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1) Restoring the Wet Church  
 

RESTORING THE WET CHURCH  
 
An attempt to restore the wet church,  
Or from the Welch’s dry church to the wet church of the New Testament. 
 
Paul wrote, “Do not let anyone judge you by what your eat or drink,  
or with regard to religious festivals, new moons or Sabbaths” (Co 2:16). 
 
This passage is hard to be understood correctly by the Orthodox Jews,  
because they still observe religious festivals, new moons and Sabbaths,  
and it is hard to be understood correctly by the American teetotal ultra  
conservative believers because they forbid the consumption of wine. 
 
The one who harasses his brother who drinks wine in moderation, 
should not be considered as someone weak in the faith whom should not be scandalized,  
but as an inquisitor who should be corrected.  
 

PREFACE    
 

I have met recently an American ultra conservative believer who told me, “It is useless to argue 
with you because the Europeans will never understand why the Church in the U.S. forbids the 
consumption of wine”. 
 
I replied to him, It is probably true since that interdiction goes against the Gospel. Unfortunately, 
certain denominations in America will never understand why Jesus preferred the old wine to the 
new one (Lk 5:39), why Paul forbade the Christians to judge those who were eating and drinking 
in different ways (Co 2:16) and why he asked the young Timothy to drink also wine (1 Ti 5:22). 
 
It is evident that, for different reasons, each person tends to make up his own Bible interpretation 
or to take and to exclude from the Divine Revelation everything that does not fit well with his 
culture or local traditions or manmade statistics. However, the Gospel is for all nations and to 
follow Jesus it means to go beyond all the cultural and social barriers of this world.   
 
For a believer today, to drink wine it could be not just drinking a beverage, but also to make a 
trip in the past, to go back at the time of Jesus, at the border of the Mediterranean Sea, where our 
civilisation started and the Bible has been written.  It could mean also to be considered a 
drunkard as Jesus has been (Lk 7:34).  
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For a believer today, in a different environment, to drink wine could mean to be considered 
liberal by other teetotal brothers, even though he did it just to show respect for his brothers 
abroad. To drink wine for a believer today, among certain teetotallers, could mean to go through 
a strong ordeal or to be baptized by fire.  
 
It could be just few drops of wine, less than what Paul suggested to the young Timothy (1 Ti 
5:23), but in the American “true church” it would be like crossing a large river of prejudices and 
to be seated in the other side, numbered as an enemy of the faith. It could be like affirming aloud 
that the church leaders and the doctors of the Bible Belt could be wrong and that certain 
believers coming from abroad could be right.       

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
Without doubt, it is admirable the effort made by many believers, through the centuries, to 
reform the Catholic Church or to restore the Christian Church or a kind of “true church” 
according to the model of New Testament or the pattern of the sound teaching (2 Ti 1:13). We 
can say that, even though the majority of them did realize some changes, but kept the same spirit 
of the Old Testament.  
 
Those believers did three major mistakes which are in some way connected among them. The 
first one was about the worship; they conceived it with a particular set of rigid rules, as if God 
would still punish the believers for a liturgical mistake, as He did with Nadab and Abihu (Le 
10:1-3). The second one was about justice; they conceived it still according to the old principle 
of the “eye for eye” or “lex talionis” (Ex 21:24). The third one was to make a distinction between 
doctrine and ethic or behaviour and so they became very rigid about worship to God and very 
tolerant about the way who they treat their brothers or the other human beings. That was the base 
to justify the double morality.  
 
In the New Testament, there is nothing so rigid about the worship, because there is no more the 
monopoly of the sanctuary in Jerusalem (Jn 4:22-24). In the new liturgy, the Lord is now present 
in every place someone prays Him (Mt 6:5-6) or where two or three are assembled in His Name 
(Mt 18:19-20). Jesus taught that principle without imposing any conditions except of having a 
pure heart (Mk 7:6-8). Unfortunately, certain believers often argue about many other marginal 
exterior aspects of the worship except about the necessity of having a pure heart.  
 
It is wrong to transform the Christian worship in an entertainment or a personal show up as 
certain are doing through the oratorical art, but we should be more tolerant about liturgical 
differences. We should be more tolerant because where there is the Spirit of the Lord, there 
should be also freedom (2 Co 3:17).  
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We should be tolerant at the point to love and to pray not only for those who make mistakes in 
the worship but also for those who are hostiles to us or who act as our enemies (Mt 5:38-48). To 
show us that new beautiful principle of tolerance, from the cross Jesus said about his executors, 
“Father, forgive them, for they do not know what they are doing” (Lk 23:34). 
 
Most of those reformers or restorers in Europe have been very zealous in preaching the Gospel; 
they have been persecuted for their convictions and many died. Unfortunately, the history of the 
reformation or the restoration, in Europe, has been usually a history of violence, unlikely the 
situation in North America because it was not under the domination of the Catholic Church.  
 
In the new land, the reformers or the restorers have been freer than elsewhere to carry on their 
plan to re-establish the “true church”. However, notwithstanding their good intentions, most of 
them have been seriously limited by the lack of historical perspective and by the local 
environment that was quite different from the one where the Gospel has been written.     
 
The Judaism survived in Europe through the centuries as a ghetto religion isolated from the rest 
of the world, but the “true church” cannot be a ghetto church. We Christians should live among 
the other people because it s supposed we become the light of the world (Mt 5:16) and the yeast 
of the dough (Lk 13:21) or the yeast of the society.    
 

Among the many attempts to restore the Christian church, the one that resulted from the 
American Restoration Moment of eighteenth century, called also the Stone-Campbell 
Restoration Movement, deserves a particular mention. 
 
Barton Warren Stone (1772-1844) and Alexander Campbell (1778-1866) were leading figures of 
that American movement, but many other believers worked in that beautiful project before and 
after them, in different countries.   
 
The mother of Alexander Campbell was a lady originally from the French Huguenot background, 
a descendant from a family who escaped from the Catholic extermination in France. Also the 
Huguenots or French Calvinists (16th to 18th centuries) were planning to restore the Christian 
Church as it was at the time of the Apostle; they tried even though they made some mistakes. 
Anyways, the idea of restoring a church according to the model of the New Testament is coming 
from very far and that precious work is still not completed; a lot remains to be done.  
 
