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History 8-4

Indulge yourself... in a persuasive essay

Dear New York Times,


“In celebration of entering the third millennium of Christianity,” writes Alessandra Stanley, “penitents who do a charitable deed or give up cigarettes or alcohol for a day can earn an 'indulgence' to eliminate punishment on earth or in purgatory.” Recently published at the turn of the century, Stanley reported on how Pope John Paul II has decided to allow the practice of indulgences once again, in the joyous occasion of it being the turn of the century. For those that are unaware, the author continues to describe that “indulgences are an ancient form of church-granted amnesty from certain forms of punishment, in this life or hereafter, for sin.” Of course, she explains how “church officials emphasize that indulgences depend on sincere repentance and are not a loophole for sinners.” But I would like to point out that this is a shameful return to what cause the massive European uproar we now know as the Reformation. It is just simply disguised, being that it is the turn of the 21st Century. There are a few reasons as to why it is irrational to give indulgences. We may eventually end up “back in the middle ages,” there are of course many flaws in the idea of indulgences, and really faith alone is all that is really needed in the end in order to obtain true salvation.


If Pope John Paul II permits the giving of indulgences, we may eventually end up back where we started, in the 16th Century when indulgences were all the rage. They were sold on the streets, and in the words of one very peculiar salesman, Johann Tetzel, commoners were told “As soon as pennies in the money chest ring, the souls out of their Purgatory do spring.” For the past 15 years, the pope has also occasionally explained that people could even earn such a pardon, by watching a TV program where an indulgence was granted by “simply fulfilling the same conditions as those physically present.” Now there is obviously something wrong with this. How Pope John Paul II be so sure that these people have done this? Maybe the people who are listening to this on the radio, or watching it, think that they have done all of the necessary requirements, and that they have earned a pardon for their sins, but in reality, they have not. Many could start to think that if they just simply watch the program, then they will be granted this pardon, which is false. Where does it grant one who watches TV, an indulgence? The simple idea of tricking people comes full circle to the story of present day. As it has been previously stated, apparently by means of a charitable deed or by sacrificing a pleasure, Catholics can earn an indulgence. But what if one thinks that they have meet the requirements, when really they have not? Then they believe that they have earned one when they have not. Archbishop Crescenzio Sepe said “One could be tempted to think: 'today I won't smoke or I won't drink wine. I'll get a plenary indulgence and go to paradise,” but Alessandra Stanley then writes “That, he said, would be wrong.” But in the eyes of one wanting to earn an indulgence, how could that type of thinking appear wrongful? So in conclusion, someone wanting to earn an indulgence, may fulfill the requirements with the wrong attitude, and then they would not be granted one, even though they believe they've earned one? And with this in mind, you can see how this kind of behavior will allow Catholics to return to the views on indulgences they had 500 year ago.


The trickery and attitude associated with earning indulgences is not their only wrongful element. There are many other faults when it comes to the idea of a pardon, many of which I have stated in my 95 Theses, such as, what gives the pope the power to decide one's fate? What allows the pope to decide whether a person shall end up in heaven or hell? The pope is no mythological creature (unlike unicorns as we all know), he is not G-d, and Pope John Paul II cannot replace G-d. How can it be up to one man if what one has done is forgivable? Such a midway is not needed. It is really only G-d who can decide that for us all, and you cannot trust the pope with indulgences, what else has he said, and promised you that also is not and will not be true? If you believe this one person has the power to decide if you go to heaven, or hell, and if you can be granted an Amnesty for your sin, then what exactly does G-d himself do?


This leads me to say that faith alone is all that is needed in the end. The church is not needed as a “go-between.” In the end it is only up to G-d himself who can decide where we go. New York Times, you need to show your readers that the good will come from belief. If you believe in G-d, then you will be prompted to do right, and from that, will come salvation, and only from that. Sure, the Church can help someone by leading them in the correct direction, and the Church can help someone start to do righteous deeds, but it is really up to the person and G-d if they are saved. Just like the old slogan “Only you can prevent forest fires,” for this instance it can be changed to “Only you can decide your fate.” As you can see, fate alone can save you and be your map on the way along the road better taken.


In conclusion the practice of indulgences is not practical, at all. Just the very fact that we have decided to return to the giving of indulgences shows a fault in our world. With these, it is possible for the Catholic world to return it's state five centuries ago, these pardons are wrong in more ways then can be put down on paper, and really one should only need to believe in G-d in order to achieve salvation. From that, and that alone should one's life be driven to do good, and will one end up in Heaven.


Very, very, sincerely,



Martin Luther

