God.” Galatians 3:26 says, “Through faith in Shdesus. For all of you who were baptized into
Christ have clothed yourselves with Christ. Theragither Jew nor Greek, slave nor free, male nor
female, for you are all one in Christ Jesus. If pelong to Christ, then you are Abraham’s seed and
heirs according to the promise.” All believers soas or daughters of God by faith in Christ, relgmsl

of race, social status, or sex. Because they haee bnited to Christ, they have been joined to each
other. This text speaks of the unity of the churcherse 28, “You are one in Christ, Jesus,” asd #he
universality. Regardless of those different digtomes, they are not totally done away with. We db n

all become unisex, for example, but we are onéenLbrd and the Lord receives us regardless okthos
distinctions.

In Revelation 5:9 and 10, we saw a picture of thavenly worship of the redeemed. There we learned
that Christ is worthy to take a scroll and operséals and to reveal the judgments of God. In Reioel
5:9, the lamb is addressed: “you were slain ant wour blood you purchased people for God from
every tribe and language and people and nation.héee made them to be a kingdom and priest to
serve our God and they will reign on the earth.& Thurch is catholic, not in the sense that iathalic
with a capital C, as in Roman Catholic. Rathemgscolleague David Jones says, “The catholicity of
the Church follows from the ethnic universalisntltg Gospel.” The Gospel goes out to all peoples
regardless of language, color, nationality, or atiyer distinction, and in that the Gospel goes and
conquers, the church is universal. Some practaralfrcations are easy to draw. We ought to have a
broad view of the Christian church, a view thatesdas our own local church or denomination. We
really are pretty myopic if we think our little ctaln or our little denomination, maybe even our big
denomination, is all there is to the body of Chidd, the Church is bigger than that, and we astgu
part when you take that bigger, more universal Iauk also need to be involved in some local
congregation, and many of us choose to be affdiatith a particular denomination because of what it
stands for. That is fine, but that is not all thisteThe Church is bigger than the Southern Baptist
Convention, the National Baptist Church, the PO#d many other groups we could name.

Wycliffe Bible Translators have done great in tisy because Christians from various backgrounds
have worked to translate the Scriptures into théheraongues of people who did not have the
Scriptures. It is an incredible thing. | just remtlVycliffe report where the translator was rejogcand

the Word of God was already doing its work. A max heceived for the first time in his hands a copy
of the Word of God in his own language; perhapgais just one of the Gospels. The report said, ‘de s
there for hours with tears streaming down his fa€an you imagine hearing God’s Word for the first
time? It was just beautiful. It was as if God’s sege was now directed toward him. That is the tdtith
was a wonderful thing to read about.

A further implication of this passage is that radiacrimination is sinful. Social discriminatios i
sinful—and likewise sexual discrimination. There people who hate other people based upon their
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racial, social, or sexual classes, and that igadty; it is ungodly. We need to take positive megas
on all those accounts as the Lord gives us oppitytun

The Church is one holy, catholic, and apostoliccchuwWhat do we mean by apostolicity? You say,
“This makes me nervous in light of the Roman claihat apostolicity is based upon unbroken
succession from Peter.” Is that what we mean? Ofsgonot. Look back to John 17:20, a verse we
already read: “My prayer is not for them alone,—ifiealone—I pray also for those who will believe in
me through their message.” Jesus prays for thosewithbelieve in him through the Apostles’
teaching. That is what it means to be apostolimdans to be faithful to the Apostles’ teaching.

You know Acts 2:42. The early Christians devoteshtelves to four things: the Apostles’ teaching
(listed first), fellowship, the breaking of brega¢bably a reference to the Lord’s Supper), angieata

The first thing mentioned is the Apostles’ teachinge early Christians devoted themselves to that a
so should we. Paul confuses his readers sometiraeas compare the difference between Philippians 1
and Galatians 1. In Philippians 1 Paul was impeshmprobably in Rome. (I take a traditional view of
that rather than the idea that it was the cesam@nisonment.) In any case, he was imprisoned,hend
rejoiced that people were preaching the Gospéipaf@ih they were preaching it from various motives.
Some were preaching it from good motives becausgwere emboldened in their witness because their
hero of the faith was imprisoned for Jesus. Otleng preaching the true Gospel from bad motives,
perhaps something like this: “I thought so. Paoltjht he was a hotshot.” They were trying to get
ahead of him. They may have been thinking, “God kam on the shelf. He was not as important as he
thought he was.” They were preaching the true Gasjteof wrong motives. You think that hurt the
apostle Paul? Of course it did; he is a human b@iagBut ultimately what was his attitude towahndt®

His answer in Philippians 1 is that he rejoicedause “the true gospel was preached.”

