[image: image1.jpg]i METAMORPHOSE

I
A Catholic Ministry for Exposing the Truth about Alternative Medicine, the Occult in Reiki &
Pranic Healing and Orlental Spirtual Exercises of the New Age Movement
" queries and detailed information, please call on MICHAEL PRABHU.

MICHAEL PRABHU, #12, Dawn Apartments, 22, Leith Castle South Street, Chennal 600 028, INDIA.
inet  website : wiww.cphesians-511.net

FROMDARKNESS TOLIGHT  Phone : +91 (44) 24611606, ~e-mail : michaclprabhu@vs



                                                                                                                                             
  NOVEMBER 22, 2017
Refuting the errors of a non-Catholic pastor - 02
By Catholic apologist John Martignoni
One can follow John on Twitter here, and visit the Bible Christian Society here.
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/136-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-92 

Introduction

In this week’s newsletter, I’m taking another email from a subscriber. Mr. Martinez has engaged in a conversation with a Protestant named Eddie Walker and asked me to help him out with his dialogue. Mr. Martinez has unfortunately lost his wife and several children to the Calvary Chapel folks and is praying and working to bring them back to the truth if at all possible. 
I’ll put Mr. Walker’s latest email to Mr. Martinez up first, and then I’ll do the usual and repeat his email with my replies interspersed amongst his comments. Mr. Walker’s comments are in italics.

Mr. Martinez,
While the writings of early Christians are certainly important to help understand the thoughts of the early church, their interpretation of scripture is not necessarily more or less correct than others. We see even in Paul’s epistles that false teaching had already crept in. I simply urge you to build your theology and doctrine from the scripture, which you know to be true. The early Christian writings are not inspired and are the thoughts of men, therefore are not truth, even if they contain some truth.


As for changed doctrine, you are right there are certainly no lack of those willing to twist and distort the word for their own purposes. But clearly you do not mean to suggest that the teachings of the Roman Catholic church have not changed throughout history, that is too easy to prove. My point was not that the Roman Catholics are the only ones to deviate from the scripture, but that they are more likely to all sound the same as the get their doctrine from one organization. Similarly Jehovah’s Witnesses sound the same as they follow the teachings of the watchtower organization.


You are also right that there are many false teachers, but how can we know who the false ones are? Should we judge them by their message or by their title and the organization? If the traditions and doctrines of the Roman Catholic church did not contradict the Bible I would have no problem with them. However they have forsaken God’s word and decided to follow the traditions of men instead. And these traditions cause many well-meaning people to try to worship God in ways that he finds detestable.


Mr. Martinez, it is most certainly not in the Bible, that Jesus ever created the office or position of Pope. Even if Peter was given the position, no apostolic succession was setup or process given. In context the passage in which you refer does not even establish Peter as a Pope or Vicar of Christ, or whatever you want to call it. In fact Jesus calls him Satan in verse 23. 


Mr. Martinez , I implore you to please search the scriptures and see if it even fits into scripture, that God would allow any man to receive his honor and praise. Search and see if God would ever allow someone to be called the “queen of Heaven” or allow us to pray to anyone other than God. Daniel faced Lions instead of praying to a man, and Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego, faced fire instead of bowing to a statue. These Godly men would rather face incredibly painful deaths than to do what millions of Roman Catholics wrongly do daily in the name of God. And while they may have zeal for the Lord, their zeal lacks knowledge and therefore will not be acceptable to God.


I will continue to pray for you Mr. Martinez. 

Eddie Walker 

Dear Mr. Walker,

I hope you don’t mind if I respond to your email to Mr. Martinez. Mr. Martinez knows his faith, and is learning more all the time, but I don’t think he feels sufficiently knowledgeable to adequately respond to some of the points in your email, so he asked for my assistance. 


First, I would like to say that in your email there are a number of logical inconsistencies, which I will point out below, and factual errors concerning the Catholic Faith that, while I am not surprised to find, I am, however, continually amazed that intelligent people such as yourself continue to make them. I hope and pray that you are someone who values truth and that you will be open to hearing the truth about the Catholic Faith. I often tell people that if you want to disagree with what I believe…fine. But, disagree with what I really believe and not with some misconception, half-truth, or outright lie that someone has taught you about what I believe.


I will respond to each of your paragraphs individually. If you are serious about evangelizing Catholics and saving our souls from eternal damnation, you now have your chance to reach some 9000 Catholics, as I will be happy to print your response, in its entirety, in my weekly newsletter. And, again, I hope and pray that you are more concerned about truth, than you are about proving the Catholic Church wrong.

John Martignoni


Mr. Martinez,
While the writings of early Christians are certainly important to help understand the thoughts of the early church, their interpretation of scripture is not necessarily more or less correct than others. We see even in Paul’s epistles that false teaching had already crept in. I simply urge you to build your theology and doctrine from the scripture, which you know to be true. The early Christian writings are not inspired and are the thoughts of men, therefore are not truth, even if they contain some truth. 

With all due respect, Mr. Walker, I don’t think you’ve really thought through your comments here. You state that the writings of the early Christians are “certainly important” to help understand the thoughts of the early church, and then you proceed (in the same sentence!) to dismiss their “interpretation of scripture” as being no more or less correct than any other person’s interpretations of Scripture. 


Plus, in an earlier email you sent to Mr. Martinez, you stated that you believe in the apostolic truths taught for the last “2008 years” by the “Universal Apostolic Church” that was founded by Jesus Christ. (By the way, “Catholic” means “Universal”…I’m sure you’re aware of that, aren’t you?)


So, on the one hand, you say that the early Christian writings are “certainly important” because they help one to understand the “thoughts of the early church”…may I interpret that as the “beliefs” of the early church?…and, you also say that you believe the apostolic teachings that have been taught by the “Universal Apostolic Church” for the last 2008 years. Yet, on the other hand, you seem to be quite dismissive of the early Christians interpretations of scripture, saying they are no more or less correct than anyone else’s interpretation of scripture, and you state quite boldly that their writings are not the truth. In other words, you have left me thoroughly confused.


If you believe in the “apostolic teachings” that have been taught for the last 2008 years by the church; and the writings of the early Christians give us, as you yourself state, the thoughts or beliefs of the early church – in other words, they tell us what the apostolic teachings of the church were in the early centuries – how can you then turn around and say that the writings of the early Christians are not the truth and that Mr. Martinez would be better served by going to the Bible and coming up with his own interpretations of Scripture? Or, how can you say what you are really saying, which is Mr. Martinez would be better served not to trust in the scriptural interpretations of the early Christians whose writings give us the “thoughts of the early church,” but rather he should trust in your scriptural interpretations?


You further contradict yourself by telling Mr. Martinez to build his “theology and doctrine from scripture,” yet, when Mr. Martinez reads James 2:24, which states that we are “justified by works and not by faith alone,” and Mr. Martinez builds his theology and doctrine on this passage and therefore does not believe in salvation by faith alone – because that dogma is in direct contradiction of Holy Scripture – you turn around and tell him his interpretation is wrong, don’t you? 


Or, when he reads John 6:51-58 which states several times that we must eat the flesh and drink the blood of the Son of Man in order to have life within us, and he builds his theology and doctrine on this passage and therefore does not believe the Eucharist, or the Lord’s Supper, is merely a symbol, but that it is indeed the real thing…you turn around and tell him his interpretation is wrong, don’t you?


Again, you really don’t want him to trust his interpretation of scripture, just as you don’t want him to trust the early Christians’ interpretations of scripture, do you? You really want him to trust your interpretations of Scripture, right? Well, my question to you is: Why? Why should Mr. Martinez, or anyone else for that matter, believe your interpretation of the Bible over their own interpretation of the Bible, or over the early Christians’ interpretations of the Bible? Are you an authentic interpreter of Scripture? Is your interpretation of Scripture infallible? Yes or no? 


As for changed doctrine, you are right there are certainly no lack of those willing to twist and distort the word for their own purposes. 
But clearly you do not mean to suggest that the teachings of the Roman Catholic church have not changed throughout history, that is to easy to prove. My point was not that the Roman Catholics are the only ones to deviate from the scripture, but that they are more likely to all sound the same as the get their doctrine from one organization. Similarly Jehovah’s Witnesses sound the same as they follow the teachings of the watchtower organization. 
I believe Mr. Martinez did indeed mean to suggest that the doctrinal teachings of the Roman Catholic Church have not changed throughout history. You say it is easy to prove otherwise. I challenge you to do so. 


Also, in the above paragraph, you continue to make statements that make me think you have not done a thorough and rigorous analysis of your own position. You are clearly implying that for all the members of an organization to speak with one voice in regards to doctrine is a negative thing. With all due respect, but I would really like to hear your reasoning behind that position. You seem to be suggesting that it’s a positive thing to disagree on doctrine? Again, you have stated in a previous email to Mr. Martinez that you believe in a set body of apostolic teaching that has been consistent for 2008 years. For the sake of argument, let’s say that the Catholic Church is the 2008-yr. old “Universal Apostolic Church” of which you spoke in your previous email to Mr. Martinez, then wouldn’t it be a good thing that Catholics “all sound the same” since they are getting their doctrine from one organization – the organization founded by Jesus Christ?


Wouldn’t doctrinal differences be a sign that someone was not following the 2008-yr. old “apostolic teachings” of the church founded by Jesus Christ?


You are also right that there are many false teachers, but how can we know who the false ones are? Should we judge them by their message or by their title and the organization? If the traditions and doctrines of the Roman Catholic church did not contradict the Bible I would have no problem with them. However they have forsaken God’s word and decided to follow the traditions of men instead. And these traditions cause many well-meaning people to try to worship God in ways that he finds detestable. 

With all due respect, but are you not declaring the traditions and doctrines of the Roman Catholic Church at odds with the Bible based on your own personal interpretations of the Bible? Indeed you are. What if you are a false teacher and your false teachings are based on your personal, fallible interpretations of the Bible? Does that thought not horrify you? You could, unintentionally, be leading people astray by your teachings. What assurance do I, or Mr. Martinez, or anyone else have that your interpretations of the Bible are accurate? Why do you believe your interpretations more reliable than mine? More reliable than Mr. Martinez’s? More reliable than the early Christians’? Again, I ask, are you infallible in your interpretations of the Bible?


Mr. Martinez, it is most certainly not in the Bible, that Jesus ever created the office or position of Pope. Even if Peter was given the position, no apostolic succession was setup or process given. In context the passage in which you refer does not even establish Peter as a Pope or Vicar of Christ, or whatever you want to call it. In fact Jesus calls him Satan in verse 23. 

You seem to be suggesting, Mr. Walker, that Jesus left His church on earth with no visible leader. Jesus’ last words to His disciples in Matthew 28 must have been: “Hey guys, everybody just do your own thing. Remember, I’m not leaving anyone in charge down here. Just tell everybody to get their own Bible, read it, and decide for themselves what is and is not correct doctrine. Of course, I’m talking about once the New Testament gets written. Until then, though, just do the best you can. Ciao!” 


Or, that if Jesus did leave Peter as the head of the church He established, that once Peter was dead, then there was not to be another leader of this church founded by Jesus Christ. Let me ask you a question, Mr. Walker: Is there any mention in your scripture about your church – the one you attend on Sunday – having a visible head, a pastor? And, furthermore, does the Bible say anything about what your church should do if your pastor dies? I don’t think it does, does it? 


Yet, you have a visible head of your church, and, if that visible head of your church were to die, you would replace him, wouldn’t you? Furthermore, I’ll bet the process of hiring a new pastor that is in effect at your church is nowhere mentioned in the Bible, is it? (Does the Bible ever mention anything about pastors being hired? But I bet your church hires its pastors, doesn’t it?). You seem to be very quick to pronounce the Catholic Church as carrying on extra-biblical traditions, and condemning her for such, yet you do not apply the standards you use in regards to Catholic belief and practice, to your own belief and practice. There is a word for that, and it starts with an “h.”


One last thing, you would do well to read Matthew 16:16-18 in light of Isaiah 22, verses 20 and following.


Mr. Martinez , I implore you to please search the scriptures and see if it even fits into scripture, that God would allow any man to receive his honor and praise. Search and see if God would ever allow someone to be called the “queen of Heaven” or allow us to pray to anyone other than God. Daniel faced Lions instead of praying to a man, and Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego, faced fire instead of bowing to a statue. 
These Godly men would rather face incredibly painful deaths than to do what millions of Roman Catholics wrongly do daily in the name of God. And while they may have zeal for the Lord, their zeal lacks knowledge and therefore will not be acceptable to God.
I will continue to pray for you Mr. Martinez. 
Mr. Walker, I will assume, out of Christian charity, that your statements here are based on simple ignorance, and not on malice. And I don’t say that in a disrespectful manner, but merely to be factual. No Catholic, at least, no properly catechized Catholic, gives to any man the “honor and praise” that is due to God alone. The Catholic Church does not now, nor has it ever, taught that we should honor and praise any man with the honor and praise that is due only to God. If you can find such a teaching in the Catechism of the Catholic Church, which is the official teaching of the Catholic Church, then I will renounce my Catholic Faith tomorrow. 


The source of your confusion may be the Catholic usage of the phrase “pray to.” In this instance, we use the word “pray” in the same manner as the English of old would use it…as a request. I pray thee, sir, do not spread false information about my faith. When we “pray to” the angels and the saints, we do not believe that they are somehow divine…in some way God…and that we can go to them to have our prayers answered instead of going to Jesus. You would be well-served to get a Catechism of the Catholic Church and study our teachings on the Communion of Saints, because your lack of understanding in this area is causing you to falsely accuse Catholics or something that we do not do.


We are simply asking the saints and angels to pray for whatever intentions we bring to them. Do not the scriptures somewhere say, “The prayer of a righteous man availeth much?” Who is more righteous than the angels and saints in Heaven, who are united to Christ in a manner far beyond what we have attained here on Earth?


Also, if you are saying that God does not allow us to give any honor and praise to men, then I would have to take issue with that. We do honor and praise the saints in Heaven, as well as ordinary men and women here on Earth, but not in the same way we honor and praise God. God Himself tells us to honor our father and our mother, does He not? God honored Mary by allowing her to bear His Son. And He said to her, “Blessed are you among women!” What an incredible honor! God honors Mary, are you saying we are not to do likewise?


And, all I have to say in regards to your mention of the “Queen of Heaven,” is this: If the Bible mentioned a woman, and it said she was in Heaven, and it further said that she had a crown on her head, what would you call her? 


Finally, I would ask of you two questions, one of which has already been asked. I pray thee answer them:

1) Are you infallible in your interpretations of the Bible? Yes or no?

2) If you believe in salvation by faith alone, then can you please explain to me how James 2:26 supports that belief?