Because history repeats itself and each generation tends to make the same mistakes, maybe in 
different ways; it is good to say that each generation has to make its new restoration movement, 
not based on manmade statistics, as usually politicians do, but only on the Gospel.  
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This article is an attempt to restore the wet church as it was in the New Testament time, when the 
church leaders were not bureaucrats, business people or simple employers but persecuted heroes, 
when there were no private Christian corporations; nobody then could make a profit in the 
church business. The young people were educated in the Gospel by the church’s more mature 
Christians because there were no particular “Christian Universities”. In the church of the New 
Testament the believers were used to drink wine moderately because it was part of their diet and 
also to prevent the stomach’s pains (1 Ti 5:23) without being considered drunkards.  
 
To get the vision of the whole, it is essential to understand the difference of mentality between 
Europe and the American Bible Belt, where the American Restoration Movement started and 
why it succeeded, mostly because of some historical and geographical reasons. The success of 
the American Movement does not mean that the European believers were less faithful or less 
good than those in America, but that the context and experiences were different.  
 
The success of an initiative is often related to the historical and social environment. For example, 
if the Papacy dominated the New World as it has dominated Italy and other European countries 
for many centuries, I am sure that the American movement would have not succeeded in the 
same way and would have more ignored martyrs.     
 
In the Western World, the opposition to the moderate consumption of wine is coming especially 
from certain American teetotal ultra conservative believers, but it is more based on the Puritan 
tradition and on the lack of production of wine in the early time in America than on the Bible. 
 
Later on, when the vine was cultivated in America and wine became available, the abstainers 
tried to support their opposition to the wine with certain manmade statistics. That negative 
attitude in regard of the wine and of those who drink is typical of the dry theology, a kind of 
theology that in some extreme cases becomes also a kind of “Blinders theology”.  
 
Occasionally, I like to drink a glass of neat wine during my regular meal, but I am not interested 
to speak a lot about it, because it is just a beverage. However, being the wine a biblical beverage 
that is making many American ultra conservative believers obsessed against it, it has become the 
Achilles’ heel of their dry theology, a way the measure how faithful to the Gospel certain 
believers really are.      
 
In this article I am planning to make some comparisons between a certain American teetotal ultra 
conservative approach to the wine and the European one, which is often quite different. I am sure 
that this analysis will help us to understand also the origins of the American Prohibition and how 
this mentality is still present in the American “true church”; this attitude could be called also the 
“new prohibition”.   
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In the previous two series “The Teetotal Crusade” and “The Theology of Wine”, I have already 
abundantly proved that wine is the most representative beverage of the Bible and in this article I 
will try to go beyond that aspect, clarifying many other important points with the purpose to help 
the missionary work in those countries where wine is part of their culture and way of eating, 
being the wine an integral part of their meal.    
 

AN INTEREVIEW WITH BUD SPENCER  
 
It is usually said that wine issue has to do with the culture, but there is a lot more behind it. To 
explain better the difference of mentality between certain Americans and the Europeans in 
general about this issue, I present here what I have heard recently in an interviewed to Bud 
Spence by Fabio Fazio, during an Italian television program (chetempochefa) RAI.     
 
Bud Spencer (born in Napoli in 1929 as Carlo Pedersoli), is an Italian who started as an 
Olympian swimmer and became later a famous actor who played in many Western movies 
produced in Italy and elsewhere.  
 
In America, those movies usually are called “spaghetti westerns”, but I find it offensive for the 
Americans to use that slur about Italian productions. Abroad, we do not call the American 
movies “hotdog movies” or “hamburger movies”. Therefore, why the Americans call the Italian 
movies “spaghetti westerns”?  This is a typical example of how, without realizing, certain people 
can hurt the foreign feelings and make enemies.  
 
Frankly speaking, I felt bad in Ukraine when I heard some missionaries, my coworkers in the 
field of the Lord, using the same terminology about Italian movies; that because they have been 
educated in certain American Christian institutes, where there are no teachers coming from 
abroad and so nobody correct them for those slurs.        
 
In that interview, Fabio Fazio, asked to Bud Spencer, “Where did you study English and for how 
long did you study it before playing a part of a cowboy in a Western movie?”  
 
Spencer replied, “I did not study in any school, but I learned English just playing the first movie 
because in the movies usually the cowboys do not speak a lot. So, to play that part, it was enough 
to speak just 25 English words”. 
 
Fabio Fazio was very surprised for the answer, and asked: “How can you make a movie with 
only so few English words? For example, if you get inside a bar or a saloon, the barman 
welcomes you. You tell him good morning. He asks you what you want to drink.  You ask him if 
there is something special from the place to offer or a particular vintage, and so you have already 
used many words”.  
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Spencer replied, “The cowboys do not say that, they just say “whisky!” 
 
To confirm what Spencer said, I remember that I saw western movie, long ago, where, as a 
cowboy got inside the saloon, the barman poured the whisky in the glass even before being asked 
anything and the cowboy gulped it just in a second.  
 
When I saw that sequence of the movie, I thought in myself, In a country like that, where people 
do not relax and chat a little before drinking, and drink so fast hard core spirit, there should be 
many heart attacks. In fact, in percentage, there are twice as more people who die because of 
heart attack in the States than in Italy.  
 
Fazio was surprised to hear that answer from Spencer, who has lived in the State for years and 
knows the American mentality, and, especially, the way of thinking of the cowboys in the old 
south. Fazio must have been surprised by that example because it reveals a very different 
mentality from the European’s one, at least about drinking.     
 
We should say that the western movies are not America and that America is not all what appears 
in the western movies; however, we have to say that a society where drinkers drink fast and drink 
only whisky tends to be more uniform and to have more difficulty to accept the differences of 
opinions or to distinguish the shades of meaning.    
 
Evidently, it was also by reaction to this situation that in the past the American society has split 
into drinkers and abstainers. That could have influenced certain Americans in the way of 
conceiving the world and of approaching certain passages of the Bible.   
 
For example, when we speak about wine with certain American believers, especially with those 
from the South, that usually correspond to the Bible Belt, they think immediately about the 
whisky of the cowboys, with about 40 degree of alcohol and they connect it with alcoholism, 
drunkards and sinners.   
 