In Galatians 1, however, he envisions a differgaasion. Here he does not rejoice, rather he gets.
He gets fighting, cussing mad, as a matter of faud, he declares anathema on human beings or even
angles who would preach a different Gospel. Versay®, “even if we [the Apostles] or an angel from
heaven should preach a gospel other than the ompeeseh to you, let him be eternally condemned.”
That means let him be damned. This is strong, gttamguage. In case we missed it, he says it again
verse 9. Philippians 1 and Galatians 1 are twehfit attitudes. Fidelity to the Gospel (faithfida¢o
the Gospel) is the test of apostleship. So in @rébPaul could say he went up to Jerusalem, &etho
who were Apostles before him, and James, JohnPatet gave him the right hand of fellowship and
added nothing to his Gospel message. It is fditlbls to the Gospel that is the test of apostleghipn
if an apostle, angel, or anybody else should preagtother message than the true Gospel, Paul has
strong words of woe for those people.

Protestantism, therefore, has insisted that fditlefis to the Apostles’ message as recorded intBip
is the index of apostolicty. Contrast this with tifécial Roman Catholic view from Ludwig Ott in
Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma.

Christ founded his church on the Apostles by tramsfg to them his threefold office: teaching,
pastoral, and sacerdotal [that is priestly], an@ppgointing Peter the supreme pastor and teacher
of the church. Christ willed that these offices émel powers corresponding to them should be
transmitted by successors since the purpose ahimeh makes it necessary that these be
perpetuated. In the unbroken succession of thepssfrom the Apostles, the apostolic character
of the church most clearly appears. It is sufficienpoint to the apostolic succession of the
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Roman Church because the Roman bishop is the li¢lael whole church and vehicle of the
infallible doctrinal power. Consequently, the ajptistchurch and the unfalsified apostolic
teaching are where Peter, or his successor, is.

To the contrary, organizational succession is rergutee of doctrinal faithfulness. The reformation
occurred for good reason: the Gospel had been hiddstead, the unfalsified apostolic teaching is
found where faithful pastors accurately expoundiApestles’ doctrine from holy Scripture.

Is Paul just using a hyperbole? Is he using exaggeélanguage here when he talks about people being
eternally condemned? | do not think so. He is gagiat is what he thinks should happen to people wh
distort the Gospel. If you are envisioning the aliton of true believers preaching a false Gospel, |
would say he is not envisioning that. He is notregensidering that possibility. The notion of the
Apostles preaching a false Gospel is an exaggerdimvever, and certainly any good angel would not
do it either. But cultists do preach a false Gosgetl Paul had strong words for anybody who diklisn
own time. So Paul does exaggerate some, but s idesire that they be condemned. He is mad
because if somebody tinkers with the Gospel, #edd people to hell. Think of Jesus’ words that if
somebody leads even one of these little one wheuss in me astray, it would be better for him &wd

a millstone (it was not the little grinding stormat was operated by hand. It was called a donlanest
because the animal power had to turn it, it walsigpand let him be thrown into the sea, maybestee

of Galilee—the notion is instant death. So, thel@ilses strong language for those who lead others
astray.

There is some exaggeration involved—at least amstlimpossible situation envisioned a true Apostle
preaching a false Gospel. But Paul means evenlaplogt derives its authority from the Word of God
and not just a Roman notion that no matter whaplest@ach, it is succession from Peter that ensures
the true church. No, it does not, Paul says. Thaesfips are only Apostles because they preach the
genuine article, the true Gospel.

| was referring to Philippians 1:12-18 when | sBall rejoices in people preaching the true Gospat e
for the wrong reasons. This is a very poignant gges®ecause it is for reasons that are hurtfuinto h
personally. Verse 18 says, “But what does it matidre important thing is that in every way, whether
from false motives or true, Christ is preached. Aedause of this, | rejoice.” He makes subsenhent
whole ministry and life to the Gospel. That is angerful thing. | might say, by contrast, sometimes
are too thin skinned.