In Christ’s name,

John Martignoni

P.S. I will be asking all 9000 or so of my readers to please keep you in their prayers…that you will one day be able to see and acknowledge the truths contained in the scriptures.
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This week’s issue is a follow-up to last week’s. Last week I responded to an email that had been written by one Eddie Walker to Mr. Martinez, who is one of the subscribers to this newsletter. Mr. Martinez had requested some help with a response and so I sent one to Mr. Walker who, it turns out, is a pastor. And, I’m not sure, but I believe he is a Calvary Chapel pastor. 
Anyway, Pastor Walker responded to my email, so this issue is all about my reply back to him. Normally, I put the other’s guy’s comments first, but because of the format of his response to me – he interspersed his comments amongst mine – and the resulting length of it, I’m going to put my reply first, and then below that will be his remarks in their entirety. 

In my remarks, I’ve tried to make it as clear as possible what it is he said that I’m responding to. That way, if you want, you can just read my response to him instead of reading the whole thing. However, if you wish to read his response in its entirety, I’ve included it so that you may do so. I never want it said that I didn’t print all of what the other guy had to say. 

You know, I’m still waiting for that Protestant to come along with a contact list of several thousand of his fellow Protestants, and give me the kind of exposure to them, that I give to these guys with my newsletter subscribers. Think it will ever happen? Naw.

So, again, below are first my remarks, and then after that is essentially last week’s newsletter with Pastor Walker’s comments interspersed among mine. The latter part is kind of a tough read because you have Pastor Walker’s first set of comments, then my comments, then Pastor Walker’s 2nd set of comments. So, I’ll distinguish between his comments by using the designation Round 1 and Round 2. Sorry, but I don’t know any other way to do it and have it make any sense. 


Dear Pastor Walker,

I appreciate your concern for the salvation of my soul…in that you show the love of Christ. And may I say that the reason I do what I do, and the reason I respond to folks such as yourself, is because I, too, have a concern for your soul. I believe that you, by rejecting the truths of Christ that are taught by His Church – and which are supported by Scripture – while at the same time believing in the teachings of men that are contrary to the Word of God and to the teachings of the Body of Christ, are on a path to perdition. So, I hope you will take no offense from anything I say about your beliefs, because I say it out of concern for the salvation of your soul.


Now, having said that, I would like to respond to your remarks – in general at first, then more specifically. Once again, your comments are filled with logical inconsistencies and factual errors. While I do indeed appreciate your concern for my soul, and for the souls of all of us Catholics, what I find troubling is your apparent lack of concern for truly understanding what it is I and my fellow Catholics believe and why. You say we worship idols, demons, and ancestors. Why do you say these things, I wonder? Do you, a non-Catholic, know something about my Faith that I am unaware of? Do you say these things because you have done a thorough study of our teachings – perhaps by reading the Catechism, or conciliar documents, and/or papal encyclicals – and found that, sure enough, right there on page 192 of the Catechism Catholics are instructed to worship statues of golden calfs; or, in the Vatican II documents you found the place on page 332 where it talks of how we are to worship Moloch and other demons; or perhaps you have read the papal encyclical that stresses the importance of worshipping Mary and the other saints?


No. You say what you do about Catholics not because you have learned, from Catholic sources, about Catholic teaching, belief, and practice; but rather because you have learned from non-Catholic sources who have told you what it is we Catholics believe and teach and practice. I ask you, as a Christian, is that fair? If you want to learn about the Jews, would you ask the Palestinians? Or would you ask the Jews? Again, I challenge you: Find anything from our Catechism, from our conciliar documents, from our papal encyclicals that teaches what you say we teach and believe in regards to worshipping anyone or anything other than God, and I will renounce my Catholic Faith tomorrow and I will publish said renunciation in this newsletter for all to read. If you cannot find any such teaching amongst official Catholic sources, then I challenge you to be a man of honor and apologize for your false accusations. 


In your responses below, you state that if a man is having sexual relations with a woman other than his wife, he is committing adultery – even if he protests that he is not committing adultery. I agree. However, isn’t also possible that a man could be true and faithful to his wife and be falsely accused of committing adultery? And, wouldn’t then the false accuser be guilty of a serious sin before man and before God? 


I will state right now, on behalf of all Catholics, that no statue or any created object is a god. I will state right now, on behalf of all Catholics, that neither Satan, nor any of his demons, are gods. In fact, when we profess our baptismal vows every so often at Mass, we specifically renounce Satan and his minions. I will state right now, on behalf of all Catholics, that neither Mary nor any of the Saints are gods. If I actually do worship idols, demons, and the ancestors as you claim I do, then I have just committed blasphemy. So, either I have just denied my “gods,” or I have stated the truth that Catholics do not worship idols, demons, and ancestors (by which I assume you mean the saints in Heaven). Which do you believe is the case?


You might reply, “But you bow and kneel before statues!” So what!? Does everyone who bows to the Queen of England necessarily worship her then? If you bow to your partner at a formal dance, does that mean you worship them? If you kneel by your bed to say your prayers, does that mean you worship your bed? If you keep pictures of your wife and kids on your desk at work, and occasionally even kiss these pictures, does that mean you worship them? What absurdities! Will you condemn me for the shallowness of your thought? 


You might say, “But you talk to the dead, and that is forbidden by Scripture!” We do not talk to the dead, we talk to the living. Have you not heard that God is the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob? He is the God of the living! Plus, when we talk to the saints in Heaven, we are merely imitating our Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ, when He talked to Moses and Elijah. Are you saying He was wrong to have done that? Did He give us a bad example by doing so? Should I go by what you teach or should I follow the example of my Lord?


“But,” you may protest, “you pray to Mary and the saints and that is something reserved for God alone!” If I ask you to pray for me, does that mean I am worshipping you in a way reserved for God alone? Of course not, yet, when we ask Mary and the saints to pray for us, all of a sudden we’re “worshipping” them. Are you unable, or is it that you are unwilling, to understand that Catholics view “praying” to the saints in Heaven as basically the same thing as asking someone here on Earth to pray for them? The only difference being that the prayers of the members of the Body of Christ in Heaven are much more effective than the prayers of the members of the Body of Christ here on Earth – seeing as how the folks in Heaven have been made perfect.


This goes back to what I said initially. It seems you prefer to condemn us, rather than take the time to understand us. Our language is different than your language. Do you take the time to understand our language? No. 
Instead, you condemn us because we speak a different language. With all due respect, that is not showing Catholics the love of Christ. Plus, to tell me you know better than I what it is I actually believe, is the height of arrogance. Again, my prayer is that you are more concerned with truth, than you are with proving the Catholic Church wrong. 


Now, to answer some of the specific comments you made below. I will focus mainly on one or two main points, and maybe make some comments on a few others, without fully developing those arguments until a later point in time.


The main point I want to make flows from two of your comments below: “Let’s not start with a predetermined doctrine and seek to prove our points from the Bible, but instead wipe clean our doctrinal slate and start to build it back up from scripture alone. The difference is that we let scripture speak for itself, without letting our preferences get in the way.” And, “Again what I advocate is getting rid of teachings that have human origins, regardless what name is attached to them and returning to what we KNOW to be true, the Bible.”

There is a logical inconsistency here. You say that we are not to start with a “predetermined doctrine,” yet you start with a predetermined doctrine – the doctrine of sola scriptura – the doctrine that states the sole rule of faith for the Christian is the Bible. What you’re actually saying is that we should start with your predetermined doctrines, but not mine. Unfortunately, as I said in my last communication to you, these inconsistencies in your arguments, and in your logic, stem from a lack of a thorough and rigorous analysis of your own position. I hope you are open to what such an analysis will lead to?!


You also state that we should return “to what we KNOW to be true, the Bible.” Again, this is a predetermined doctrine that you are starting with. How do you “KNOW” the Bible is true? Who told you that? Is that not a predetermined doctrine? This is actually the place we need to start. I believe the Bible is indeed the inspired, inerrant, Word of God – just the same as you do. But, I have a logically, historically, and scripturally consistent reason for my belief – I don’t think you do.


I’ll demonstrate why I say that. Your position is that a Christian must develop his or her theology and doctrine from scripture, and scripture alone. Which, as I’ve noted, is a predetermined doctrine, and it is also a doctrine nowhere mentioned in the Bible. So, it is your theology and doctrine that the Gospel of Mark is the inspired and inerrant Word of God. It is also your theology and doctrine that the writer of Mark was inspired of the Holy Spirit when he wrote the gospel that bears his name. Since you believe one must build his theology and doctrine from the Bible alone, then please tell me where in the Bible does it say the Gospel of Mark is the inspired and inerrant Word of God? And please tell me where in the Bible it states that someone named Mark wrote an inspired and inerrant gospel? 


Basically, what I’m asking, Pastor Walker, is this: Who wrote the Gospel of Mark, and how do you know? And, if someone named Mark did in fact write the Gospel of Mark, which Mark was it? How do you know he was inspired by the Holy Spirit? Who told you these things? Your only answer, based upon your predetermined doctrine of sola scriptura – the Bible alone – is to say that the Bible told you these things. Yet nowhere, as far as I know, does the Bible give us any information about the writer of Mark and whether or not he was inspired by the Holy Spirit. Now, I know I’m a Catholic and therefore I am not as knowledgeable as you about the scriptures, so I am open to having you prove me wrong as to what I just asserted. Can you?


And, I could ask the same question about other books of the Bible as well. In fact, the biggest logical inconsistency your predetermined doctrine of sola scriptura has to overcome is this: Where in the Bible is the verse or verses that tells us which books should be in the Bible? The Bible did not just fall down from Heaven as a complete book. If we are to build our theology and doctrine from the Bible alone, then we ought to decide which books should or should not be in the Bible…which books are or are not the inspired work of the Holy Spirit…by consulting the Bible, right? But, we can’t consult the Bible to find out which books should be in the Bible because we don’t have a Bible until we’ve decided which books are in it. That thar, Pastor Walker, is a bit of a problem for your predetermined doctrine.


So, I will drive home my point by asking you to answer the following questions for me: 1) Who wrote Mark? 2) Was the writer of Mark inspired by the Holy Spirit? 3) Where, in the Bible, does it give us the list of which books should be in the Bible? Now, since you have stated very clearly and very plainly that we are to build our theology and doctrine from the Bible alone, then your answers need to be in the form of book, chapter, and verse only. If you cannot answer these questions with just a book, chapter, and verse from the Bible, then I have proven that you do not rely upon the Bible alone for your theology and doctrine, which would be a very serious blow to your predetermined position.


Now, the other main point I wish to make is this: You have freely admitted that you are not infallible in your interpretations of the Bible. So, will you then also freely admit that your interpretation of certain Scripture passages could be wrong and that mine could be right? For example, James, chapter 2. How do you respond to this question: If a man says he has faith, but has not works, can his faith alone save him? Is your answer, yes or no? The Bible says, “You see that a man is justified by works and not by faith alone.” So, I believe that a man is not justified by faith alone and that works have a role to play in one’s justification – exactly as the Bible teaches. 
And, I believe my understanding of that verse fits perfectly with the context of the entire second chapter of James, the entire Book of James, the entire New Testament, and, in fact, all of scripture – Old and New Testament. By what authority do you say that I am wrong? On whose authority do you claim to be an arbiter of right and wrong interpretations of the Bible? Whose authority!? 


You said in your response to me that you answered my question about the interpretation of James 2:26, yet you did no such thing. James 2:26, “For as the body apart from the spirit is dead, so faith apart from works is dead.” The Holy Spirit is making an analogy here. He is saying that faith is like the body and that works are like the spirit. And He says that both body and spirit are necessary for life. So, for the analogy to hold, are not both faith and works necessary for life? Yet, you say, “No, faith alone is necessary for life.” So, please explain this analogy in James 2:26 for me. Please give me the correct interpretation of this verse.


I will sum up this point by highlighting these questions: 1) Since you are not infallible, could your interpretations of the meaning of certain Scriptures be wrong? 2) By what authority do you hold your interpretations of certain Scripture verses, for example James 2:24 and 2:26 to be right and mine to be wrong? 3) If a man says he has faith, and has not works, can his faith alone save him? Yes or no? 4) Please give me the meaning of the analogy drawn by the Holy Spirit in James 2:26. Are both faith and works necessary for life, just as both the body and the spirit are necessary for life? Yes or no.


Now, a few other points I wanted to mention. You stated the following: “Let’s see what the church looks like when built from the ground up from scriptures.” Again, this is a predetermined doctrine you are bringing to the table. Does the Bible say we should build the church from the ground up using Scripture? If so, where? I have a simple question for you: What is the pillar and ground of the truth for a Christian…is it the Bible?


This statement of yours shows the inherent falseness of your theology. I would again ask a simple question: Which came first, the Church or the Bible? If you answer that question honestly, and you really think about it without any predetermined doctrinal influences and prejudices, you will see that your statement just quoted makes no sense whatsoever. Was the early Church built from the ground up using the Scriptures?


In regards to Mary, you quote Paragraph 966 of the Catechism and then state the following: “We see here that it is taught that Mary is born without sin and remained without sin. This is in direct conflict with scripture that teaches that all have sinned, that no one seeks God, (Romans 3) and the fact that Mary herself said she needed a savior ( Luke 1:47). Next we see that that she is assumed into heaven (not-biblical, but created to make the sinless nature fit), And then we see that she is exalted as Queen!!! Over ALL things no less!!! This is a clear example of putting a created being in the place where only God deserves to be. Not only is this not found anywhere in scripture it is a direct affront to the whole of scripture. In fact search the scriptures for the term “Queen of Heaven”, you will find it in Jeremiah.”

You quote from Romans 3 the verse which states that all have sinned and you take that as an absolute in regard to every person who has ever been born. But, is that really what it means? After all, it also states in that same chapter, as you point out, that “no one seeks God.” Yet, I am seeking God…how do you explain that? Are you not seeking God? How has anyone been saved if absolutely no one is seeking God? 


Furthermore, have babies and small children sinned? Well, they must have if “all have sinned,” right? Did John the Baptist ever commit a sin? If so, please tell me where the Scripture says that? What about John’s parents, did they ever commit a sin? If so, please tell me where the Bible records it? Also, are you not aware that Paul is quoting from the Old Testament here? You may want to go back and get the context from the Old Testament so that you have the proper context for your interpretation of the New Testament usage. 


Mary did indeed need a savior. Is it not possible to save someone from something before it actually happens, though? For example, have you ever been a drug addict? If not, then I can rightly say God saved you from being a drug addict even though you were never a drug addict, right? Just so Mary can be saved from sin even though she never sinned. This, again, is merely showing your ignorance of Catholic teaching. You condemn the form of what we believe without understanding the substance behind it. You give your meanings and your interpretations to our words, without caring one whit about our meanings and interpretations, and then you condemn us for saying something that we are not actually saying.