The situation is completely different in countries such as Italy, France, Spain, Portugal and 
Greece, the countries of the mediterranean diet, the slow food and of the good wine, where when 
a person enters in a bar, has a large variety of choices, different kind of alcoholic and of non-
alcoholic beverages, and he usually sip his drink slowly, chatting with friends and eating 
something.  In one of those bars in Italy, when a person has finished drinking his glass of wine or 
a cup of coffee, he has pronounced at least 1000 words. We have to consider also that the 
European bars usually are not “drinking centers” as in the television show “Cheers”, but rather a 
place where you can eat a sandwich or some pastries and have a coffee or a cappuccino or a glass 
of fine wine to relax.   
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For the American settlers, wine has not been available for a long time, and when finally it 
became available it was very expensive. Consequently, many people became abstainers not only 
because of the Puritan tradition but also because they could not afford it. In many places, it is 
still like that in America, wine is not affordable for all, but it is not like that in Europe, where all 
restaurants and cafeteria offer wine, that usually it is also cheap and almost all people drink it.  
 
For example, in the French, Spanish, Italian, German, Hungarian, Greek and Israelite restaurants 
it is rare to see whisky or something strong like that and everybody feel comfortable with wine 
or beer.  Some people drink wine at every meal, some drink only in the evening at home, others 
only in certain special occasions or in a banquet for a particular recurrence or holiday, but almost 
all drink and nobody is scandalized about it.  
 
Considering that in Europe there are twice more people than in the States, at least ten times more 
people than in the Bible Belt, nobody should expect that Europeans to give up their life style to 
follow the teetotal American Puritan tradition of the U.S. south. There is no valid reason to 
expect that the European people or believers stop to drink. Considering that the consumption of 
wine is part of their life style and that it is not forbidden in the Gospel, the missionaries should 
not expect that they will give up drinking it during their meals.     
 
In the interview, Fazio asked again to Spencer about his adventures with planes and with horses 
because he is a strong man and heavy to bear for a horse. Spencer replied, “Playing the part of a 
cowboy I had to ride often, but I do not like to be on a horse back. I confess that usually I do not 
have a good relation with horses, maybe because I am a big man. I feel safer driving a plane high 
in the sky than on a horse.  Unfortunately, I noticed that the horses are very sensitive, as human 
beings are, and they perceive immediately that they are bringing someone who does not like 
them or who does not trust them. One day, I had even a big problem with a horse that tried its 
best to throw me down”.     
 
I like to take this example to explain that there is the same problem when a teetotal missionary 
abroad preaches against the moderate consumption of wine or kvas (a Ukrainian light beer from 
fermented bread) and accepts the collaboration only from the teetotal colleagues. The members 
of that congregation and of other congregations soon realize that that American missionary does 
not want to be one of them, that he does not trust them because they drink. Slowly they become 
hostile to him as the horses against Bud Spencer. The solution is always to follow what Paul 
wrote (1 Co 9:19-23). 
 
The situation could become far worse when there is a local preacher who is supported from an 
American congregation. The preacher usually drinks only when the Americans are not there or 
he stops drinking for a while just for fear that the monetary support will be cut from the 
American. That unhealthy relation could easily produce certain misunderstandings. In certain 



8 
 

cases the preacher, forced to become abstainer, will keep in his heart a certain resentment 
because to preach the Gospel he has been deprived by the Americans of his right to drink want 
he wants to (Co 2:16). Evidently, the solution of this serious problem is not to stop to support 
brothers abroad, but to follow the Gospel.     
 

ORIGINS OF PROHIBITION 
 
We have already seen what the Old West was; the difference of mentality between the society of 
cowboys and the European’s one, at least about drinking. The cowboys of the Old West were 
used to drink only whisky. The fact that wine was not available to the first American settlers 
from Puritan origin and still it was too expensive for them later has certainly contributed to make 
many of them convinced abstainers. That is without doubt the source of many problems and 
misunderstandings of the teetotal ultra conservative believers with people from other cultures.   
 
It could be interesting to see also the relation of the western whisky society with the development 
of the Bible Belt society or mentality.  
 
It is usually said that because of the scourge of alcoholism produced by whisky, a hard core 
spirit, many teetotal believers tried their best to stop the consumption of all alcoholics. Evidently, 
it was that effort that paved the way for the American national prohibition law in 1920, but there 
is a lot more behind it.   
 
To get the vision of the whole, it is especially important to make a historical analysis of the 
American prohibition, how it started and the motivations presented. We should try to make that 
analysis because it is still now affecting negatively the true church, manifesting itself in a new 
kind of prohibition or teetotalism that is still hurting many people and is a serious handicap to the 
missionary work, especially in those countries where drinking wine during the meal is an integral 
part of their culture.       

 
WHAT THE PROHIBITION WAS 

 
When we speak about “prohibition”, usually we refer to a dark period of the American history 
(1920-1933) during which it was forbidden by law the manufacture, transportation, sale and 
possession of alcoholic beverages. Even though the verb “drink” was not specifically mentioned 
in the interdiction, the consequence of that made drinking impossible.      
 
That restrictive law has been conceived and imposed especially by the American believers from 
British Puritan origin, who were not used to drink alcoholics, and looked at them as devilish 
beverages for sinners. That kind of law has an historical parallel only with the Muslim countries. 
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It could never have been approved by the citizens in France, Spain, Portugal, Italy, Germany, 
Hungary, Macedonia, Greece or Israel.     
 
Officially, the American prohibition law was supposed to forbid the alcoholics to all people, also 
to the cowboys who were used to drink only whisky, but in reality it has hurt especially the new 
wave of immigrants from the European continent, who, at the end of World War I, were 
migrating in mass to America to escape the misery produced by the long conflict. Those new 
comers were used to drink wine and beer during their meal.  
 
Evidently, the Americans from Puritan tradition wanted that law to protect them from the 
influence or the life style of the new comers who were considered by them drunkards, a term that 
for them was synonymous of sinners or reprobates or barbarians.   
 
Historians, sociologists and criminologists, all concord in saying that the Prohibition has been an 
inauspicious period of the American history. The interdiction of alcoholics has been the principal 
cause of a lot of violence and for the start of the organized crime among ethnic minority groups 
in the States, as among Italians, Irish, Greeks, Jews, and others. 
 

MAKING MANY PEOPLE ANGRY 
 
In the beginning of the 19th century, in the New World, many new comers were angry for the fact 
that the majority teetotal ultra conservative believers, from Puritan background, strongly wanted 
and supported that American law. For reaction to that Puritan law, the Catholic immigrants 
became more Catholic than they were before in their original country; that has strongly 
contributed to the spreading of the Catholicism in North America. Some American citizens 
instead became hostile to the religion in general and certain even turned to become enemies of 
the Gospel.  
 