At the bottom of page 43 the book talks about prattamifications of this biblical view of

apostolicity. Due to the subjectivity inherent irolestantism that we spoke of earlier, they broka &
monolith. Rome was unified. They claimed to be entgiunvarying, universal, and apostolic. As soon
as Luther, Calvin, and others broke from that,eéheas a problem. They were fragmented. They
disagreed among themselves. Due to the subjecinhigrent in Protestantism, churches and Christians
have seen a need for doctrinal statements for syeedfessions, and catechisms, which are instrtamen
to teach our children. This is an expression okagliity. If we say, “Here is a statement of faithese
are things we believe,” we do not pick little minmoints. We pick things that we think are very
important and significant. Our claim is that these the teachings of the Apostles of the Word of.Go
Our being a true church is because of this apastglthis mark. There is an overlap between the
attributes and marks, the mark of the pure pregcbinhe Word and the attribute of apostolicityeTh
importance within Protestantism for the trainingrahisters comes from this.
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Let us talk for a minute about the importance olibal preaching. When a church looks for a pastor,
what are they looking for? Many things today (matdieemany things), but the bottom line ought to be
his ability to preach the Word of God. The impodamf Sunday school teaching is grounded in this
notion of fidelity to the Apostles’ teaching. Thecsess of things like Bible Study Fellowship (inist
perfect in every regard) is because it has promatach study of the Word of God.

We are moving on to page 44 and a new topic.dthg of an excursus, a little bit of an aside
concerning the church and its attributes. Churglausgion; is it ever right to separate from a Glars
church? Is it ever demanded biblically? Yes.

| will talk a little bit about the definition of astolicity. | found some helpfulness in Clowneytolx on
the church. He distinguished between two senséagpofstle” in the New Testament. An Apostle was an
eyewitness of the risen Christ who was commissidnedim in a special way to proclaim His Gospel
to the nations. There is a lesser sense of “agastlevell. Coming out of the writings of the Apaestlin

the context of those in revelatory ministries, they speaking forth the Word of God in their preéagh
Then in fulfillment of John 14, 15, and 16, thel&atand the Son sent the Spirit and they wrotéNee
Testament. Coming out of that is the notion wittie early church of the church being apostolic. The
contention of the reformers, and | would agree, thasit did not have reference to geography or to
Rome. The Roman Catholic claims grew as historyed@aiong and the extravagant claims made in the
high Middle Ages were not made early on. The remawere right on when they said being apostolic
does not mean being officially connected with tleerRn Church, but rather it means perpetuating the
teaching of the Apostles. We know about that teaghiot from word of mouth passed down, but the
Apostles committed these things to writing.

Some may ask, “If all that is meant is being faithb the Scriptures, then why did the
Constantinopolitan Creed not say, ‘One holy, cathalnd scriptural church’ instead of apostolic?”

| would be careful not to insist that it had todbeirches personally founded by the Apostles because
again, they died and it was rather passing on trep@ entrusted to them that would make a church
apostolic. | think it is virtually the same as saya scriptural church, but it is emphasizing theaphing
of the Apostles and the message about Jesus @hddtlim crucified. It is something closer to saying
Gospel church, but they do not have to use our svtirdio it.

It has been commented that we also ought to remetinéiiethe Roman Church added the Apocrypha,
which deals with Old Testament books. | do notdwaithat the counsels were referring to that when
they spoke of the church as apostolic.

On the issue of church separation, is it ever riglgeparate from a fellowship of professed behe¥és

it ever demanded? These are tricky questions androt going to answer them perfectly for
anybody’s particular situation, perhaps, but we rcaake some progress by thinking about these things.
Third, we will look at biblical principles on pag&. Second, we will look at theological perspective
degrees of errors. This is a very helpful chart Devid Jones uses. | found it very helpful in gryime
perspective. But first of all, what are we talkiggout in terms of the words? Let us define our $erm

We can distinguish apostasy, heresy, and schisnmg@stasy, irnThe New International Dictionary of

the Christian Church, we read, “Apostasy is the abandonment or rentioniaf Christianity, either
voluntarily or by compulsion.” Thus the person wdwmmits this is an apostate. The verb is apostatize
not apostasize. Apostasy is thus renouncing thestzhr faith, denying the faith that one once
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professed. It could be at the sword, for exampléeims of some Muslim evangelism. We are not going
to get into all the ramifications and biblical teatgs on apostasy now. For now, apostasy is a tlegpar
from the Christian faith by someone who once prddst. Notice that a pagan is not an apostate. He
cannot be. You have got to claim to be in, in otdezome out.