Also, does the Bible say Mary was not assumed into Heaven? No, it doesn’t. Does the Bible say we are to use contraception? No, it doesn’t, yet I’ll bet you believe contraception is perfectly acceptable, don’t you? You will say, “Nowhere does the Bible condemn contraception,” (which is actually not true, but I assume that would be your reasoning for accepting contraception). So, the Bible doesn’t mention contraception, which makes contraception okay; yet when the Bible doesn’t mention the Assumption of Mary, that makes it not okay. Methinks you have a double standard. One set of rules for you, and a completely different set of rules for Catholics.


Regarding Mary as Queen of Heaven, I see you refused to answer my question about that. 
I am well aware of the Queen of Heaven mentioned in Jeremiah. Again, though, your logic fails you. The Israelites were worshipping a false god or goddess they called the Queen of Heaven. Just as they sometimes worshipped a false god that they called, “God.” So, if they call their false gods, God, then using your logic in regards to the Queen of Heaven, we should not call our true God, God, because we’re doing the same thing the Israelites did when they worshipped their false god. Not good reasoning on your part. Doesn’t it make sense, that if there is a false Queen of Heaven, then that points to the fact that there is actually a true Queen of Heaven. Just as the fact that if there is a false god, points to the fact that there is a true God. 


Again, Scripture very clearly states that there is woman, in Heaven, with a crown on her head. What is this woman if not a queen? In response to my earlier asking of this question you stated, in regards to Revelation 12:1, the following: “A great and wondrous sign appeared in heaven” this is a sign, a symobolic message.” 


Tell me, please, is that not a predetermined belief on your part? You believe a “sign” to be the same thing as a “symbolic message,” why? Then, you must believe, to be consistent, that when Scripture refers to Jesus as a “sign,” it meant that He wasn’t real…that He was merely a “symbolic message”! Where do you get the authority to state categorically that this woman in Revelation 12:1 is a “symbolic message?” How many symbolic messages bring forth the child that is to rule all the nations with a rod of iron? How many symbolic messages are chased by Satan (but never caught – sinless?!) and how many symbolic messages have Satan make war on their offspring? With all due respect, Pastor Walker, but isn’t your contention that this woman in Rev 12:1 is a “symbolic message,” actually the necessary result of your predetermined beliefs about Mary that you brought to your reading of Scripture?" 


Finally, since you mention it a few times, I wish to talk about Apostolic Succession. In Isaiah 22, verses 20 and following, it talks about how one prime minister of the Kingdom of David is going to be removed in favor of another prime minister in the Kingdom of David. The succession is denoted by the passing on of the key of the house of David – which is the symbol of the authority of the house of David. In Matthew 16:17-19, Peter is given the keys of Kingdom of Heaven. Keys again denote authority, but the existence of the keys denote succession – there must always be a key holder. In Acts 1, we see that Judas held an “office” in the ministry of Christ. And Scripture even states, “His office let another take.” If there is an office, there must be an officeholder. Nowhere does Scripture say the office no longer exists. In 2 Tim 2:2 we see four generations of apostolic succession – from Paul, to Timothy, to faithful men, to others. In the letters to Timothy and Titus we see those ordained by Paul, going out and ordaining others – apostolic succession. 


You say that you are a pastor…how so? Did someone ordain you? By what authority? Who ordained that person? And who ordained that person? How far back can you trace your line of ordination? As a pastor, from whence comes your authority? Do you have any authority? Did you start your own church, or were you hired by an existing church? If you were hired by an existing church, please tell me where in Scripture it tells us of one pastor being hired by the congregation to succeed another pastor? If you started your own church, by whose authority did you do so? And, if you leave that church, how will they replace you? By hiring another pastor? Again, where is the hiring of pastors mentioned in the Bible? There is much more biblical, and historical, evidence for the means of succession of leadership that is practiced in the Catholic Church, then there is for whatever means of succession of leadership practiced in your church.


Now, there are a number of points that you made that I am not going to touch on here, as I’ve already gone on long enough, but I do wish to touch on one final point. When I challenged you to give me one example of where the Catholic Church has ever changed its doctrines, you stated the following: “How about the Roman Catholic church’s opinion of people who reject their teaching. Once labeled a heretic and killed, now called separated brothers and a desire that they return to the ‘faith’.”

That’s the best you could come up with?! First of all, that is not a doctrinal matter. The Church has never taught, as a matter of doctrine, that all heretics should be killed. Second, you seem to have a very flawed sense of history. The Church has always sought to bring heretics back into the true faith. Third, there is historical context to the situations where some heretics were put to death that you seem to be ignorant of. I will not argue the rightness or wrongness of such deaths here, but I will repeat that this is not a matter of doctrine. If wrongs were committed, it was a matter of personal sin, not doctrine. Finally, the fact that the Church refers to fellow Christians as “separated brethren” is a matter of semantics. It is not a matter of doctrine. Anyone who believes in a heresy, is, by definition, a heretic. However, the Church chooses to use different language when speaking of such folks and clearly states her reasoning as to why this is so in the Catechism. It is not a doctrinal matter. I am free to refer to you as either a heretic or a separated brethren, or both. 


Again, I challenge you to find one matter of doctrine that the Church has changed in its 2000 year history. If you cannot do so, then, as a Christian, and particularly as a pastor, I adjure you to withdraw your false claims.

In Christ,

John Martignoni
From Pastor Walker:
Mr. Martignoni,
I don’t mind that you respond to my email, as I am truly concerned for all people and want them to know the one and only way to God, that is through his son Jesus Christ alone. However, my words were written for Mr. Martinez out of love for him, as I am a personal friend of many members of his family and owe a great deal to one of his sons, who has been an excellent brother in Christ to me. I only mention that so you can understand my tone and motivation for this discussion. I have not set out particularly to attack the Roman Catholic church, however I do hurt for those caught by the lies taught by the organization, that lead people who have a zeal to know God to do things that are detestable to him. I do believe many of the teachings of the Roman Catholic church are in direct conflict with scripture and that anyone who follows them to be on the way to hell. That is not to say that many true believers do not get saved from within the Roman Catholic church, but I do find it hard to believe that the Holy Spirit would allow someone who truly knows God to partake in the worship of idols, demons, or ancestors once they come to a saving knowledge of Him. Therefore I do not believe that most people who attend Roman Catholic churches and follow their practices, to truly know God. So this understanding does cause my heart to hurt for those who think they are pleasing God, but their worship is in vain. They follow the teachings of men and have forsaken God’s word. Now, I have read a few of your newsletters as forwarded to me by Mr. Martinez, so I know you will have your responses to these beliefs. And that is fine with me, but I think if we are truly seeking to know truth, we need to start with truth. Let’s not start with a predetermined doctrine and seek to prove our points from the Bible, but instead wipe clean out the doctrinal slate and start to build it back up from scripture alone. The difference is that we let scripture speak for itself, without letting our preferences get in the way. My goal in responding to you is that I truly hope we can all learn to trust only in God and not mortal man (Psalm 146), and therefore present ourselves as holy and pleasing sacrifices to God.
So I have responded to your points below, I have put my comments in blue after each of your comments. Please let me know if you would like me to clarify any of my responses as it seems many of your points are based upon a misunderstanding of what Mr. Martinez and I have discussed previously.
Eddie Walker
Eddie Walker: Round 2

I believe you may have misunderstood me here. We can read the books of Christians to get additional thoughts and view points of scripture. The church was given so that we can encourage and build each other up in the faith. So by all means we can help each other grow in the faith through study and reading each other’s thoughts in books. However because a respected Christian brother writes a book, it is not scripture, nor should I give it any authority. I should however challenge it against scripture test it and see how it compares. I can learn from this brother, but at the end of the day He is only a man writing from his own understanding. It is man’s wisdom.

Plus, in an earlier email you sent to Mr. Martinez, you stated that you believe in the apostolic truths taught for the last “2008 years” by the “Universal Apostolic Church” that was founded by Jesus Christ. (By the way, “Catholic” means “Universal”…I’m sure you’re aware of that, aren’t you?)


Eddie Walker: Round 2

Yes, I am aware that the word catholic means universal. But I certainly do not believe that there is any apostolic succession founded by Jesus, nor that there is any additional teaching outside of the Bible that we can claim as God’s word or inerrant. I apologize if there was a misunderstanding, but that should be clear from the context of my emails. God’s word is truth and God has preserved it for us.
So, on the one hand, you say that the early Christian writings are “certainly important” because they help one to understand the “thoughts of the early church”…may I interpret that as the “beliefs” of the early church?…and, you also say that you believe the apostolic teachings that have been taught by the “Universal Apostolic Church” for the last 2008 years. Yet, on the other hand, you seem to be quite dismissive of the early Christians interpretations of scripture, saying they are no more or less correct than anyone else’s interpretation of scripture, and you state quite boldly that their writings are not the truth. In other words, you have left me thoroughly confused.

Eddie Walker: Round 2

This is addressed here in my previous comment. Christian writings outside of the scriptures are not authoritative, they do allow us to see what some one that scripture meant at the time, but when the message originates from men, it is flawed. No matter what man delivers it. This contrasts with inspired scripture, as the Bible says their message did not originate from them, but from God. 


If you believe in the “apostolic teachings” that have been taught for the last 2008 years by the church; and the writings of the early Christians give us, as you yourself state, the thoughts or beliefs of the early church – in other words, they tell us what the apostolic teachings of the church were in the early centuries – how can you then turn around and say that the writings of the early Christians are not the truth and that Mr. Martinez would be better served by going to the Bible and coming up with his own interpretations of Scripture? Or, how can you say what you are really saying, which is Mr. Martinez would be better served not to trust in the scriptural interpretations of the early Christians whose writings give us the “thoughts of the early church,” but rather he should trust in your scriptural interpretations?

Eddie Walker: Round 2

Again, this seems to come from a misunderstanding, there is no contradiction here as I hold only to the original teachings of the apostles as provided to us in God’s holy inspired word. The Bible does not establish any apostolic succession to continue to bring forth new revelation. In fact we have several warnings against anyone who would teach additional doctrines, beyond what the original Apostles taught. And we see early on that many had already come and brought wrong and deceptive teachings in to the church. Which lead Paul to scold the church in Galatia and warn them that if ANYONE even himself or the apostles or an angel from heaven was to come to you and bring another message than the one that they had first taught them, than that person should be condemned. So we can best know that we are following the original gospel as taught by the original apostles by sticking to their writings. Paul basically says this same thing in 2 Timothy as he urges Timothy to stay true to the doctrine that he was taught and to the holy scriptures and he explains that the Holy scriptures are what we should use to teach, train, correct, rebuke and that by this we will be prepared for everything.


You further contradict yourself by telling Mr. Martinez to build his “theology and doctrine from scripture,” yet, when Mr. Martinez reads James 2:24, which states that we are “justified by works and not by faith alone,” and Mr. Martinez builds his theology and doctrine on this passage and therefore does not believe in salvation by faith alone – because that dogma is in direct contradiction of Holy Scripture – you turn around and tell him his interpretation is wrong, don’t you?
Eddie Walker: Round 2

Mr. Martignoni, while that one verse isolated away from the passage and from scripture certainly looks like that, when read in context it is easy to see what James means by this. Much in the same way there was a misunderstanding in what I said that led you to think I contradicted myself. The context of what James wrote brings us to Abraham and how Abraham’s faith was real. Anyone can say they have faith but what James says is:

James 2:18, But someone will say, “You have faith; I have deeds.” Show me your faith without deeds, and I will show you my faith by what I do.


Basically he is challenging those who with their mouths speak a faith in Christ, but in their actions show what their heart really trusts in. The only way Abraham is able to take Isaac up to the mountain and kill his son, that he was promised by God, is because he was FULLY persuaded that God would do exactly what he said he would do. (Romans 4:21) Those who have faith live by faith. This means it will be completely evident in their life who their faith is in. Is it God or man? This is the same faith that Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego have, and it is the same faith that we are called to today. James is contrasting true faith, one that lives by faith, with faith of someone who just says “I believe”. To this James say so what! The demons believe, and they even shudder in fear (something most people who claim him don’t do), but they do not live out their faith. If they did they would have not rebelled against him.


Or, when he reads John 6:51-58 which states several times that we must eat the flesh and drink the blood of the Son of Man in order to have life within us, and he builds his theology and doctrine on this passage and therefore does not believe the Eucharist, or the Lord’s Supper, is merely a symbol, but that it is indeed the real thing…you turn around and tell him his interpretation is wrong, don’t you?


Eddie Walker: Round 2

Once again we need to understand what Jesus is saying here and how it compares with the rest of what he said and the whole of scripture. First of all, even if we did isolate this passage to build our doctrine from we would see that Jesus never established any succession of people who are capable of distributing Jesus’ flesh and blood for consumption. Meaning that if we take it outside of other scripture it would then mean that only those who were there to physically receive his body and blood could be saved, and the rest of us would be out of luck.

However, reading this in the context of where it is written and the many times that Jesus refers to himself being the bread of life, or living water, etc. We understand what Jesus is not talking about food as we know it. He is talking about “real” food. Man does not live by bread alone, but out of every word out of the mouth of God.

Deuteronomy 8:3, “He humbled you, causing you to hunger and then feeding you with manna, which neither you nor your fathers had known, to teach you that man does not live on bread alone but on every word that comes from the mouth of the LORD.”

Jesus also makes this distinction when talking to the Samaritan woman at the well. Jesus is the word, he sustains us and it is by him we live. Not bread, water, or wine. This is why he is telling us that he is “real” food. He illustrates this by saying that when we eat “fake” food we are hungry again and thirsty again. But when you get “real” food, that is the word of God, Jesus, you will never hunger or thirst again. Therefore bread and wine are really only temporary and inadequate pictures of the real and permanent food that is Jesus our Lord, creator, and sustainer.

Again, you really don’t want him to trust his interpretation of scripture, just as you don’t want him to trust the early Christians’ interpretations of scripture, do you? You really want him to trust your interpretations of Scripture, right? 
Well, my question to you is: Why? Why should Mr. Martinez, or anyone else for that matter, believe your interpretation of the Bible over their own interpretation of the Bible, or over the early Christians’ interpretations of the Bible? Are you an authentic interpreter of Scripture? Is your interpretation of Scripture infallible? Yes or no?