We should recognize that Jesus never forced somebody to submit to his teachings. Jesus never 
did because coercion, force or violence through the law has never converted anyone especially 
when it is a question of opinion. Unfortunately, it happened also in America what Paul wrote, 
“God’s name is blasphemed among the Gentiles because of you” (Ro 2:24). Consequently, in the 
New World were happening the same mistakes of the Old World because the Devil is inside of 
us and, if we are not careful, we tend to repeat always the same mistakes or other new ones 
which are not less bad than the old ones.     
 
About the Prohibition, Albert Einstein (1879-1955) wrote, “The prestige of government has 
undoubtedly been lowered considerably by the Prohibition law. For nothing is more destructive 
of respect for the government and the law of the land than passing laws which cannot be 
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enforced. It is an open secret that the dangerous increase of crime in this country is closely 
connected with this” (From Liberty-Tree.ca). 
 
Anyway, for us Christians, the Prohibition was a wrong law not just because it was “impossible 
to enforce” or because it produced in the society far more problems that benefits, but because it 
violated a principle of the Gospel, “Do not let anyone judge you by what you eat or drink” (Co 
2:16). Consequently, all those church leaders who took part for the campaign to support the 
prohibition were wrong.      

 
PROHIBITION AS AN AMERICAN VERSION OF THE INQUISITION 

 
The Prohibition is a classic example as certain ultra conservative believers in good faith, without 
feeling qualms of conscience, can be the main cause of many problems and suffering among 
other citizens who have different opinions. In this way, they become the biggest standing bloc 
for many people, who otherwise could have been converted to the Gospel. Because of the 
similarity, the Prohibition could be defined as an American-Puritan version of the Catholic 
inquisition. 
 
That means that certain historical mistakes are inside us; no matter how much we believe in the 
Bible, we are still tempted to repeat the same mistakes, to become inquisitors and to make other 
people suffer because they are different from us or just because they drink in different ways than 
we do.    

 
THE WITCH HUNTING 

 
It has been the blinders mentality of the Prohibition that has paved the way also to the tragedy of 
the American witch hunting (1950-1954) that has made the life difficult to many innocent 
citizens just because they expressed different opinions or because there was the light suspicion 
that maybe they were communist sympathizers.   
 
The principal leader of that inauspicious movement has been the senator Joseph Raymond 
McCarthy (1908-1957), a devoted Catholic, who presented himself as the defender of the 
democracy in America and the champion of certain Christian moral values.  
 
What surprises the most is that the intransigent J. R. McCarthy, who so much cared about the 
future of America, died young, because of alcoholism when he was only 49. It is symptomatic 
that those people, who cannot deal with alcohol or who are scared of it because when they open a 
bottle they have to finish it immediately, usually are extremists and dangerous, no matter what 
their origin is and with which group they are affiliated.  
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Unfortunately, J. R. McCarthy had a strong influence also in many unwise teetotal ultra 
conservative believers who were following some of his ideas even after his death. Some people 
look at him as a precursor or forerunner for Jerry Falwell (1933-2007), who was an American 
ultra conservative Baptist pastor, televangelist, co-founder, with the Catholic priests, of the 
Moral Majority, in 1979.  
 
However, Jerry Falwell was not an alcoholic as J. R. McCarthy was; he had instead the tendency 
of over eating and of drinking too much coffee. It is known that caffeine is called “the alcohol of 
all the extremist fundamentalists” of the entire world, of Muslims first and also of many ultra 
conservative Christians.   
 

WITH THE PROHIBITION STILL IN THE HEAD 
 
Even though all experts in the field concord in defining the prohibition period as a tragic one of 
North America, many nostalgic teetotal ultra conservative believers in the States, who have a 
kind of blinders-mentality, still now have the prohibition in their head; still now, they look at that 
dry national period as an ideal one, and harass the believers who think in a different way.  
 
Because certain abstainers look at the prohibition time with some nostalgia, the first thing we 
have to do is to demythologize that period because in reality it was not a peaceful one, but a time 
of many conflicts; there was a lot of violence and it was not a dry period at all. It was not also 
because people are generally attracted more by what it is forbidden to them, especially when it is 
a question of opinion.   
 

THE WORLD IS BECOMING A BIG VILLAGE 
 
For evident historical and social reasons, it would be impossible today to go back to another 
prohibition national law in the United States. That possibility would be possible only in some 
Muslim countries which follow strictly the Koran, but not in countries that follow the Gospel.   
  
We should aware that we are going in the direction of a global market, where the world is 
becoming a big village and even North America is becoming everyday more a multi racial and 
multi cultural society. 
 
Considering that the world is becoming smaller and that Jesus died for all (Jn 3:15-16), instead 
of saying often, “God Bless America”, today, it would be more appropriate to say, “God bless 
the humanity”, all countries, and especially the Muslim countries. Among those countries that 
need a special blessing from God, we should remember the Saudi Arabia, one of North 
America’s best political friend, where the Gospel cannot be preached, the women must be veiled 



12 
 

and do not have even the right to drive a car, and where all citizens are not free to drink what 
they want.    
 

LACK OF OBJECTIVITY 
  
The America society is rapidly changing, but the prohibitionist mentality is still spread in many 
abstainers, especially among those living the Bible Belt or who are coming from that area. It is 
very sad to hear that still now there are some teetotal ultra conservative believers who have that 
dry mentality or that blinders mentality, who are quoting the Holy Scriptures to support the 
“complete abstention” from wine. They are doing that even though wine is the most 
representative beverage of the Bible, where it is presented as a gift from God (Ps 104:15. Ec 9:7) 
and as a tonic (1 Ti 5:23).   
 
Because there is no particular passage in the Bible to support the prohibition, to enforce that kind 
of mentality or blinders mentality, it has been necessary to force many passages of the Bible and 
to appeal at certain doubtable or debatable statistics, in which the negative effects caused by the 
excess of alcoholic beverages have been emphasised too much, while the negative effects caused 
by many other excesses have been ignored. In reality, we have been called to condemn all kinds 
of excesses (Lk 21:34).     

 
FORCING CERTAIN PASSAGES 

 
To understand what is still now happening among those with a prohibitionist mentality, it could 
be useful to see what has happened in the Catholic Church, where, to support the perpetual 
virginity of Mary, the Catholic theologians have forced certain passages of the Gospel.  Trying to 
succeed in that effort, for the Catholic theologians, the brothers and sisters of Jesus (Mt 12:46-
50. 13:54-56. Jn 7:3-5) have become spiritual brothers and sisters of Jesus or just His cousins.     
 