On the subject of heresy, in Ericksoencise Dictionary of Christian Theology that | mentioned
earlier, he says, “Heresy is a belief or teachirag tontradicts Scripture and Christian theolodfyis a
good definition, but | want to add to it a bitidtnot strong enough. Every belief that contradicts
Scripture would not qualify as heresy in my bookould define heresy asnagjor belief or teaching
that contradicts Scripture, a subversive belieatTis an important one. Obviously if believers have
differences, for example, on future things, themately at some point some of them contradict
Scripture and some do not. | would not call thaekg. That brings me to point number two, and we
will get to that in a moment. So, apostasy is wajkaway from the Christian faith and repudiating it
Heresy is major doctrinal deviation.

Schism is formal and willful separation from thatyrmof the church. It is a sin to stop going to otiy
to have nothing to do with the Christian churchséparate oneself from it.

With those definitions in hand, to some degree, dv@v comfortable you are with them, what about a
theological perspective on degrees of error? Areradrs of the same magnitude and seriousness? By
no means! “Churches are more or less apostoliermg of the fourth attribute of the church just
discussed [that is, doctrinally pure or orthodosg@ding as the doctrine of the Gospel is taugtt an
embraced in them.”—I am quoting David Jones, mjeague here in systematic theology at Covenant
Seminary.—“Even the purest churches are subjestrto, yet some are more faithful than others in
confessing the system of doctrine thought in tHg Bariptures. Systemic heresies are hardly
distinguishable from apostasy.”

Now, | cannot do this without naming names andgisixamples. If | happen to pull on a cherished
belief of yours, all | can say is forgive me. | awt trying to be nasty, but | cannot do this in the
abstract. Do you understand? | have to talk abmuesexamples. So | do it with no malice in my heart

Apostasy is on the right hand side of the charhdans rejecting Jesus after professing faith m.Hi
means doing what Judas did. That is apostasy. Bie &postate. Biblical teaching is on the left sitles
in the middle that we get ourselves into troubledess. Biblical teaching is the deity of ChristbBsal
teaching is inerrancy. Biblical teaching is to #agt human beings are made up of two parts: a body
an immaterial part called the soul or spirit. In estimation, that is biblical teaching as well. We
distinguish wrong opinions from systemic errorsw?dSystemic errors are errors that influence other
beliefs. There is a notion of system here. Thinkhefveins of a leaf or the circulatory systemhaf t
human body. If you put something into the bloodstrat is going to go other places and cause
problems. What is wrong opinion? Half of us in tiem have some wrong opinions concerning
Christian baptism. | am not trying to be a prouddByterian here. | might be the one with the wrong
opinions; you might too. Let us say we have Baptstd Presbyterians here. Along the lines of
Ephesians 4, | would encourage us all to hold ¢ooiie baptism of the Scriptures, but | am not label
that with particular mode or even a particular sabjl said carefully | would put this under bilalic
teaching. Christian baptism is baptism done byrister of the Gospel with water (I am deliberately
leaving mode open) in the name of the Trinity. ugtsay that immersion is right. Sprinkling and
pouring would then be wrong. My own conclusionhiattall three are right. Let us take that view from
the Baptist view that says that immersion alomigist. Maybe some would not be so strong and day, “
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cannot say all three are wrong, but | think thighies best way.” Somebody is wrong somewhere inethos
things. | would be happy to put that in the catggadrwrong opinion. That is not apostasy; thatos n
great heresy. There is a difference of opinionghand contrary views cannot both be right. But iha
not so serious. Likewise, | would put some concaitysut future things (the nature of the Millennium)
under the category of wrong opinion. Is it a litek®00 year earthly kingdom? Is it a spiritual ggilom?
Under clear biblical teaching, | would concludestiChrist reigns now, and Christ will reign on thew
earth. That is earthly; that is literal and histali | am not as comfortable making a decision héoel

will see when | teach future things | will preséoir views of the Millennium. I will cautiously krok

out a couple of them and suggest that | cannolyreake a firm decision between two others of them.
have a wrong opinion there. Myself, | have a wropgion! You say, “Actually, that is not a bad way
to do it,” because if you are not really suresibetter to hold something unclear in abeyance than
dogmatizing on it. The point is systemic error isrenimportant than a wrong opinion because other
things are seriously affected.