Eddie Walker: Round 2

Don’t believe me, just read it for yourself. Don’t read it from the viewpoint of any religion though or from any predetermined point of view. Just read it in context. Many false religions claim to follow the word of God and say they esteem God’s word, but then proceed to tell people that they cannot understand it without the help of their organization. The last thing I want Mr. Martinez or anyone to do is to believe it because I said it. I am not starting a religion. I don’t even hold to any denomination or seek to promote one over the other. Again what I advocate is getting rid of teachings that have human origins, regardless what name is attached to them and returning to what we KNOW to be true, the Bible.
Eddie Walker: Round 1
As for changed doctrine, you are right there are certainly no lack of those willing to twist and distort the word for their own purposes. But clearly you do not mean to suggest that the teachings of the Roman Catholic church have not changed throughout history, that is to easy to prove. My point was not that the Roman Catholics are the only ones to deviate from the scripture, but that they are more likely to all sound the same as the get their doctrine from one organization. Similarly Jehovah’s Witnesses sound the same as they follow the teachings of the watchtower organization. 


Comments/Strategies: 

I believe Mr. Martinez did indeed mean to suggest that the doctrinal teachings of the Roman Catholic Church have not changed throughout history. You say it is easy to prove otherwise. I challenge you to do so.

Eddie Walker: Round 2

This statement of mine was in response to Mr. Martinez saying that only “protestants” change the doctrine or teachings over time, and while there is no doubt that many people have changed their teaching over time, the Roman Catholic church is included in this as well. I don’t shrink from your challenge here, but honestly don’t know where to begin. How about the Roman Catholic church’s opinion of people who reject their teaching. Once labeled a heretic and killed, now called separated brothers and a desire that they return to the “faith”. My point to Mr. Martinez here was not to the degree to which the Roman Catholic church has changed their teachings, but to illustrate that they in fact have changed what they have taught though out time. It was in response to his statement that all “protestants” sound the same, that I said it would seem like all Roman Catholics would be more likely to sound the same because they would follow the teachings of the church. 
Also, in the above paragraph, you continue to make statements that make me think you have not done a thorough and rigorous analysis of your own position. You are clearly implying that for all the members of an organization to speak with one voice in regards to doctrine is a negative thing. With all due respect, but I would really like to hear your reasoning behind that position. You seem to be suggesting that it’s a positive thing to disagree on doctrine? Again, you have stated in a previous email to Mr. Martinez that you believe in a set body of apostolic teaching that has been consistent for 2008 years. For the sake of argument, let’s say that the Catholic Church is the 2008-yr. old “Universal Apostolic Church” of which you spoke in your previous email to Mr. Martinez, then wouldn’t it be a good thing that Catholics “all sound the same” since they are getting their doctrine from one organization – the organization founded by Jesus Christ?
Eddie Walker: Round 2

Again this was in direct response to Mr. Martinez’s accusation of all “protestant” speakers who seem to sound the same. I, like you thought that was a strange statement from a Catholic, as I usually hear this from Roman Catholics, Mormons, and Jehovah’s Witnesses as a primary reason why I should believe their organization.

And again there is no Biblical succession of men set up to change or add to the Bible. We have it all, he has preserved it for us and it is waiting for us to read and discover who he is, who we are, and want he desires from us.

It would be a good thing if we all sounded the same as we got our doctrine from God and not man. Jesus Christ did not establish any succession of men to lead us to God. He did show us the way and gave us his unchanging word. And He did establish a church to help us grow in understanding and to be able to better survive in this world until he comes or takes us home. Jesus never established a Papacy nor did he ever establish an order of people that should be followed as a Pope or Vicar of Christ, or whatever you like to call it. Jesus is the head of the church and as we follow his words we are in his church. When we follow man’s words, our worship is in vain. Matthew (15:9) 


Wouldn’t doctrinal differences be a sign that someone was not following the 2008-yr. old “apostolic teachings” of the church founded by Jesus Christ?


Eddie Walker: Round 2

In my opinion (just my thoughts), I believe most doctrinal differences stem from our inability or reluctance to set aside our own thoughts, beliefs, and desires and to trust fully in the word of God. I believe the closer we come to trusting in the words of the creator of Heaven and Earth, the more we will see that our doctrinal differences clear up. 
Eddie Walker: Round 1
You are also right that there are many false teachers, but how can we know who the false ones are? Should we judge them by their message or by their title and the organization? If the traditions and doctrines of the Roman Catholic church did not contradict the Bible I would have no problem with them. However they have forsaken God’s word and decided to follow the traditions of men instead. And these traditions cause many well-meaning people to try to worship God in ways that he finds detestable.
Comments/Strategies: 
With all due respect, but are you not declaring the traditions and doctrines of the Roman Catholic Church at odds with the Bible based on your own personal interpretations of the Bible? Indeed you are. What if you are a false teacher and your false teachings are based on your personal, fallible interpretations of the Bible? Does that thought not horrify you? You could, unintentionally, be leading people astray by your teachings. What assurance do I, or Mr. Martinez, or anyone else have that your interpretations of the Bible are accurate? Why do you believe your interpretations more reliable than mine? More reliable than Mr. Martinez’s? More reliable than the early Christians’? Again, I ask, are you infallible in your interpretations of the Bible?


Eddie Walker: Round 2
My faith is only in what God says, because I know that his words are real and are what will last forever. Everything else will perish. Many teachings of the Roman Catholic church are gravely against the Bible and are in fact another gospel entirely, that is no gospel at all. Before I decided to become a Pastor, I carefully looked at James’ words in chapter 3 verse1. And in fact I was reluctant to become a Pastor, because of this enormous responsibility. However the best way to make sure I don’t stray from the truth is to teach the truth. Not traditions, godless myths, genealogies, etc.


I have declared many of the teachings to be in violation of scripture in many areas. Not a single passage or verse taken out of context and distorted. I unlike other men, do not believe myself to be infallible or any man to be such. I don’t want anybody to follow my teachings, I only want to point them to God’s and let them stand or fall on them. 


Are we not called to test all spirits? Didn’t the Bereans search the scriptures to see if Paul’s message was from God? To say that it is wrong to test or judge doctrines based upon scripture, because we are just men, would be to completely throw out all sound doctrine and allow for any interpretation regardless of how far from scripture it strays. No instead we must be on our guard against false teachers creeping in, and the best way to do that is to stick to what we KNOW to be true, the Bible.


This is precisely the reason I challenged Mr. Martinez and now you, to start with the Bible and build your doctrine from there. Don’t start with doctrine and find proof texts to support your doctrine. Let’s see what the church looks like when built from the ground up from scriptures. I think there would be a great many changes, to a great many churches if they actually did this. And this is in fact how they should approach their doctrine. When we build it from the ground up we can know that we have a firm foundation from which to move forward. 


Eddie Walker: Round 1
Mr. Martinez, it is most certainly not in the Bible, that Jesus ever created the office or position of Pope. Even if Peter was given the position, no apostolic succession was setup or process given. In context the passage in which you refer does not even establish Peter as a Pope or Vicar of Christ, or whatever you want to call it. In fact Jesus calls him Satan in verse 23.


Comments/Strategies: 
You seem to be suggesting, Mr. Walker, that Jesus left His church on earth with no visible leader. Jesus’ last words to His disciples in Matthew 28 must have been: “Hey guys, everybody just do your own thing. Remember, I’m not leaving anyone in charge down here. Just tell everybody to get their own Bible, read it, and decide for themselves what is and is not correct doctrine. Of course, I’m talking about once the New Testament gets written. Until then, though, just do the best you can. Ciao!”


Eddie Walker: Round 2
No, that is not what I am suggesting. Jesus’ actual words were that he would be with us until the end of the age. Again He is the head of the church. As for human leadership that is addressed as well.


Or, that if Jesus did leave Peter as the head of the church He established, that once Peter was dead, then there was not to be another leader of this church founded by Jesus Christ. Let me ask you a question, Mr. Walker: Is there any mention in your scripture about your church – the one you attend on Sunday – having a visible head, a pastor? And, furthermore, does the Bible say anything about what your church should do if your pastor dies? I don’t think it does, does it?


Eddie Walker: Round 2
Paul gives clear instructions on how we should choose elders and overseers for the church. These instructions can be found in 1 Timothy and Titus. Similar qualifications are found elsewhere as well. And while these men are chosen because of their character and doctrine, never are they given a license to change the gospel to add or subtract from the message. In fact they are instructed to stick to what has been written, to hold fast to what they have already learn, to watch our doctrine carefully, and to be devoted to the public reading of scripture. These were to be chosen because in their lives they had shown the ability to follow the word and could therefore teach it to others, not because of any succession. 


Yet, you have a visible head of your church, and, if that visible head of your church were to die, you would replace him, wouldn’t you? Furthermore, I’ll bet the process of hiring a new pastor that is in effect at your church is nowhere mentioned in the Bible, is it? (Does the Bible ever mention anything about pastors being hired? But I bet your church hires its pastors, doesn’t it?). You seem to be very quick to pronounce the Catholic Church as carrying on extra-biblical traditions, and condemning her for such, yet you do not apply the standards you use in regards to Catholic belief and practice, to your own belief and practice. There is a word for that, and it starts with an “h.”


Eddie Walker: Round 2

The head of the church is Jesus, the Pastor/overseer/bishop is not the head of a true Christian church. He is only a man chosen because he has shown in his life to follow the word of God and is able to teach others to do the same. We should be training all men to be able to fulfill this role.


How do you know how my church operates? I realize that you are assuming this because a great many churches may do that, but you do not know how my church operates. As I have stated the Bible is very clear on how we should choose elders, overseers, and deacons. My church would look to the body of believers and seek a man that would meet these requirements and ordain them to the ministry. This is directly from scripture.


I don’t really have problems with extra-biblical traditions, as I have mentioned to Mr. Martinez, as long as they do not conflict with scripture or cause the practice of things that would conflict. Tradition is not bad in and of itself, just like Jesus’ example in Matthew 15:3, the problem comes when by your tradition you break the word of God. As I have stated before, I would not have a problem with the Roman Catholic church or any church’s traditions if they do not contradict God’s word or cause people to when they follow them.

One last thing, you would do well to read Matthew 16:16-18 in light of Isaiah 22, verses 20 and following.


Eddie Walker: Round 2

Ok, I have read them both again, what is your point? Feel free to elaborate.


Eddie Walker: Round 1

Mr. Martinez , I implore you to please search the scriptures and see if it even fits into scripture, that God would allow any man to receive his honor and praise. Search and see if God would ever allow someone to be called the “queen of Heaven” or allow us to pray to anyone other than God. Daniel faced Lions instead of praying to a man, and Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego, faced fire instead of bowing to a statue. These Godly men would rather face incredibly painful deaths than to do what millions of Roman Catholics wrongly do daily in the name of God. And while they may have zeal for the Lord, their zeal lacks knowledge and therefore will not be acceptable to God.

I will continue to pray for you Mr. Martinez.

Eddie Walker


Comments/Strategies: 
Mr. Walker, I will assume, out of Christian charity, that your statements here are based on simple ignorance, and not on malice. And I don’t say that in a disrespectful manner, but merely to be factual. No Catholic, at least, no properly catechized Catholic, gives to any man the “honor and praise” that is due to God alone. The Catholic Church does not now, nor has it ever, taught that we should honor and praise any man with the honor and praise that is due only to God. If you can find such a teaching in the Catechism of the Catholic Church, which is the official teaching of the Catholic Church, then I will renounce my Catholic Faith tomorrow.


Eddie Walker: Round 2

Yet by their actions, the way in which they live their faith, they do it daily. As James explains just saying you have faith is not the same as living it out. Saying that you are not worshipping Mary or dead men and women, does not mean anything, when your actions actually have you giving to them what rightly belongs to God. We are not to consult the dead on the behalf of the living. We are not make any graven images and worship or bow to them.


As for an example from the Catechism, how about this:


#966: “Finally the Immaculate Virgin, preserved free from all stain of original sin, when the course of her earthly life was finished, was taken up body and soul into heavenly glory, and exalted by the Lord as Queen over all things, so that she might be the more fully conformed to her Son, the Lord of lords and conqueror of sin and death.” The Assumption of the Blessed Virgin is a singular participation in her Son’s Resurrection and an anticipation of the resurrection of other Christians: In giving birth you kept your virginity; in your Dormition you did not leave the world, O Mother of God, but were joined to the source of Life. You conceived the living God and, by your prayers, will deliver our souls from death.”


We see here that it is taught that Mary is born without sin and remained without sin. This is in direct conflict with scripture that teaches that all have sinned, that no one seeks God, (Romans 3) and the fact that Mary herself said she needed a savior ( Luke 1:47). Next we see that that she is assumed into heaven (not-biblical, but created to make the sinless nature fit), And then we see that she is exalted as Queen!!! Over ALL things no less!!! This is a clear example of putting a created being in the place where only God deserves to be. Not only is this not found anywhere in scripture it is a direct affront to the whole of scripture. In fact search the scriptures for the term “Queen of Heaven”, you will find it in Jeremiah. See what God thinks about that and what he thought of anyone who followed this “queen”. God alone is God, no created being of any magnitude is worthy of our worship or praise or has any place alongside Jesus, the Father, and Holy Spirit. We certainly never even see a holy angel ascend to this place, let alone a sinful person. Mother of God?!!! She conceived the living God?!!! This is not biblical and when followed to conclusion clearly places Mary above Jesus as she “conceived” him and is in some way superior to Him as His mother. Yet we know this is not the case. While she was used to bring forth Jesus’ human body, she is only a woman, a created being that was likely quite young. But Jesus says: “Before Abraham was born, I am” John 8:58 We know Jesus created ALL things, Colossians 1:16, John 1:3. And Jesus does not esteem her any higher than any other believer when he says” Who is my mother, and who are my brothers?" 49Pointing to his disciples, he said, “Here are my mother and my brothers. 50For whoever does the will of my Father in heaven is my brother and sister and mother.” Matthew 12:48-50 So scripture tells us that Jesus conceived Mary, and that she was a sinner like everyone else and anyone who follows what God says is his mother, brother, and sister. And finally look at the last line, by your (Mary’s) prayers, will deliver our souls from death. Mary has the power to pray our souls out of death?!!! Where is this in scripture? There is only 1 way to God, one mediator, one name under heaven which men can be saved. That is Jesus Christ, not Mary! Romans 5:19 says “19For just as through the disobedience of the one man the many were made sinners, so also through the obedience of the one man the many will be made righteous.” It is only through Jesus’ work on the cross, his obedience to the Father, that we are delivered from the death that came at Adam. Not Mary’s obedience to God’s plan. If she was obedient, Jesus would have found another who was. But no one else was capable of doing what he did for us. 
The source of your confusion may be the Catholic usage of the phrase “pray to.” In this instance, we use the word “pray” in the same manner as the English of old would use it…as a request. I pray thee, sir, do not spread false information about my faith. When we “pray to” the angels and the saints, we do not believe that they are somehow divine…in some way God…and that we can go to them to have our prayers answered instead of going to Jesus. You would be well-served to get a Catechism of the Catholic Church and study our teachings on the Communion of Saints, because your lack of understanding in this area is causing you to falsely accuse Catholics or something that we do not do.