In the same way, in the “true church”, to support the total abstention from alcoholics, the teetotal 
ultra conservative believers have forced certain passages of the Bible like the wine of the miracle 
of Cana (Jn 2:6-11) that has become unfermented wine; the old wine that according to Jesus is 
supposed to be better than the new wine (Lk 5:39) has become just a symbolic example or a 
comparison that should not been taken literally; the wine that Paul suggests to drink at the young 
Timothy in the place of water (1 Ti 5:23) has become a very watered down wine.  
 
According to certain teetotal commentators, that watered down wine was acceptable at that time 
by Paul only because then there were not soft drinks, as we have today, but now it should be 
replaced by Coca Cola and Dr Pepper, and so on... In reality, looking at the statement of Paul, 
“use some wine” (1 Ti 5:23), there is nothing in it that lets us to think that he meant that wine 
should have been blended with water. Certain teetotallers work too much of imagination.   
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SOME COMPLICATE THEOLOGICAL LUCUBRATIONS 
 
Because those people make that kind of complicate theological lucubrations, it demonstrates that  
they do not really believe that the Gospel of Jesus is simple and comprehensible also to the little 
children (Mt 11:25-26). If the Gospel is from the Heavenly Father, it should be comprehensible 
to all believers even without the support of certain big teetotal commentaries. It means that the 
abstainers want to improve what it has been inspired by God (2 Ti 3:16-17) and that is really 
dangerous.   
 
Those who make a distinction between fermented and unfermented wine to support the teetotal 
theory, make the same mistake as those who to make a distinction between baptism by 
immersion and baptism by aspersion or between pedobaptism and credobaptism to justify the 
baptism of the infants. We should not play with those words to confuse the simple believers. In 
the Bible, there is just one kind of true baptism (Ep 4:4) and there is also just one kind of biblical 
wine, the one who make drunk those who exceed with it (Ge 9:19-21. Pr 20:1) even in the Lord’s 
Supper (1 Co 11:20-22). Consequently, in the first century, it was definitively wine that was part 
of the Lord’s Supper.  
 

NO WELCH’S COMPANY IN THE GOSPEL 
 
There not one example in the Bible of a wine that does not make drunk those who exceed in 
drinking it; there is not a wine that one can drink as much as he wants without having after any 
problem. That that kind of unfermented wine acceptable to the abstainers it does not exist and is 
unknown in the Bible.  Equally, in the Gospel there is not one mention of a grape juice that last 
all year long such as the one produced by the Welch’s company or other companies. The Holy 
Spirit does not inspire newer revelations in our days, therefore, nobody is authorised to add to the 
Christian observances a new practice that was not part of the church of the apostles.    
 
This problem exists in the “true church” because certain teetotal believers, instead of sticking to 
the Gospel of Jesus Christ, they preach the model of church they have inherited from their 
Puritan forefathers. It is something that they have been taught for several generations and now it 
is difficult for them to get out of those traditions. Therefore, to save that local traditional model 
of a church, some are ready even to change the Gospel or just to give to their biblical dictionaries 
or commentaries the same consideration (or even more) as to the inspired books.   
 

A DISTURBING COMPARISON? 
 
Because of that wrong mentality or blinders mentality certain wrong things are preached around.  
For example, for the Catholic theologians, there are two kinds of biblical baptisms and for the 
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teetotal ultra conservative believers there are two kinds of Biblical wines, one permitted and the 
other forbidden. However, none of this is written in the Holy Scriptures.   
 
I realize that some believers could be deeply disturbed because I make a comparison between the 
true baptism with the true wine, but that is what is happening, isn’t? We are not authorized to 
change anything because that is written, “For whoever keeps the whole law and yet stumbles at 
just one point is guilty of breaking all of it” (Ja 2:10).  
 

SALVATION LIKE A LONG PROCESS 
 
It is not my intention to deny the importance of the baptism, of course, because it was taught by 
Jesus (Mt 16:15-16) and because it is always a beautiful moment when someone decides to 
accept Jesus Christ (Ac 8:34-39) and to become a new creature (2 Co 5:17).   However, we 
should accept that the Salvation is a long process that last an entire life. That process started 
when we heard the Gospel and the first step to put it into practice should be the baptism, that is 
the equivalent of a confession or a request of grace from God, but after we should make the other 
further steps or actions, which could have a positive or negative influence in our salvation.  
 
It is important to understand that the salvation is a long process, in which many important steps 
are included and no one should be used to exclude all the others, otherwise certain believers are 
just interested about immerging people into the water, to make many baths or holes into the 
water to make numbers for the report to their supporting congregation. Doing so, they run the 
risk of neglecting all the rest, and so they would become the church of the baptisms or a water 
church. When I speak about restoring the wet church I do not mean that.      
 
Paul was not used to keep the count of those who he had baptized because he said, “For Christ 
did not send me to baptize, but to preach the Gospel” (1 Co 1:17).  It means that to accept Christ 
also through baptism is the believers’ responsibility (Mk 16:16). Our major responsibility is to 
preach (Mk 16:15).     
 
We should encourage people to accept Jesus Christ and to be baptised for the remission of their 
sins, but we should care also for all the rest that come after, that is not less important than the 
baptism. That principle can explain better certain statements of Jesus. 
 
For example, when Peter refused to have his feet washed, Jesus said, “Unless I wash you (feet), 
you have no part with me” (Jn 13:8). After Jesus washed the feet of all his disciples and 
explained, “Now that I, your Lord and Teacher, have washed your feet, you also should wash 
one another’s feet. I have set an example that you should do as I have done for you. I tell you the 
truth, no servant is greater than his master, nor is a messenger greater than the one who sent him. 
Now that you know these things, you will be blessed if you do them” (Jn 13:14-17).  
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Washing the feet to his disciples Jesus has set an example, something that we can carry out today 
in different ways, but the principle remains that there should be other important things, beyond 
the baptism, which could also determine or not our salvation.  
 
Consequently, our Christian life consist of some beautiful moments, as the conversion, the 
baptism, the forgiveness, the prayer, the Lord’s Supper, the communion, the donation, the 
acceptation of a foreigner, the hospitality, the help to a person that is paralyzed, etc.      
 