Errancy is not just a wrong opinion. Errancy is tipposite of inerrancy. Inerrancy | put under laidli
teaching. It is having confidence that God’s Wqudaks truth through all matters that it speaks.
Errancy is a systemic error. If you hold that thbl®has errors, at least hypothetically, that doul
manifest itself in almost any doctrine. | know sopg®ple who formally hold to errancy, but who
almost practice inerrancy, but it is still a darayex game. At every point | put my human reason in
judgment on the Bible and say it is wrong and Iragght. | am on shaky ground if | do this. | am not
trying to be unkind, but as a Calvinist | would @aed) Arminianismism as a systemic error. | am not
trying to be nasty, but | have to give you examplieahat | think.

To hold that our will is free, as Arminian theolags say, has repercussions for many, many doctrines
These include election, which is viewed as fordaith, and faith, which in a consistent Arminian
system can be forfeited once it is exercised. Tthime has great mixed problems in the assurance of
salvation, for example. Again, | say it without amtred in my heart. | am remembering my last lectu
that said | am one in Christ with my Arminian brets and sisters. Yet they would regard my Calvinism
as a systemic error, and | would respect themhiat: But since this is my class, | am regardingythe
Arminianism as a systemic error. But notice | amhgalling it a heresy. Why? It is not heresy beeaitis
does not touch faith in the person and work of &hfiam saying that it is more than a wrong opinio
but | am not calling it a heresy, and | am notingllArminians heretics. | have reformed friend4 tha
that, and | think they are wrong. | think theintatties are basically wrong. They have made theakust
of not making these distinctions. They think thare two types of people in the world. The good guys
all look like us and believe like us, and the otheys are foul and messed up in every way. Ne,nbt
that simple. It is a range, and we all have trutkech in with error. May our errors only be wrong
opinions. To God, our errors are only wrong opision

An example of systemic heresy is justification byrks. That steps over the line. If the cult sayere

is how you are saved: you believe, repent, areizehtdo certain things and do not do certain other
things,” that is more than problematic. That is enbarmful than a wrong opinion. That is more
harmful—that errancy reaching out into the différareas and corrupting different doctrines. This is
hardly distinguishable from renunciation of the iGtian faith. Do you understand the Dr. Jones
statement now? Systemic heresies are hardly distihgble from apostasy. Cultists who are brought up
in churches that taught “the truth” and believe titha cult teaches are to all intents and purposes
apostates. This distinction between wrong opiniwoth systemic heresy gives me a way of thinking and
looking at things.
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| will give you one more example that | was remit@é again while teaching the doctrine of man. |
mentioned before that | would regard the fact thabhan beings are made of two parts, body and soul,
as biblical teaching. Modern theologians in gensaglwe are made up of one part. Would | put that i
wrong opinion or systemic error? | would considetta systemic error because in denying that we can
have a soul separate from the body, they denyntkemediate state. They say when you die thatis th
end of you, and your soul sleeps. The Bible teaoistead that “to be absent from the body is to be
present with the Lord” (2 Corinthians 5). ThinkJefsus’ statement in Luke 23 to the thief who believ

in Him: “Today you will be with me in paradise.” Philippians 1, Paul said he desired to depart the
body and be with Christ, which is far better thaereknowing the Lord on earth.