Eddie Walker: Round 2

Mr. Martignoni, I am well aware of the meaning of the English word “pray”, so I do not confuse it. Do you or do you not ask the dead for assistance in your life? It says in Isaiah that we are not to consult the dead on the behalf of the living, and that we should ask God. (Isaiah 8:19) I don’t care if you say that you do not think these dead people are gods or not, you are still giving the honor, respect, and admiration to them that is only due to God. That is like me having an adulterous relationship with a woman, and giving to her everything I promised to my wife, but because I do not call this woman my wife it doesn’t count. But the reality is I am giving her everything my wife deserves, I dishonor my wife, and by my actions venerate the adulteress. This is exactly the way God feels about it and the reason his anger burned against the Israelites who praised him with their mouths, but their hearts were far from him. 


We are simply asking the saints and angels to pray for whatever intentions we bring to them. Do not the scriptures somewhere say, “The prayer of a righteous man availeth much?” Who is more righteous than the angels and saints in Heaven, who are united to Christ in a manner far beyond what we have attained here on Earth?


Eddie Walker: Round 2

Once again do not consult the dead. Talking to dead people and spirits is expressly forbidden. Philippians 4:6, Do not be anxious about anything, but in everything, by prayer and petition, with thanksgiving, present your requests to God. Having other living people pray for you is indeed a good thing, but consulting the dead on behalf of the living is wrong. 


Also, if you are saying that God does not allow us to give any honor and praise to men, then I would have to take issue with that. We do honor and praise the saints in Heaven, as well as ordinary men and women here on Earth, but not in the same way we honor and praise God. God Himself tells us to honor our father and our mother, does He not? God honored Mary by allowing her to bear His Son. And He said to her, “Blessed are you among women!” What an incredible honor! God honors Mary, are you saying we are not to do likewise?


Eddie Walker: Round 2

Agreed, a different type of honor. We are even called to pay honor and respect to the authorities above us.


And, all I have to say in regards to your mention of the “Queen of Heaven,” is this: If the Bible mentioned a woman, and it said she was in Heaven, and it further said that she had a crown on her head, what would you call her?


Eddie Walker: Round 2

Not the Queen of Heaven and so dishonor God and that woman. What would you call a dragon in heaven with 7 crowns? This passage does not speak of Mary or her authority over all things, to say so is dishonest at best. And if her crown signified her authority over all things, why would Satan have 7 crowns? No, this passage begins with the words:” A great and wondrous sign appeared in heaven” this is a sign, a symobolic message. It by no means speaks of Mary being the queen of heaven. Which would be a disgrace to her, please see Jeremiah 7:18. God said the people were provoking him to anger by making and giving gifts to the Queen of heaven. Mary would not want to be like this “Queen of Heaven” she like the angels and all true followers of God would say get up! Don’t bow to me, I am a fellow worker. Worship God only!


Finally, I would ask of you two questions, one of which has already been asked. I pray thee answer them:

1) Are you infallible in your interpretations of the Bible? Yes or no?


Eddie Walker: Round 2

Of course not, no one is. But we know the Bible is true and we have to stick as close to it as we can to make sure we are not led astray.


2) If you believe in salvation by faith alone, then can you please explain to me how James 2:26 supports that belief? 


Eddie Walker: Round 2

I think I fully covered James 2:26. I believe in salvation by grace alone. We receive this through real faith. Not lip service. If you seek further clarification please let me know.

In Conclusion
If you choose to read the full responses from Pastor Walker, you will note that there were a number of points that I let slide this time. That was because I wanted to start narrowing the focus of the arguments to just a few main points. So, let’s just say that I haven’t responded to all of his points, for now.
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This newsletter continues the conversation with Pastor Walker that was started in Issue #92. The format I used last time, where I separate out my response and give that first, rather than intermingling my comments with his, proved to be popular with a lot of folks, so I’ll continue to go that route. So, I’ll give my response to what he has to say, using some quotes from him to give the context. Then, after my response to him, I reproduce what he said, in its entirety, if any of you would like to read all of what he had to say.
Dear Pastor Walker,
I would have to say that, overall, you simply are not understanding the thrust of my arguments. I will assume responsibility for most, but not all, of the misunderstanding and seek to do a better job of clarifying my position. I say that I will accept “most” of the responsibility because I believe some of the misunderstanding comes from preconceived biases against the Catholic Faith on your part. 


You speak of starting from scratch without preconceived notions when it comes to building one’s theology and doctrines, so I would simply ask the same of you when it comes to Catholics and what it is we believe and practice. You look at our Faith through what are, essentially, Protestant lenses and with an essentially Protestant understanding, rather than attempting to view our Faith through the eyes of a Catholic and with Catholic understanding. 


It’s as if you went to a “football” game in Italy, expecting to see and hear things in a certain way, only to find them playing a game (soccer) that didn’t fit with your definition of football. So, you set about telling them that they’re not playing football in the right way and how they’ve gotten all the rules wrong and so on. Instead of realizing that they use the term “football” to mean one thing, and you use it to mean another, you try to force your definitions and your rules and your understanding onto their practice and their language and their understanding. Now, this is not a perfect analogy, but basically what you’re doing is taking your rules and applying them to our game. And when we don’t play by your rules, you condemn us to Hell. 


And please don’t respond with, “It’s not my rules, it’s the rules of Jesus Christ as found in the Scriptures. 
I’m just going by what it says in the Scriptures.” No, you are not going by what it says in Scripture. You are actually going by your interpretation of the words of Scripture, but yours is an interpretation that is not grounded in anything other than your own understanding of the Bible, as you freely admit in your response to me; and your understanding of Scripture, and thereby your interpretation of Scripture, is fallible – as you also readily admit.


And relying on your own interpretation can lead you into a great deal of trouble. In my last email, I asked you if you were “seeking God.” I asked because you were interpreting Rom 3:23 (“since ALL have sinned…”) as an absolute statement and were thereby using it to “prove,” from Scripture, that Mary was a sinner. So, I asked you if you seek God, because in Rom 3:11 it says that, “NO ONE seeks for God.” I wanted to see if you thought Rom 3:11 should be interpreted as an absolute as well. I thought that there was no way you, as a Christian pastor, would claim not to be seeking God and I could then show that you were being inconsistent – interpreting Rom 3:23 as an absolute but not interpreting Rom 3:11 as an absolute.


But, you surprised me. When I asked if you were seeking God, you responded as follows: “I am not. I would say this is impossible, while living in this body of sin. We are in a constant battle with the flesh, and our hearts are always set on evil. (Romans 7) I would not presume to say that I am living this out, nor can I accept that you are. Especially when scripture tells us that no one does…So we cannot say that we are really seeking God, especially when God say that no one does.” 
Pastor, your preconceived bias about Catholic teaching on Mary has led you astray here because in order to be consistent in your interpretation of Scripture, and not to concede my point, you have to interpret not only Rom 3:23 in an absolute manner, you have to also interpret Rom 3:11 in an absolute manner. You are at least consistent, but you are consistent in error. By the way, you must not fear God either, because Rom 3:18 says, “There is no fear of God before their eyes.” Do you not fear God, Pastor Walker?


Imagine, a Christian pastor who says he does not seek God! Is your interpretation of Rom 3:11, which states that ABSOLUTELY no one seeks God, consistent with the rest of the Scriptures, though? Let’s see.


Deuteronomy 4:29 – “But from there [the land of Israel] you will seek the Lord your God, and you will find him, if you search after Him with all your heart and with all your soul.” 

1 Chronicles 16:10-11 – “Let the hearts of those who seek the Lord rejoice! Seek the Lord and His strength, seek His presence continually!”

2 Chronicles 11:16 – “And those who had set their hearts to seek the Lord God of Israel…”

Ezra 8:22 – “The hand of our God is for good upon all that seek Him…”

Psalm 9:10 – “For Thou, O Lord, hast not forsaken those who seek Thee.” 

Proverbs 28:5 – “…but those who seek the Lord understand it [justice] completely.”

Amos 5:4 – “For thus says the Lord… ’Seek me and live.’”

Zeph. 2:3 – “Seek the Lord, all you humble of the land who do His commands.”

Matthew 6:33 – “But seek ye first His kingdom and His righteousness…”

Matthew 7:7-8 – “Seek and you shall find…for he who seeks finds.”

Hebrews 11:6 – “For whoever would draw near to God must believe that He exists and that He rewards those who seek Him.”


There are many more passages that I could have cited, but these will suffice to show that your interpretation, Pastor Walker, of Rom 3:11 is inconsistent with the rest of the Scriptures. There are plenty of folks throughout the Scriptures who are seeking God. Scripture commands us to seek God! Yet, you say “I am not” seeking God. Your answer that you do not seek God is rather damning. 2 Chronicles 14:13, “And that whoever would not seek the Lord, the God of Israel, should be put to death.” 


In other words, Pastor, your interpretation of Rom 3:11, and thereby the rest of Romans 3, is not in line with the Word of God. And, if you have so badly interpreted these passages, who’s to say you haven’t done the same with many others? Your answer, “I am not,” to my question as to whether or not you are seeking God, speaks to the terrible bind you put yourself in when you rely on your own fallible understanding of Scripture. As Proverbs 3:5 says, “Lean not unto your own understanding.” Yet, that is exactly what you are doing. And your understanding has led you to believe and teach things that are contrary to the Scriptures, as I’ve just shown. For a Christian pastor to admit that he is NOT seeking God, is absolutely bizarre!


You said, “My beliefs are directly taken from scripture, from my own study and from the Holy Spirit.” In other words, you rely on no one other than yourself for your interpretations of Scripture. Yet, in an earlier email, you stated that the writings of the early Christians were important, as they give one insight into the mind of the Church in those early centuries. But, in reality you don’t give a hoot about what the early Christians said and what the mind of the Church was in the early centuries, or in any century, of Christianity, do you? You rely on your interpretation, and yours alone, to arrive at what you believe to be the truth. 


You say that you take your beliefs from the Holy Spirit as well as from your own study of Scripture, but how is that so? Is the Holy Spirit guiding you in all of your interpretations of Scripture? If He is, then why do you admit to being fallible when it comes to interpreting Scripture and why do you admit that you could be wrong in some of your interpretations and that I could be right? Being fallible in your interpretation of Scripture, and admitting to the possibility of being wrong in your interpretation of Scripture, are incompatible with being guided by the Holy Spirit, are they not? Is the Holy Spirit fallible? Can He get His interpretations of Scripture wrong? Plus, can you show me, in the Bible, where it says that we are to rely solely upon our own study of Scripture in order to decide for ourselves on matters of faith and morals? Where, and please give chapter and verse, is your doctrine of self-interpretation of the Scriptures…without relying on any outside authority…where is that taught in the Bible? 


And, if the Holy Spirit is not guiding you in all of your interpretations of Scripture, then we can rightly say that your interpretations are man-made, can we not? Or, if you claim that the Holy Spirit is guiding you some of the time but not all of the time, why is He not guiding you all of the time? And, how do you know when He is guiding you and when He’s not?


So, to sum up this portion of my arguments, you admit that you rely on your own understanding, and no one else’s, when it comes to interpreting the Bible. Yet, you also admit that you are not seeking God. You further admit that you are fallible in your interpretations of Scripture, and that you could be wrong and I could be right when it comes to interpreting certain passages of the Bible. So, my question to you is, given all that you have here freely admitted, by what authority do you declare my interpretations wrong and yours right? If you could be wrong, as you have admitted, then that means the Catholic Church could be right on some of the doctrinal matters that you currently disagree with, couldn’t it? How then can you, as a Pastor, teach people regarding what the Word of God says when you admit that you could be teaching them error…that you could be leading them astray? Do you think, “Well, there’s a 99% chance that I’m right,” or some such thing? You are, in essence, gambling the souls of those in your flock on your fallible, and possibly wrong, interpretations of the Bible.


Now, as to what you stated about building the Church from Scripture. Again, my question, which came first, the Church or the Bible? The Church came first. So, we have historical precedence for building the Scripture from the Church, but not for building the Church from Scripture. But, as I will show, you do not really even build your church from Scripture.


Did not the members of the early church hold all things in common (Acts 2:44)? Does your church do that? Did not the early church call councils to resolve doctrinal disputes instead of consulting the Bible (Acts 15)? Does your church do that? Did not the early church have leaders who said that we could know the spirit of truth from the spirit of error by listening to what they said…not by reading the Bible on our own (John 4:6)? Does your church have such leaders? Did not the early church believe in the Word of God in both written and oral form (1 Thessalonians 2:13; 2 Thessalonians 2:15)? Does your church do that? Did the early church not build its doctrine and theology on both written and oral tradition? Does your church do that? Did not the early church have leaders – Bishops, Presbyters, and Deacons – who were ordained by the Apostles or whose line of ordination could be traced back to the Apostles? Does your church have such leaders? 


In other words, Pastor Walker, your church is not really built on the Bible as you claim it is. It is built on a hollowed out version of the church we find in the Scriptures. In your church, as you have admitted, the members of the church choose and ordain their pastor. Where in the Bible does it relate such a thing happening? By whose authority were you ordained a pastor? Where did that authority come from? How far back can you trace your line of ordination? 25 years? 50 years? 150 years? You freely admit that there is no such thing as apostolic succession in your church…how then can you claim your church is the church founded by Jesus Christ? Wouldn’t the church of Jesus Christ be able to trace its line of authority all the way back to Jesus and His Apostles? 


Now regarding my questions about who wrote Mark. I do not have a misconception about what you believe. I never said you think that truth can only be found in the Bible. My argument is that you do not really build your theology and doctrines on the Bible alone, but on the Bible and some other authority outside of the Bible. You claim not to have preconceived notions, yet your assumption that the Bible is the inspired, inerrant Word of God is a preconceived notion. You came to the Bible with that belief already in place. You came to the Bible with the preconceived notion that we should only rely on the Bible for building our theology and doctrines. You came to the Bible with the preconceived notion that every one of the individual books of the Bible is rightfully in the Bible and is to be considered the inspired, inerrant Word of God. Even though the Bible nowhere tells us we should build our doctrines and theology based on the Bible alone and nowhere tells us which books should and should not be considered Scripture. Do you deny these things?