WHEN AN ISSUE BECOMES A REASON OF STRIFE 
 
I have dared to make a comparison between baptism and drinking wine because no church leader 
has been given by the Gospel to change or to exclude one of them. The church should be a 
family not a place where people struggle for power.   
 
It has happened in my life that I have been victimised by the abuse of certain authoritarian elders, 
who thought that they could dominate my conscience imposing their will on me (1 Pe 5:3); they 
thought that they could decide even what I could drink. Doing that, they have violated a very 
important principle of the Gospel (Co 2:16).       
 
Later, in the missionary field I have been humiliated, treated as a drunkard by younger American 
missionaries, who could have been my children, just because I have admitted that sometimes a 
drink a little glass of wine during the meal.  
 
It is symptomatic that I have never been discriminated because of the baptism. Some legalist 
believers tried to baptize me again, but I have never been mistreated because of my previous 
baptism. Apparently, for certain teetotal ultra conservative believers, to impose their dry 
theology, it is more important than to impose their concept of baptism.      
 
Certain people always like to speak about priorities and after they want to decide by themselves 
what the priorities are or are not, but I like to be very practical. For me, everything that is object 
of strife and division among believers is a priority, a problem that should be solved immediately, 
according to the Gospel (Co 2:16).  
 
Considering the obsession against wine in certain abstainers and how they drastically react 
against those who drink wine, I would be very careful to say that the concept of true baptism is 
very important but not the concept of biblical wine.  
 
If it is true that the baptism cannot be changed or replaced with an aspersion, how can someone 
say that the wine of the Gospel should be replaced with grape juice also in the Lord’s Supper and 
nobody should oppose to that human decision?    
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On which Biblical grounds someone can establish that one point is more important than the 
other? On which biblical basis the abstainers can consider a trouble maker the believer, whom, 
without judging his brothers, have some wine during his meals and believes that is according to 
the Gospel to have true wine also in the Lord’s Supper rather than grape juice?       
 

NOT READY TO CHANGE AN INCH OF THEIR TRADITION 
 
When the American missionaries go abroad, they are very zealous, perseverant and they insist 
that the new converts should change all their religious traditions to follow only the Gospel of 
Jesus Christ. Because of that radical change, the new converts abroad are in some cases  
persecuted or seen as foreigners in their homeland by their fellow-country-men, as it happen to 
Jesus (Mc 3:20-22, 31-35. Jn 7:1-5) and is supposed that it happens also for us (Lk 14:26). There 
is nothing wrong when some believers are so zealous in following Jesus and asking to others to 
change their life and abandon their national religious traditions.     
 
We should add that it is nice to see abroad many new believers engaging themselves to follow 
only Jesus, that suffer to put the Gospel into practice, but unfortunately, it is not like that for 
certain American missionaries who always feel very tied to some American traditions, at the 
point of pushing, unconsciously, also the foreign brothers to embrace them, maybe because they 
might think that all that is taught in America must be biblical.      
 
There is this problem with certain missionaries because their conversion in the church of their 
parents has been almost a formality. They never had to look to find the true church. After the 
baptism, many of them have not really changed their life; usually have just continued to follow 
the religious tradition of their family in which they have been educated since their birth. It 
implies that they have never been confused before and they have never passed through the 
marvellous experience of the conversion from the darkness to the light. Consequently, they feel 
to be more blessed than all the others and they are not ready to change anything about their 
traditions.      
 
I have met some missionaries who were open and always ready to listen, but others who were not 
ready to change an inch of their American religious traditions or national religious heritage. They 
did not because when they have been baptized they have never broken with their Puritan past; 
they never started a new life and they were not even ready to discuss the subject. Evidently, they 
have never realized that they were also following certain local traditions added to the Gospel. 
 
It happened sometimes, when I was doing or saying something not acceptable by certain 
American missionaries, especially in Ukraine, that they have treated me as I was a liberal or an 
ignorant person. For example, when I disagreed about the consumption of wine, instead of 



17 
 

listening to my arguments, they just wanted me to be quiet and listen to the scholars from certain 
Christian institutes in the States, who usually know less than I do.        
 

CONTROLLING WHAT I WAS DRINKING  
 

When I accepted Jesus, I was instructed to change everything and I did my best to do it. I did 
even though then it was not easy in Italy, the country of the Papacy. Because of my engagement, 
my conversion has become also a national case and I have been constantly harassed even by the 
Italian police. Also because of my interventions, persecution became more discrete in Italy and 
the police stopped to harass people attending our services.   
 
However, later, in certain particular cases, it has been quite a challenge for me to tolerate certain 
younger American missionaries who were looking at me with suspicious because I disagreed 
with them in certain issues or just because I took a different position such about a moderate wine 
consumption.  
 
In few words, some of them wanted to control what I was drinking or putting in my mouth, and I 
reminded to them what Jesus taught, “Listen and understand. What goes into a man’s does not 
make him unclean, but what comes out of his mouth, that is what makes him unclean” (Mt 
15:11). Unfortunately, usually, I did it in vain.  
 
I am a very patient person and I can accept that sometimes I have to avoid scandalizing someone 
who is weak in the faith because of what I eat and drink (Ro 14:17-21. 1 Co 10:23-31). However, 
it should be clear that the problem of that biblical time was usually related about the aliments 
which were coming from the sacrifices to the idols (1 Co 10:23-31), but there is no more this 
problem today among people of our culture. Consequently, we cannot justify that obsession 
against wine today.  
 
Someone, scared by certain questionable human statistics, could decide for himself that he does 
not want to drink wine; it is his personal choice that should regard only himself. It implies that he 
should not make up a new doctrine or a new rule for all Christians quoting the Bible. He should 
not judge badly those believers who decided differently because they like to drink old wine (Lk 
5:39) or who drink it just for medical reason (1 Ti 5:23).   
 

THAT IS TOO MUCH 
 
I am ready to avoid scandalizing a brother new in the faith who has problems with what I eat or 
drink. I have always tried my best to avoid problems. I have never drunk wine in front of 
someone who had problems with it. However, following the example of Paul (Co 2:16. 1 Ti 
5:23), it is not supposed that I hide my opinions about wine consumption for all my life. It is not 
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supposed also that I remain silent when a teetotaller disqualifies another brother only because he 
drinks wine.  
 