So, monism, as it is called, is a systemic ertdras other repercussions. It does not damn apeltse
not a heresy, but it is a significant error in Wew of who we are. Some of you think we are ttpasds,
known as trichotomy. According to this view, we slibdistinguish the immaterial into soul and spirit
and assign them certain functions. Where would ktipat? It depends on what you do with it. | regard
the biblical teaching as dichotomy or dualism, thathave two parts. But if you adhere to trichotpmy
yet do not do anything with it—if you do not buéddoctrine of the Christian life on the distinction
between soul and spirit—it is a wrong opinion thmaty be harmless. You could say soul is different
from spirit because soul means this and spirit méiaat. And certain passages leave you with that
conclusion. You are in the wrong opinion categémou use that distinction in your understanding of
Christian growth and nurture the way the Bible us@sdoes not use the distinction because |1 db n
even think the Bible really even makes it). You stay biblical and use it the way the Bible doed an
build no doctrine of the Christian life upon it. @re other hand, if you do build a doctrine of the
Christian life upon trichotomy, as some good pedyiee done (Charles Solomon, Watchman Nee, and
Bill Gothert), faulty views of the Christian lifesult. | would put that under systemic error, nerelsy.
They are not teaching a different Gospel.

That is an example where departure from the bibilezching that we are two parts and subdividing us
into three parts can merely be a wrong opinioroif o not build a doctrine of the Christian liferfr

that basis. But it can get you into systemic eart mislead people if you do build something ugoh i
am just giving you examples to help you think altbese things so in the future you can think about
other problems that arise and where to put thetherchart.

It has been asked how the Reformation regards ¢imealR Catholic Church. You need to consider
particular doctrines. They certainly regarded tloen@n Catholics’ view of salvation as a systemic
heresy. It involved a view of merit that was, ie #yes of both Luther and Calvin, an attack upen th
merits of Christ on the cross. On the other harelhave to be careful not to over-generalize. They
regarded individual Catholics and even churchekiwiRome as still being true churches, not only
possibly but actually, if they believe the true @elsn spite of the church.

For example, you can have a pastor who went thh@osevhere he was not taught properly and does not
believe the Bible. However, he can still preach@uspel because his mother or some other source
taught it to him. He could have systemic error lisezhis bad study and bad views of the Scriptures
affect different things. But if he understands @wspel, then still you could be saved. On the other
hand, if the Gospel is undermined, for exampledaghing justification by works, that is not theetru
Gospel. That is a damning error.

Another example is a denial of the deity of Chiighlical teaching is that Jesus is God and man and
one person. A wrong opinion would be trying to smrt certain mysteries regarding the person ofsthri
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where we really cannot know for sure. Systemic $yere the denial of the deity of Christ. It cutauyaff
from grace. It does not change Christ, but it irresla wrong view of Christ, a defective view of iShr
As a result | cannot trust Him to save me if | thaf Him as merely a man or an angel.

Universalism, the teaching that everybody will bged in the end, is an example of false teachirg. |
at least systemic error. It is not going to ben@filspel preaching. But people are not always cterdis
| know a friend who sat in on a missions class liberal seminary. The professor had taught aliviag
along the course that everybody is saved. My studiend was shocked when he heard the professor
one day give his testimony of faith in Christ. Ttedent said, “Sir, would you explain how that fitish
your view that everybody is saved?” The professad, “Sure. | believe that, for me, | have to &ed
in the Lord Jesus Christ as Lord and Savior.” Amel student said, “I think he really believes in i€hr
as Lord and Savior.” The professor would be appbrenbeliever in Christ, but his view is a serious
error. It is heresy, or borderline. If people aiesaved anyway, then why do | need to preach the
Gospel? This view denies that Christ is the Savidhe world and allows for other saviors. That is
going to send people to hell.

It gets complicated. | guess | would say certaiivensalisms would be examples of systemic errat(th
is being charitable). Others would be exampleg/sfesnic heresies. Think of the Unitarian Universali
Church in our nation and its loss of the Gospéerkstingly that went side by side with their déoia
the deity of Christ. With the denial of His deitynt a lack of interest in His atonement. | do nodw
what came first. They believe, at the same tima, desus is God and everybody is saved. It goes
together and they are both wrong. That is systémiesy.

The inexactness of Bible translation would raredy gs into the area of wrong opinions. For examiple,
think nobody really knows what “baptism for the démeans in 1 Corinthians 15. Paul knew and the
Corinthians knew, but we do not know what it medise Mormons think they know what it means.

They are in systemic heresy because they baptizedalead. They baptize by proxy to try to save us
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