Let’s look again at my questions and then at your answers. I asked the following 3 questions: 1) Who wrote Mark? 2) Was the writer of Mark inspired by the Holy Spirit? 3) Where, in the Bible, does it give us the list of which books should be in the Bible? 


You answered as follows: 1) The Holy Spirit, through a man. 2 Peter 1:21; 2) Yes, 2 Timothy 3:16; 3) It doesn’t.

With all due respect but you didn’t really answer my first two questions. The Holy Spirit did indeed write the Gospel of Mark through a man, but how do you know, and which man did He write it through? Who told you? Does the Bible tell you these things? No, it does not. So, how do you know? What authority do you rely upon to tell you that Mark is inspired Scripture? Plus, when you say that 2 Tim 3:16 tells you that the writer of Mark was inspired by the Holy Spirit because it says all Scripture is inspired by God, this is a beautiful piece of circular reasoning. You say not to bring preconceived notions to the table when building one’s doctrines and theology, yet that is exactly what you do. You assume Mark is Scripture, and then you say that 2 Tim 3:16 says all of Scripture is inspired of God; therefore, Mark is inspired by the Holy Spirit.


How do you know 2 Timothy is inspired by the Holy Spirit? Who testifies to this fact? The Bible cannot be its own witness. If you allow the Bible to be its own witness, then you must allow the Koran to be its own witness, unless of course you’re starting with preconceived notions as to the inspiration of the Bible.


With all due respect, but you talk about not bringing preconceived notions, and when I take you up on this, and start the conversation with the question of how do you know the Bible is indeed inspired Scripture…you all of a sudden stick hard and fast to your preconceived notions. I know that the Bible is the inspired, inerrant Word of God because of the testimony of the Church. I know that the 73 books of the Bible are the ones that belong there – no more and no less – because of the testimony and the authority of the Church. In other words, I know these things because of the Traditions that have been passed down in the church. 


But, you have stated that we must begin with the Bible to build our theology. We must begin with the Bible to develop our doctrine. So, is it part of your doctrine or not, that the Gospel of Mark is inspired Scripture? I believe you will say that it is. But, if you are building your doctrine from Scripture – starting from scratch as you say – where in Scripture does it say, “The Gospel of Mark is inspired Scripture?” 


In your reply to me, you speak of “testing” the books of Scripture to know that they are indeed Scripture. You say that, if we know Genesis is the truth, then we can test Exodus against Genesis to see that it is the truth, and then we can test Leviticus against Exodus to see if it is the truth and so on. Really? The first problem with that is, where does it say this in Scripture? What tests does the Scripture give us for Exodus and the other books based on Genesis? The second problem is that you have a preconceived assumption that Genesis is the inspired Word of God. Well, again, who told you this? What authority do you rely upon to know that Genesis is the inspired Word of God? Next, please give me an example of how you can “test” Exodus by Genesis to prove that Exodus is inspired of God? With all due respect, but that’s just a bunch of gibberish. 


The truth is, Pastor Walker, as you have readily admitted with your answer to my third question above, that you rely on some authority outside of the Bible, in order to have the Bible in the first place. On the one hand, you admit that the Bible doesn’t tell you which books should be in the Bible, yet on the other hand you say we should build our doctrines from the Bible alone. Yet, you are relying upon someone or something, other than the Bible, in order to even have a Bible! You say that nothing outside of the Bible can be trusted in regards to determining what is and is not truth, yet you rely on something outside the Bible to give you the Bible – which you claim is the basis of all your religious truth. So, the basis of all of your doctrines – the Bible – is dependent upon, built upon, some unnamed source that is not at all trustworthy, because it’s not the Bible.


But, as you’ve stated, you can’t even trust the writings of the early Christians for doctrinal matters, right? Oh, to be sure, there is truth outside of the Bible, but it’s not something that can necessarily be relied upon for building doctrines and theology. Only the Bible can be relied upon for that. But where did you get your Bible from?! You start with a preconceived notion, based on something other than the Bible, to believe the Bible is the inspired, inerrant Word of God. Yet, you say your doctrines and theology come only from the Bible! I don’t think so.


Furthermore, you say over and over again that there is truth outside of the Bible, yet you do not allow for even the possibility that Mary could have been assumed into Heaven, do you!? The Bible does not say she was, but it does not say she wasn’t. In other words, from a purely scriptural point of view, it’s an open question. So, you admit to there being truth outside of the Bible, the Bible is silent on the Assumption of Mary, yet you do not admit to the possibility of Mary being assumed into Heaven. You also admit that you are fallible and could be wrong on these matters, but then you say it’s not possible that Mary could have been assumed into Heaven. With all due respect, but you seem to be talking out of both sides of your mouth on this particular matter.


In your response to me, you talked about a person being on a deserted island and that if they had a Bible to go by, they could build a replica of the early church. My question is, if someone was on a deserted island, and they found a Bible, and they had no preconceived beliefs about this book, what would make them believe that this is the inspired, inerrant Word of God? “Oh, look, a book washed up on shore…it must be the inspired Word of God!” Don’t think so. So, why do you believe it is what you believe it is? 


Now, I asked you some questions about your authority: 1) Since you are not infallible, could your interpretations of the meaning of certain Scriptures be wrong? 2) By what authority do you hold your interpretations of certain Scripture verses, for example James 2:24 and 2:26 to be right and mine to be wrong? 3) If a man says he has faith, and has not works, can his faith alone save him? Yes or no? 4) Please give me the meaning of the analogy drawn by the Holy Spirit in James 2:26. Are both faith and works necessary for life, just as both the body and the spirit are necessary for life? Yes or no.


These were your answers: 1) Of course; 2) By the authority of the whole of James and scripture. You cannot just twist and distort a few passages and teach another gospel. Again we have to read it in context and be honest as to what it is saying and then interpret it with other scripture; 3) Faith alone does not save, but Grace alone does. God has made his grace available through faith, but even that is from God. Faith is not saying that you believe, or even knowing that God exists, it is being FULLY persuaded that God’s word is truth and living it out. 4) I think you may be confused, because you speak as if you can have faith and not live it. You can have works, but not have faith though. Matthew 7:22-23

I want to quickly mention just a few things here: 1) You admit your interpretations could be wrong. Yet, you persist in teaching others, and you persist in trying to persuade me that what you teach is right. You say you are fallible, yet you dispute with me as if you are infallible. How so? 2) I have read all of James, and I find my interpretation of James 2:24 and James 2:26 to be consistent with all of James 2 and all the rest of James and the rest of the New Testament and all of the Bible. By what authority do you say otherwise? The letter of James is a book, it cannot speak. If there is a dispute over what James really means, who decides the dispute? And, since you have already admitted that you could be wrong in your interpretations, how can you then assert that you’re right on this one and I am wrong? Again, you say things that I don’t believe you really mean. You say you’re fallible in your interpretations, but you certainly don’t act like you are. 


3) Catholics believe we are saved by grace alone. You quote Ephesians 2:8 – 9, but we quote Ephesians 2:8-10. Grace alone saves us, but it is faith and works that keeps us there. In John 15:1-6, Jesus is the vine, Christians are the branches. How did the branch become a branch…by something it did? No. Solely by the action of the vine. How does the branch abide in the vine? By producing fruit. Does it produce fruit all by itself? Absolutely not! But, it cooperates in the process with the nourishment (grace) given to it by the vine. And, if it stops cooperating with the grace received from the vine, and doesn’t produce fruit (good works), then it is cut off from the vine (salvation is lost). Grace alone saves, but faith and works are both necessary to abide in that salvation. So says the Bible. Find me a passage on judgment that says we are saved by our faith, without works? 


4) I am not confused, because the Bible states that you can have faith without works, but it states that such faith is dead. James 2:26, if you have the body (faith), but you do not have the spirit (works), does that mean you don’t have a body? No, it means you have a dead body. When you say that faith without works really means one doesn’t have faith, you are bringing another one of your preconceived notions to this discussion. You state in your response about the demons believing, but not being saved. Scripture doesn’t say that that means the demons don’t really believe, it says they believe, but they did not do…so they were not saved. The believing part is there, the works part isn’t. Faith and works…by the grace of God. James does not say that faith without works is not really faith, as you try to make him say, he says it is dead! Stop putting words in the mouths of the Scripture writers! Stop adding to the Bible notions that are not found in the Bible!


James 2:26 – “For just as the body without the spirit is dead, faith without works is not really faith?” No! That’s not what it says, because that is a bad analogy. The body without the spirit is still a body…but it’s a dead one. There is no life in it. Faith without works is still faith…but it’s dead. Please give me your interpretation of this verse (James 2:26)!? You’ve avoided doing so the last two times I’ve asked. What is the analogy, in your opinion, that is being made here? Is the body without the spirit not really a body? If you died at this moment and your spirit left your body, does that mean your body wasn’t really there to begin with? What a ridiculous notion! Yet, that is exactly the meaning you are trying to foist upon James.


Ephesians 2:10 – God has prepared works for us beforehand that we should walk in them. My question to you is: If we don’t do these works, which are the will of God for us to do, can we be saved? Yes or no?


I could spend hours and many, many pages responding to your last email, but I wish to only mention a couple of other things since I’ve gone on so long already. I will be happy to visit, at a future time, some of the things that I am not responding directly to, but I wish to narrow the focus of our discussion a little bit further with this email. Because I think we are zeroing in on the heart of the matter with the above discussion.


First of all, you stated that the Old Testament Scriptures were “well established” or some such thing in the time of Jesus. Nothing could be further from the truth. Are you not aware that the Sadducees only accepted the first 5 books of the Old Testament as scripture? Plus, the Essenes had a different canon of Scripture than did the Pharisees. The Samaritans had a separate canon as well. And, are you not also aware that inside and outside of Israel, many Greek-speaking Jews accepted the Septuagint – with the 7 books of the deuterocanon – as Scripture? You really do need to do more study on these matters. 


Another point: you again state that Catholic doctrine has changed, yet you nowhere give an example. The Immaculate Conception being declared a dogma is not a change in doctrine. The Pope’s declaration was simply a definitive statement that this belief is of God. It simply settled the matter in the case of any doubt anyone may have held. It’s a way to settle any argument once and for all. Again, you show your ignorance of Catholic teaching and practice with such a statement. And, regarding the Inquisition, again you show your ignorance of Catholic teaching and of history. May I suggest you acquire a little booklet off the internet entitled, “Why Apologize for the Spanish Inquisition?” I think it will enlighten you a good bit. It quotes mostly non-Catholic sources to give a more accurate historical picture of the Inquisition then what you seem to have.


Regarding praying to the saints, there is nothing against this practice in the Bible. We are not “consulting” soothsayers and necromancers and mediums and wizards which the Bible does indeed proscribe. We are speaking to the living members of the Body of Christ. Tell me please, where does the Bible say, “Thou art not to ask for intercessory prayers from the members of Christ’s Body who live in Heaven?” You say that asking the saints in Heaven for prayer is the same as speaking to the dead. Yet, Jesus says that Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are living. So, when I claim that Catholics are not talking to the dead when we ask the saints in Heaven to intercede for us, do you deny Jesus by saying that they are indeed dead rather than alive?


You talked about Abraham and the fact that his circumcision did not save him. My question for you is, could he have been saved if he had refused to be circumcised? 


Regarding Mary. You stated: “Mary was a sinner who needed a savior. She says it and the whole of scripture affirms that all have sinned. Please tell me where Mary says she was a sinner? She says she needed a savior, but she did not say she had sinned. Again, you add words to Scripture to get it to fit your preconceived notions. I have never been an alcoholic or a drug addict. May I rightly claim that Jesus saved me from being an alcoholic or a drug addict? Just so, could God have saved Mary before she was ever stained with sin? Yes or no? And, if He had saved Mary from sin, before she was tainted with sin, could she not rightly claim that God was her savior?


What, in the Kingdom of David, was the mother of the king called? Was she called a queen? 


You state that by believing Mary was assumed into Heaven, we are giving glory and worship to Mary that is rightfully given to God alone. Please specifically state how this is so? Are you not aware that we believe Mary was assumed into Heaven by God’s power and not her own? How does believing she was assumed into Heaven translate into giving her worship? We believe Elijah and Enoch were assumed into Heaven, does that mean we are worshipping them as well? 


Again, there is much I’m not responding to – at this point in time – but would love to get back to in the future. One last thing I would like to say, however, which goes completely against the assumptions you are making about me, is this: I was out of the Church for many years. When I came back into the Church I was what we call a cafeteria Catholic. In other words, I didn’t buy into all of what the Church taught. I believed what I wanted to believe and rejected what I didn’t want to believe. It was reading the Bible, however, that brought me to believe all of what the Church teaches. So, I did not approach the Bible believing what the Church teaches and looking for a verse here or there to backup what the Church teaches. Far from it. I approached the Bible not believing much of what the Church taught. It was the Bible that made a believer out of me. I did not come to the Bible from the Catholic Church, I came to the Catholic Church from the Bible.

John Martignoni

——————————————————————————————————————————————————-

Pastor Walker’s Full Comments


——————————————————————————————————————————————————-

Dear Pastor Walker,
I appreciate your concern for the salvation of my soul…in that you show the love of Christ. And may I say that the reason I do what I do, and the reason I respond to folks such as yourself, is because I, too, have a concern for your soul. I believe that you, by rejecting the truths of Christ that are taught by His Church – and which are supported by Scripture – while at the same time believing in the teachings of men that are contrary to the Word of God and to the teachings of the Body of Christ, are on a path to perdition. So, I hope you will take no offense from anything I say about your beliefs, because I say it out of concern for the salvation of your soul.


No, I take no offense, challenge my beliefs all you want, anything that is not from the Bible needs to be cleared away anyway. If my belief is scriptural, than it stands on its own, without me. Anyway, I do appreciate your concern for me. I consider it my job and duty, as all followers of Christ, to share his teachings with others. Therefore I enjoy discussing his word with you or anyone who is willing to seriously look at God’s word. However I need to point out from the start, that my beliefs are directly taken from scripture, from my own study and from the Holy Spirit. So when you say that I am following the teachings of men, it could only be me. So if I am wrong then I would love to know how I am wrong and I would want to get rid of any unscriptural beliefs and cling to God’s word. Isaiah 66:2b says that”…

"This is the one I esteem: he who is humble and contrite in spirit, and trembles at my word.”

So I seek to approach God’s word humbly, with a contrite spirit, and to tremble at what he says, transforming myself unto his likeness. I hope your approach is similar. 