It is not supposed that I have to hide my opinion about wine consumption, especially from 
veteran missionaries, elders, deacons, teachers of Bible Schools and professors of Christian 
Universities. That is too much, far beyond of what is supposed to be the duty of the brothers 
from another culture and nobody should expect that. That immaturity of certain church leaders, 
about wine consumption, has become a serious handicap abroad for our missionary work and it 
should be stopped.     

 
AS IN ANOTHER LITTLE CATHOLIC CHURCH  

 
I met some missionaries who were more open than others to discuss the issue of wine and it was 
nice to speak with them. However, most of them, when they realized that what was written in 
their teetotal commentaries about wine consumption was incorrect, they still were not ready to 
change their Puritan traditions.  
 
Some did not because they were very attached to their tradition or because they did not want to 
displease their mother, as it happens often among certain Catholics for other doctrinal points. 
Because of that situation, sometimes I had the impression that I have fallen into another little 
Catholic Church.  
 
Others did not change their official position on wine consumption because they were afraid to 
scandalize the brothers of the congregation they were coming from or because they could have 
lost their financial support from the church in the States. That was really an opportunist position.  
 
If those are the feelings of some teetotal ultra conservative missionaries toward wine 
consumption, someone could wonder why do they go abroad to preach the Gospel and how they 
could be successful in teaching the pure truth.   
 

THE SOURCE OF THE PROBLEM 
 
I have discussed this subject for numerous years with many different missionaries abroad, but 
after I realized that I was losing my time, because the real problem is at the source, back at home, 
in the American church, where the missionaries are coming from; in the Christian congregations 
where they have grown and in the Christian institutions where they have been trained to keep 
certain Puritan traditions. Some have even been taught to refuse the wine because those who 
drink it will all go to hell.  
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Unfortunately, in certain American Christian Institutes, the future missionaries are still now 
trained to remain American teetotal Puritans even when they go abroad. That kind of nationalist 
training is exactly the contrary of what Paul wrote (1 Co 9:19-23).    

 
A RIGHT STATEMENT THAT FLOORED ME  

 
About six years ago, I was in a Bible class, at the West Side congregation in Searcy, Arkansas, 
where there are very nice brothers and sisters, and I remember that a young professor, with a 
PhD, who was teaching the Fist letter to Timothy, made this comment on 1 Ti 5:23, “I am not 
drinking wine because when I have been hired by the Harding University I was asked to sign an 
engagement  not to drink any alcoholic, but it is evident from what Paul has written in this 
passage, that he was suggesting to the young Timothy to drink some wine because of his 
stomach’s pains and other frequent illnesses”.  
 
I was already coming from a bad experience in Ukraine because of the obsession against wine of 
certain American missionaries and when I heard that honest comment from a professor about the 
situation in the Harding University about wine, it floored me. That comment confirmed what I 
was already suspecting for long time, that the obsession against wine, among the members of the 
“true church” in America, was not just among uneducated brothers, but also at the direction of a 
Christian University.  Later, I heard that the other Christian Universities and Bible Schools were 
adopting the same policy in regard of wine and other alcoholics.  
 

NO MORE A PERIOD OF QUESTIONS 
 
Unfortunately not all professors have the courage or enough faith to express in this way in public 
as that speaker did in West Side; some are just interested to protect their reputation. Some 
express themselves in certain controversial subjects only when they are questioned in public, and 
to avoid certain insidious or treacherous questions, usually when there is a conference, at the end 
of the speech there no more a period for the questions.  
 
That is the best way to avoid of embarrassing the speaker in public, so he can just read the 
speech that maybe he downloaded from internet, without really studying the subject deeper, but 
it is not the best way to improve the make the members’ knowledge.      
 

AS I LOST A FRIEND 
 

About seven years ago, I invited a friend of mine, who is also professor in a Christian University 
in U.S. for a conference in Montréal, Québec. There were present a good crowd from the three 
local congregations. The speech was good, but at that very moment we had a particular priority 
that was not part of the subject. Because certain local workers opposed the use of wine, at the 
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end of the speech, knowing that he was not against the consumption of wine, I asked him a 
public an innocent questions: Do you think that to drink wine is a question of personal choice or 
a sin? 
 
The speaker did not like the question and appeared disturbed that I asked it. I was like I did 
something wrong against him, but it was not my intention to displease him. Anyway, even 
against his heart, he answered, “I do not drink intoxicate wine, but from what I have understood 
from the Holy Scriptures, to drink or not drink, it is not a doctrinal issue, but a question of 
culture”. The answer that the speaker gave was useful for certain teetotal conservative brothers 
and one of them even reacted badly. However, I was not satisfied by the answer. Frankly 
speaking, from a doctor I expected something more.   
 
I was not satisfied, first, because he used the term “intoxicated wine”. In the Bible wine is 
presented as a gift from God (Ps 104:15. Ec 3:12-13. 9:7. Am 9:13-14. Ze 9:17) and as a tonic to 
prevent certain diseases (1 Ti 5:23), but never as an intoxicated beverage. Wine could be 
intoxicated only when someone poisons it on purpose (Re 17:2. 18:3) or when he drinks too 
much as it could happen with a medicine. Over drinking a medicine could be lethal. That could 
happen with whisky that usually has three or four times more alcohol than wine. There are some 
kinds of cheap wines around that could be intoxicated by artificial components but it happening 
also with many other ailments that we accept and currently use.   
 
The second reason, because to protect himself he stated, “But I do not drink wine”. He wanted to 
be sure that he would not be associated with those who drink, while Jesus had no problem in 
being associated with the drinkers since he was called “drunkard” (Lk 7:34).   
 
The third reason, because a doctor in the Holy Scriptures, who has agreed in private about an 
issue for many years, without ever giving a shadow of doubt about it, he should speak in the 
same way also in public. All the evening he preached about subjects, in which he appeared to be 
quite sure, only when speaking about wine he said, “From what I have understood”. 
 
The fourth reason, because the one of the wine is not just a question of culture, but also of 
freedom. Te consumption of wine is essentially a biblical issue (Co 2:16) and when some 
believers oppose it, usually there is a lot more behind that interdiction, as I have already proved 
in “The Theology of Wine.   
 