Now, having said that, I would like to respond to your remarks – in general at first, then more specifically. Once again, your comments are filled with logical inconsistencies and factual errors. While I do indeed appreciate your concern for my soul, and for the souls of all of us Catholics, what I find troubling is your apparent lack of concern for truly understanding what it is I and my fellow Catholics believe and why. You say we worship idols, demons, and ancestors. Why do you say these things, I wonder? Do you, a non-Catholic, know something about my Faith that I am unaware of? Do you say these things because you have done a thorough study of our teachings – perhaps by reading the Catechism, or conciliar documents, and/or papal encyclicals – and found that, sure enough, right there on page 192 of the Catechism Catholics are instructed to worship statues of golden calfs; or, in the Vatican II documents you found the place on page 332 where it talks of how we are to worship Moloch and other demons; or perhaps you have read the papal encyclical that stresses the importance of worshipping Mary and the other saints?


I say that Roman Catholics worship idols, demons, and ancestors, because that is what most Catholics do. I know you don’t think you do and I know that the official teaching of the church does not say to worship Moloch. None the less that doesn’t mean that Roman Catholics are not in fact worshipping created things. Simply because the Catechism doesn’t spell it out in plain language, does not mean that by doing these things, that the worship and honor that is due God is not being given to others. Much like my analogy of an adulterer, there are many people who do not think that they are living in adulterous relationships. That does not mean that they are not living in them. And if the word of God says that their relationship is in fact adulterous, than I can state that they are living in adultery.

No, I don’t know more about your faith than you do, in fact I only know what you have told me or what I have read in previous newsletters. However, I can speak to official teachings of the Roman Catholic Church and the practices of Roman Catholics around the world. 

Simply put Mr. Martignoni, it doesn’t matter what words are used to describe the “worship” that Roman Catholics give to Mary, dead Christians, etc. If by their actions, they do give to created beings, that which only belongs to God, than it is worship regardless of the word used or if the person thinks they are worshipping or not.

Titus 1:16 - They claim to know God, but by their actions they deny him. They are detestable, disobedient and unfit for doing anything good.

They are in fact worshipping in their action, whether they use the word or not. This reminds me of the Jehovah Witness’s when in their New World Translation of the Bible, they went through and used the word Obeisance instead of worship, whenever the Bible said that someone worshipped Jesus. Now they did this to avoid the obvious problem of the fact that the Bible clearly teaches that Jesus clearly was worthy of and accepted worship, which would make him God. However it is obvious to anyone seriously looking at the text and even understanding the word obeisance, that by simply using another word it doesn’t change the fact that the people clearly were worshipping Christ in their actions. Even the word obeisance, is from the root to obey, again signifying pay homage to the one whom you obey. The same thing is true here. When the actions and the purposes of the veneration or devotion to created things gives glory and honor to anyone other than God it, IS worshipping. God is a jealous God and will not share his glory with others. He doesn’t even want us making an image of him to bow to. (Deut. 4)

No. You say what you do about Catholics not because you have learned, from Catholic sources, about Catholic teaching, belief, and practice; but rather because you have learned from non-Catholic sources who have told you what it is we Catholics believe and teach and practice. I ask you, as a Christian, is that fair? If you want to learn about the Jews, would you ask the Palestinians? Or would you ask the Jews? Again, I challenge you: Find anything from our Catechism, from our conciliar documents, from our papal encyclicals that teaches what you say we teach and believe in regards to worshipping anyone or anything other than God, and I will renounce my Catholic Faith tomorrow and I will publish said renunciation in this newsletter for all to read. If you cannot find any such teaching amongst official Catholic sources, then I challenge you to be a man of honor and apologize for your false accusations. 


I am just curious how you know where I have studied about Catholicism. 
I was speaking plainly to you in my statements of the teachings of the Roman Catholic church, and can explain why I make these statements, but I am aware the official stand points of the Roman Catholic church on these matters. I do agree with you, however, that the study of any subject from only one side is not complete and very likely to be skewed. My knowledge of the teachings of the Roman Catholic church do in fact include study of the doctrines and practices of the Roman Catholic church and their followers from both sides.

As for showing you from the catechism, I have no problem with this. I thought, I already showed you one example. However this approach is flawed on its face, as it is working backwards. Essentially letting doctrine stand if isn’t directly refuted by scripture. Why would you do this? It has no foundation on truth what so ever. However once it is accepted can lead to all kinds of heretical teaching. When searching for the truth we cannot begin with the premise and then seek evidence to support our truth claim. This is the same approach the evolutionist uses today, and then boastfully says all evidence supports his view. On the contrary we need to look at the evidence and let it tell us the story, free from a predetermined premise. It is when we do this that the creation of the world begins to echo the Bible and we see a creator, Romans 1:20, Psalms 19:1

A similar approach is needed here as well. That is why I proposed that we start from scratch, building the church from scripture. This way we would be assured to have a church founded upon truth and not on teachings of men. Since we supposedly share the same the same understanding, that the Bible is truth, than we build a doctrine from it, it should be true to both of us.

In your responses below, you state that if a man is having sexual relations with a woman other than his wife, he is committing adultery – even if he protests that he is not committing adultery. I agree. However, isn’t also possible that a man could be true and faithful to his wife and be falsely accused of committing adultery? And, wouldn’t then the false accuser be guilty of a serious sin before man and before God? 


I will state right now, on behalf of all Catholics, that no statue or any created object is a god. I will state right now, on behalf of all Catholics, that neither Satan, nor any of his demons, are gods. In fact, when we profess our baptismal vows every so often at Mass, we specifically renounce Satan and his minions. I will state right now, on behalf of all Catholics, that neither Mary nor any of the Saints are gods. If I actually do worship idols, demons, and ancestors as you claim I do, then I have just committed blasphemy. So, either I have just denied my “gods,” or I have stated the truth that Catholics do not worship idols, demons, and ancestors (by which I assume you mean the saints in Heaven). Which do you believe I have done?


Mr. Martignoni, I never said you called any of those things gods. I know the Roman Catholic church does not teach that. That would make this discussion too easy. J My point in the analogy is that the actions of the man speak louder than his words or his promise of faithfulness to his wife. So again, it doesn’t matter if a person doesn’t say that any statue or dead Christian is God. If they give the honor, praise, and glory to them, that belongs only to God than they are worshipping in their actions. Again when Jesus is quoting Isaiah to the Pharisees and saying what was prophesied was true about them in

Matthew 15:8-9: 8" ‘These people honor me with their lips, but their hearts are far from me. 9They worship me in vain; their teachings are but rules taught by men.

He acknowledged that they did honor God with their lips, their mouths. By their words and the things they said, they honored him. But the contrast is that in their hearts they did not follow him. Their worship became worthless, their actions were without value and meritless because it was the teaching of men and not the teachings of God.

You might reply, “But you bow and kneel before statues!” So what?! Does everyone who bows to the Queen of England necessarily worship her then? If you bow to your partner at a formal dance, does that mean you worship them? If you kneel by your bed to say your prayers, does that mean you worship your bed? If you keep pictures of your wife and kids on your desk at work, and occasionally even kiss these pictures, does that mean you worship them? What absurdities! Will you condemn me for the shallowness of your thought?


My point about worship does not only involve bowing. However look at the second commandment, I have quoted it here from Exodus 20:4-5: 4 "You shall not make for yourself an idol in the form of anything in heaven above or on the earth beneath or in the waters below. 5 You shall not bow down to them or worship them; for I, the LORD your God, am a jealous God, punishing the children for the sin of the fathers to the third and fourth generation of those who hate me,

So when you say “So what?!”, about bowing before a statue ( a graven image) I have to wonder why it doesn’t bother you, but is detestable to God, who is jealous for your love. His warning here is a serious one.

Anyway back to the main point. No, bowing in and of itself, does not denote worship. In your examples the person bowing is simply giving honor and praise that is due to the person. The Queen is the ruling authority over that person to which they rightfully should pay her honor and respect.

Romans 13:7 – Give everyone what you owe him: If you owe taxes, pay taxes; if revenue, then revenue; if respect, then respect; if honor, then honor.

Kneeling by one’s bedside to prop themself off the ground is nothing and I suspect you only say this as a joke, so I won’t respond. And kissing the picture of your family again does not denote worship in and of itself either. However, I will condemn you by your actions, if you do give to others, that which only belongs to God, or consult the dead on your behalf, or bow to a graven image.

You might say, “But you talk to the dead, and that is forbidden by Scripture!” We do not talk to the dead, we talk to the living. Have you not heard that God is the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob? He is the God of the living! Plus, when we talk to the saints in Heaven, we are merely imitating our Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ, when He talked to Moses and Elijah. Are you saying He was wrong to have done that? Did He give us a bad example by doing so? Should I go by what you teach or should I follow the example of my Lord?


The Bible says do not consult the dead, but to instead ask of God. This is not the same thing as God the son, speaking to Moses and Elijah. They are alive in Christ, for sure and Jesus was transformed into his glory. Elijah of course never died. However Jesus is not contradicting Isaiah 8:19.

Isaiah 8:19 – 19 When men tell you to consult mediums and spiritists, who whisper and mutter, should not a people inquire of their God? Why consult the dead on behalf of the living?

God is telling us here that we are not to ask (pray) to spirits, powers, or dead people for our needs, but to instead ask (pray) to God. Did Jesus ask Moses or Elijah for their help? When asked how we should pray, he instructed us to ask God, didn’t he? By all means follow God’s word, not mine. But be careful not to be deceived by those who twist and distort scripture. The transfiguration of Christ has no mention, nor does the New Testament have any mention of Jesus or any Christian praying to dead believers.

“But,” you may protest, “you pray to Mary and the saints and that is something reserved for God alone!” If I ask you to pray for me, does that mean I am worshipping you in a way reserved for God alone? Of course not! Yet, when we ask Mary and the saints to pray for us, all of a sudden we’re “worshipping” them. Are you unable, or is it that you are unwilling, to understand that Catholics view “praying” to the saints in Heaven as basically the same thing as asking someone here on Earth to pray for them? The only difference being that the prayers of the members of the Body of Christ in Heaven are much more effective than the prayers of the members of the Body of Christ here on Earth – seeing as how the folks in Heaven have been made perfect.


I understand your point Mr. Martignoni, as I have stated I am familiar with Roman Catholic doctrine on these matters. Asking a dead person for help is expressly forbidden in scripture and conversely we are clearly instructed on how we should handle our requests:

Philippians 4:6 - 6Do not be anxious about anything, but in everything, by prayer and petition, with thanksgiving, present your requests to God.

No, the only difference between asking a living saint to pray for you and asking a dead one to is that the latter is forbidden in scripture. I understand the great lengths that the Roman Catholic church goes to explain this, but at the end of the day, asking a dead person to help you is wrong. We should take all our concerns to God. If another living saint wishes to also present our concerns to the Lord, that is great.

This goes back to what I said initially. It seems you prefer to condemn us, rather than take the time to understand us. Our language is different than your language. Do you take the time to understand our language? No. Instead, you condemn us because we speak a different language. With all due respect, that is not showing Catholics the love of Christ. Plus, to tell me you know better than I what it is I actually believe, is the height of arrogance. Again, my prayer is that you are more concerned with truth, than you are with proving the Catholic Church wrong. 

Again, I understand what you are saying, but I am trying to get you to understand that it does not matter what you call it, when by your actions you break God’s commands. Also when I condemn the teachings of the Roman Catholic church, it is not a condemnation of you. Jesus is the only way, he is the truth, and the life. I show all men the love of Christ by telling them of the truth. I do not know what you believe, I do however know what the Roman Catholic church teaches and how many Catholics practice it. Therefore, I am equipped to discuss these matters. However you claim to hold to the official teachings of the Roman Catholic Church, so you have tied yourself to them. I on the other hand have only bound myself to scripture, so to attack my beliefs you need to do so with scripture alone. I continue to build my doctrine from what scripture says, as should you. If we both study the Bible and build our doctrine from the ground up, free from predetermined notions, I believe we would see many things eye to eye. This is because the scripture is quite clear in many areas, and the areas that are not that clear we can find out in heaven, as they do not divide down fundamental concepts.

So I do not presume to know what you believe better than you do, I only know what the Catholic church teaches. 
But I can say that if you practice what they teach, you are following a doctrine of demons, another gospel, and your worship is in vain. I do not say this to put you down and I don’t write you or Mr. Martinez so that I can win a discussion. It is precisely the love of Christ that makes me want to show people like yourself that they are following teachings of men and not the teachings of God. What you do with the information is up to you.

Now, to answer some of the specific comments you made below. I will focus mainly on one or two main points, and maybe make some comments on a few others, without fully developing those arguments until a later point in time.


The main point I want to make flows from two of your comments below: “Let’s not start with a predetermined doctrine and seek to prove our points from the Bible, but instead wipe clean our doctrinal slate and start to build it back up from scripture alone. The difference is that we let scripture speak for itself, without letting our preferences get in the way.” And, “Again what I advocate is getting rid of teachings that have human origins, regardless what name is attached to them and returning to what we KNOW to be true, the Bible.”


There is a logical inconsistency here. You say that we are not to start with a “predetermined doctrine,” yet you start with a predetermined doctrine – the doctrine of sola scriptura – the doctrine that states the sole rule of faith for the Christian is the Bible. What you’re actually saying is that we should start with your predetermined doctrines, but not mine. Unfortunately, as I said in my last communication to you, these inconsistencies in your arguments, and in your logic, stem from a lack of a thorough and rigorous analysis of your own position. I hope you are open to what such an analysis will lead to?!


Do you affirm that the Bible is the inerrant word of God? I understand you believe there are other sources of truth exist, such as apostolic traditions, the Apocrypha, the Papacy. I of course do not believe these to be sources of truth, but admit that they could contain some truth. However if we both accept the Bible as truth, than we have a common connection, a place we can start from. Notice I did not say that you had to begin with the Bible as the ONLY source. Therefore, I do not require that you begin this process from a Sola Scriptura view point. I mentioned to Mr. Martinez, I myself do not believe the Bible is the only source of truth. The Lord could speak to any one in a several different ways. However I do believe the Bible is truth, meaning that everything found it is true and therefore it can be used to judge all other things to which we are unsure of their origin. So the real question is how can we know the truth?

John 8:31 - 31To the Jews who had believed him, Jesus said, “If you hold to my teaching, you are really my disciples. 32Then you will know the truth, and the truth will set you free.”

What are Jesus’ teachings? The word of God.

2 Timothy 3:16 - 16All Scripture is God-breathed and is useful for teaching, rebuking, correcting and training in righteousness, so that the man of God may be thoroughly equipped for every good work.

In other words, scripture is reliable and solid enough to correct all other teachings, and contains what we need to teach and to train those to be thoroughly equipped.