I said nothing, because I do not like public confrontations. However, later someone told me, “We 
should have told him that we do not drink intoxicated wine too, but only good wine”. 
Unfortunately, since then my relations with that brother became cooler. Evidently, he was upset 
that I have embarrassed him in public, even though that was not my intention.      
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About two months ago, while I was completing my work, “The Theology of Wine”, where I 
quoted many hundreds of personages from all the world, I asked him if he would agreed that I 
quoted also his statement and his name, but he was not happy of my request. He authorized me to 
use the statement, but not to use his name. I could have used also his name, because every 
statement pronounced by a speaker in a public assembly is of public domain, but I did not 
because I do want hurt him.  
 
Anyway, this shows how big the problem is; in many Christian institutions one should always 
avoid of speaking about wine consumption, and when he cannot escape from the subject, he 
should be very careful about the words he uses to protect himself.      

 
A BEUTIFUL STATEMENT 

 
About the same period, I asked to another friend of mine, professor in a very famous School of 
Preaching, to write what he thinks about the consumption of wine. About two weeks later, I 
received from him a beautiful e-mail message that I include here: 
 
“In the past, the consumption of wine was generally refused by many American believers, but it 
is steadily becoming more of a non-issue in most circles in America.  It is becoming more 
acceptable and open in more church circles, particularly in the homes and dining out”. 
 
“I concur fully with those who teach that wine, used moderately as should be the case in all 
foods, has been historically a common food staple, used universally and without censure. I 
believe that any attempt to make the Bible speak against a controlled use of wine is abusing a 
proper understanding of the Scriptures. The use today, particularly as it is in the Italian, French 
and Greek culture, is in harmony with its use in historical and Biblical times.   
 
In my residence in Italy, I saw a few people drunken with wine and most of them were foreign 
visitors.  It might be wise to show care and discretion in drinking wine in some cultures and 
limited circles where an exaggerated view of the uses of wine may exist.  For example, in 
America, my use of wine is limited to my home among select guests or dining out for special 
events...probably no more than one glass.  I would be very careful not to offend a brother with 
restrictive views on wine use, as right as I might feel in imbibing a moderate amount.  I have a 
good number of preacher and elder friends that, though they may not chose to use wine, 
understand the cultural, historic and Biblical treatment of wine and see no moral or spiritual sin 
in its moderate use”. 
 
“We can moderately drink wine because it was part of the freedom that we have in Christ who 
has set us free (Gal 5:1). I appreciate any effort to expose the abusive use of Scripture in 
condemning something that God has blessed for the use of His people”.  
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My readers could be surprised that I have not included the name of the author. I have not 
included it because it has been the request of the author. Few days later, he asked me to omit his 
name from the text because he did not want to hurt the School of Preaching in which he was 
teaching.  I have respected his desire to not make appear his name, and I suppose that he has a 
good reason. I do not want hurt him, but what a pity that in the “true Church” we have to hide 
our thoughts!  
 
If in a Bible School teachers do not feel free to speak about a simple issue like wine, what are 
they free to speak about? Where is the freedom that we have received from the Gospel gone? We 
should remember that Jesus said, “Then you will know the truth, and the truth will set you free” 
(Jn 8:32).      

 
THE QUSTIONNAIRE    

 
It is not surprising for me that reaction because in the same School of Preaching, in the past, it is 
has always been a taboo to speak about vine.  For example, about twelve years ago, when I was 
preaching in the congregation of Montréal, in the Charland Street, I heard that there was a good 
possibility to have from that School of Preaching a group of young American missionaries to 
work with me. I asked more information and few weeks later, I received a questionnaire, in 
which among other questions, I had to specify if in the congregation in Charland Street, we were 
doing the Lord’s Supper with grape juice or wine. At that time the congregation was using wine, 
and I wrote wine, and they have never answered me back.  
 
At that time, I found weird that the administrators of that School of Preaching asked me about 
the use of wine in the Lord’s Supper, but that they have forgotten many other very important 
points. To give an idea of what I mean, I present list of certain important things that they did not 
ask in the questionnaire.     
 
1) They did not ask if we are looking for sincere believers (Mt 5:37) and if we are refusing 
hypocrites or simulators (Mt 6:1-8) or liars as Ananias and Sapphira (Ac 5:1-10). 
 
3) They did not ask if we welcome foreigners or immigrants (Mt 25:35) and if we are against 
nationalism, racism (Ac 10:34-37), prejudices, discrimination and favouritism (Ja 2:1, 9).   
 
3) They did not ask if we love also our enemies (Mt 5:38-48) and if we are admonishing those 
who are aggressive and vindictive (Ro 12:9-21).  
 
4) They did not ask if we preach that the poor are particularly blessed (Lk 6:20) and that it is 
easier for a camel to go through the eye of a needle than for a rich man to enter the kingdom of 
God (Mt 19:24). 
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5) They did not ask if we reproach those who exploit their brothers (1 Ts 4:6) or if we 
disfellowship those who pay a lower salary to the workers (Ja 5:1-6).  
 
6) They did not ask if we have among us a trouble maker as Alexander the metalworker (2 Ti 
3:14-16) or a dictator as Diotrephes (3 Jn 9-11) or if our the elders are too intrusive and are 
lording on the members (1 Pe 5:3)    
 
7) They did not ask how we interpret Mt 19:9, if we accept remarriage or how many times one 
could remarry before we finally decide to disfellowship him.   
 
8) They did not ask if we are aware that it is not what gets inside the mouth that contaminates a 
person but what comes from his heart (Mt 15:11-20) and visiting people if we accept to eat and 
to drink everything they offer to us (Lk 10:7). 
 
We see that there were plenty of important things even doctrinal points that were not included in 
that questionnaire. It was evident that those administrators did not want that their missionaries 
accept to drink certain things that people in Québec would have offered to them.   
 
For me it was already a problem that to get the collaboration from brothers in the States I had 
always to go through a Bible School or a Christian University; it was not like that in the first 
century. This is another example of how those institutions are slowing taking the control or the 
monopole of the missionary work, a role that should belong only to the church, to each 
congregation. Furthermore, from that kind of questionnaire, it was evident that the administrators 
of that School of Preaching, as all the other Christian Institutions of the Bible Belt, were 
especially worried about wine consumption, but not of fundamental behaviour condemned 
explicitly by the Gospel. Still now they intend to send their missionaries only in those 
congregations where the members are abstainers or where it is preached a dry Gospel.  
 
Doing so, they indirectly impose to those congregations abroad to accept their teetotal policy and 
the missionary work become a Bible Belt colony, but it is not the restored “true church” of the 
New Testament (Ro 16:16).  
 
Silvio Caddeo   

Montréal, April 2008  
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