So if you do believe that all scripture is inspired, and can be used for these purposes than we can logically use it to judge any other teaching. The example I used for Mr. Martinez is this, scripture does not oppose that God could speak to a person or send an angel with a message to them. However how can you know it is really from God? We are told in 2 Corinthians 11:13-14 that there are false apostles, workers and even Satan himself who will masquerade as though they were from God. Satan even pretends to be an Angel of the Lord. No we know the test to see if a message is from God is that it is 100% true.

Deuteronomy 18:21-22 - 21 You may say to yourselves, “How can we know when a message has not been spoken by the LORD?” 22 If what a prophet proclaims in the name of the LORD does not take place or come true, that is a message the LORD has not spoken. That prophet has spoken presumptuously. Do not be afraid of him.

And Paul warns in Galatians 1:8 8But even if we or an angel from heaven should preach a gospel other than the one we preached to you, let him be eternally condemned!

So it is not that there could not be any additional word from God or prophetic message, but that the message must pass the test. Kind of like a system of checks to authenticate if a message is from God. This is the process the Bereans used when first hearing the Gospel Paul taught.

Acts 17:11
Now the Bereans were of more noble character than the Thessalonians, for they received the message with great eagerness and examined the Scriptures every day to see if what Paul said was true.

I hope this clarifies what I am challenging you to do. And regardless of our beliefs on additional teachings, if we believe the Bible to be truth we cannot go wrong by beginning with it and the testing all outside information. This is not demanding you begin on my terms only that we begin on the lowest common denominator between us.

You also state that we should return “to what we KNOW to be true, the Bible.” Again, this is a predetermined doctrine that you are starting with. How do you “KNOW” the Bible is true? Who told you that? Is that not a predetermined doctrine? This is actually the place we need to start. I believe the Bible is indeed the inspired, inerrant, Word of God – just the same as you do. But, I have a logically, historically, and scripturally consistent reason for my belief – I don’t think you do.


As do I. However if we both already clearly affirm it as inspired and inerrant I don’t see why would need rebuild this case. We are in agreement. I think I know why you want to delve into this issue, but as I stated in the above section, I am not opposed to the idea that God has spoken in other ways, not recorded in the writings of the Bible that we have.

I’ll demonstrate why I say that. Your position is that a Christian must develop his or her theology and doctrine from scripture, and scripture alone. Which, as I’ve noted, is a predetermined doctrine, and it is also a doctrine nowhere mentioned in the Bible. So, it is your theology and doctrine that the Gospel of Mark is the inspired and inerrant Word of God. It is also your theology and doctrine that the writer of Mark was inspired of the Holy Spirit when he wrote the gospel that bears his name. Since you believe one must build his theology and doctrine from the Bible alone, then please tell me where in the Bible does it say the Gospel of Mark is the inspired and inerrant Word of God? And please tell me where in the Bible it states that someone named Mark wrote an inspired and inerrant gospel? 


You are mistaken here. This is not my position; my position is that it is the one thing that I can know to be truth, so if I build my doctrine on it, I know my doctrine is true. I am not saying that there is not any other truth in existence, just that I cannot KNOW it to be true without the word of God. I think I have already clarified this, if you are still uncertain of what I am saying than I can elaborate.

2 Timothy 3:16 certainly does say that we should use scripture to teach and train and that it will thoroughly equip us. It also tells us that all scripture is God-breathed. 
And 2 Peter 1:21 tells us: 21For prophecy never had its origin in the will of man, but men spoke from God as they were carried along by the Holy Spirit.

So if we do believe that the book of Mark is scripture and we believe that 2 Timothy and 2 Peter are also inerrant scripture, than we can surely use Mark to teach, correct, rebuke, and train. But I don’t think this is what you are trying to get at.

Basically, what I’m asking, Pastor Walker, is this: Who wrote the Gospel of Mark, and how do you know? And, if someone named Mark did in fact write the Gospel of Mark, which Mark was it? How do you know he was inspired by the Holy Spirit? Who told you these things? Your only answer, based upon your predetermined doctrine of sola scriptura – the Bible alone – is to say that the Bible told you these things. Yet nowhere, as far as I know, does the Bible give us any information about the writer of Mark and whether or not he was inspired by the Holy Spirit. Now, I know I’m a Catholic and therefore I am not as knowledgeable as you about the scriptures, so I am open to having you prove me wrong as to what I just asserted. Can you?


Who wrote the book of Mark? The Holy Spirit. J Because Peter said it in the previously mentioned scripture above (2Peter 1:21). Anyway I can still apply the same test to the book of Mark as I would to any work thought to be inspired. That is to apply it to what we already know to be truth. At the time of the writing of the New Testament, the Hebrew Old Testament was well established as to what books were considered scripture. The good news of the messiah and all the New Testament teaching had to be tested against the Old Testament before it could be accepted. Is the book of Mark in accord with the rest of scripture is the real question. I don’t think you are a fool, Mr. Martignoni. I have even complemented your knowledge of the scripture to Mr. Martinez, as you do know more than many Roman Catholics I know and more than many Christians I know. That doesn’t mean that you have not been deceived. Study the scriptures for yourself away from the predetermined thinking and see if they teach the same gospel that the Roman Catholic church teaches. 

And, I could ask the same question about other books of the Bible as well. In fact, the biggest logical inconsistency your predetermined doctrine of sola scriptura has to overcome is this: Where in the Bible is the verse or verses that tells us which books should be in the Bible? The Bible did not just fall down from Heaven as a complete book. If we are to build our theology and doctrine from the Bible alone, then we ought to decide which books should or should not be in the Bible…which books are or are not the inspired work of the Holy Spirit…by consulting the Bible, right? But, we can’t consult the Bible to find out which books should be in the Bible because we don’t have a Bible until we’ve decided which books are in it. That thar, Pastor Walker, is a bit of a problem for your predetermined doctrine.


Well again, I do not think the Bible alone is all truth. Jesus is truth. The Bible is all true however, as it is inspired by God. There is a difference. 
The Bible is a collection of books as you are well aware of, and we both know that there is no list of books that had to be included. However, the tests applied to writings to see if they were inspired, have lifted these books above the rest. Each one is truth and you don’t even need all of them to reach a saving knowledge of Jesus Christ. As is evidenced by the OT saints and the early church. Your circular argument falls apart when we realize that there is truth, and we can take it back to Genesis and build forward. For example, if we accept Genesis as scripture, than we can test and examine Exodus to see if it passes the test, and so on and so on. But I don’t think we are really arguing these points, as I suspect we both know and understand this. However if you are not sure that the books we have in the Bible are inspired by the Holy Spirit, than indeed we cannot see eye to eye. Than we need to have an entirely different conversation, and if you truly do not know that the books of the Bible that we have are inspired than, why do you even care what the Roman Catholic Church teaches or what some Pastor says about it? Because you would have no basis for truth and everything would be up for debate. In fact how could ever really know anything as truth, if you do not believe that the works we have in the Bible are truth? 

So, I will drive home my point by asking you to answer the following questions for me: 1) Who wrote Mark? 2) Was the writer of Mark inspired by the Holy Spirit? 3) Where, in the Bible, does it give us the list of which books should be in the Bible? Now, since you have stated very clearly and very plainly that we are to build our theology and doctrine from the Bible alone, then your answers need to be in the form of book, chapter, and verse only. If you cannot answer these questions with just a book, chapter, and verse from the Bible, then I have proven that you do not rely upon the Bible alone for your theology and doctrine, which would be a very serious blow to your predetermined position.


1) The Holy Spirit, through a man. 2 Peter 1:21
2) Yes, 2 Timothy 3:16
3) It doesn’t

If we build our doctrine from scripture alone, than we can be sure of a solid foundation. Because if we know it to be true than so are its teachings. Again I think your points here stem from the misconception that I believe the Bible to be the only source of truth. I do not. However, how can you know what truth is? In science you have to have a test subject and a control subject. The control has to be constant, something you know to be true. If we affirm that Genesis is truth and make it our control, than we test Exodus against it. If it passes than we can include it as scripture. And so on and so on. So I hope this helps you to understand that what I mean to build your theology on the Bible. If you know it to be true than, you can test everything else against it and anything built on its firm foundation will be truth.

Now, the other main point I wish to make is this: You have freely admitted that you are not infallible in your interpretations of the Bible. So, will you then also freely admit that your interpretation of certain Scripture passages could be wrong and that mine could be right? For example, James, chapter 2. How do you respond to this question: If a man says he has faith, but has not works, can his faith alone save him? Is your answer, yes or no? The Bible says, “You see that a man is justified by works and not by faith alone.” So, I believe that a man is not justified by faith alone and that works have a role to play in one’s justification – exactly as the Bible teaches. And, I believe my understanding of that verse fits perfectly with the context of the entire second chapter of James, the entire Book of James, the entire New Testament, and, in fact, all of scripture – Old and New Testament. By what authority do you say that I am wrong? On whose authority do you claim to be an arbiter of right and wrong interpretations of the Bible? Whose authority!? 


Yes, I do admit that you can be right on some passages and me be wrong. I did not say that all Roman Catholic teaching is wrong. Nor do we need to see eye to eye on all things for us to be brothers in Christ. However there are certainly fundamental concepts and ideas that separate the true gospel from the false gospels. It is not simply a matter of taste. Now James 2:24, if read isolated from the rest of James and the Bible could easily be read as you say. However their becomes a problem as you read the entire book of James, as you read, Romans, in fact as the entire Bible speaks of salvation there would be some major problems. Now I know, you state that you find it to be in perfect step with all of scripture, and I won’t call it to question if you have honestly searched it out or not, but then you have to do a lot of work with passages in Romans regarding credited verses earned, with the concept of salvation by grace and not of works, God choosing us, not us choosing him. However I feel that an honest reading of James does in no way conflict with these passages because, it is clear to see that James is not talking about works to merit salvation, but faith that produces works. Any this is precisely the study that we should be doing to see what God’s word says. And I would love to go through James with you and read it and examine what he is saying. As for my authority to teach God’s word, that is every Christian’s authority. If my interpretation of scripture is wrong than I will change it and move on. I am not so arrogant as to think that the Lord will not continue to reveal his word to me. But neither can I accept teaching that contradicts the Bible and in fact creates a false gospel, that becomes no gospel at all.

You said in your response to me that you answered my question about the interpretation of James 2:26, yet you did no such thing. James 2:26, “For as the body apart from the spirit is dead, so faith apart from works is dead.” The Holy Spirit is making an analogy here. He is saying that faith is like the body and that works are like the spirit. And He says that both body and spirit are necessary for life. So, for the analogy to hold, are not both faith and works necessary for life? Yet, you say, “No, faith alone is necessary for life.” So, please explain this analogy in James 2:26 for me. Please give me the correct interpretation of this verse.


Faith and action certainly does go hand in hand. Just like out of the overflow of the heart, the mouth speaks. As does the overflow of the heart, the body acts. In other words you will live out what you truly believe in. If I say that I trust someone’s driving, but I refuse to ever get in the car with them for fear of my life. I do not have faith in their ability to drive, regardless of what I say. James explains this in chapter 2, when he says that He shows his faith by what he does. (v18). So in other words, you can see what James believes in, by how he lives his life. He illustrates this by reminding us of Abraham and how we can see his true faith, as he placed his life and the life of his beloved son firmly in God’s hand and trusted fully. SO James says that his faith and actions were in perfect step working together to complete his faith.

When someone says they have faith or they believe, do they really? Can we see it in the way they live their life? Do their actions complete this confession of faith?

Now we know in Romans 4 that Paul points out that Abraham was credited with righteousness before he was circumcised (Gen. 15:6) And Paul says: 1What then shall we say that Abraham, our forefather, discovered in this matter? 2If, in fact, Abraham was justified by works, he had something to boast about—but not before God. 3What does the Scripture say? “Abraham believed God, and it was credited to him as righteousness.”[a] 4Now when a man works, his wages are not credited to him as a gift, but as an obligation. 5However, to the man who does not work but trusts God who justifies the wicked, his faith is credited as righteousness.
So Paul is specifically showing that Abraham was not justified by works, because than he would have something to brag about. 

Ephesian 2:8-9 - 8For it is by grace you have been saved, through faith—and this not from yourselves, it is the gift of God— 9not by works, so that no one can boast.

Paul describes that Abraham received this justification by faith, through God’s grace. If it were by works, it cannot be called a gift, because it is a just wage that is deserved by the worker. But on the contrary, we know that it is a free gift Rev. 22:17. Romans 6:23.

Abraham was not given the gift of life because he was circumcised in the flesh, nor are we saved by water baptism. However in contrast Abraham was first circumcised in his heart, meaning that he was fully set apart for God. In the same way, when we die to our first “husband”, sin and the flesh (Romans 7), and we are raised with Christ we are no longer bound to sin and death but risen with Christ to life. This is baptism of the spirit and fire.

James also tells us in 2:10 that whoever breaks one part of the law is guilty of all of it. And I have already shown that all have sinned and that if we say that we are without sin, than we are deceiving ourselves. SO this means that we are all condemned, we cannot merit salvation, as we cannot keep the law and have been born and conceived in the sin that brought death at Adam.

So what we can conclude here is that without God’s help, we are already judged and sentenced to death. However God choose to offer a righteousness that is attainable, and that is one by faith. Not just saying that you believe and then leaving and living differently (James 1:22-25, John 13:17, Matt 7:24), but by believing and living what you are believe. The righteous will live by faith.

Romans 1:17 - 17For in the gospel a righteousness from God is revealed, a righteousness that is by faith from first to last, just as it is written: “The righteous will live by faith.” (Paul was quoting Habakkuk 2:4)

So when James speaks of actions completing faith, we see that it is real faith that is lived out and clearly evident in his actions. Therefore you cannot say that you believe and you actions do not reflect it. Even the demons say they believe and they know there is one God, but they do not affirm him as their Lord and certainly do not live like it.

So what his analogy is showing is that true faith is not saying you believe, but true faith is living by faith. It is not works or rituals that merit us salvation. We cannot merit salvation, however we can trust in the name (shem) of the Lord and we will never be put to shame. When we truly trust in his word and his name, than we will live it out in our life. Following the things he told us to do such as communion and baptism.

I will sum up this point by highlighting these questions: 1) Since you are not infallible, could your interpretations of the meaning of certain Scriptures be wrong? 2) By what authority do you hold your interpretations of certain Scripture verses, for example James 2:24 and 2:26 to be right and mine to be wrong? 3) If a man says he has faith, and has not works, can his faith alone save him? Yes or no? 4) Please give me the meaning of the analogy drawn by the Holy Spirit in James 2:26. Are both faith and works necessary for life, just as both the body and the spirit are necessary for life? Yes or no.


1) Of course
2) By the authority of the whole of James and scripture. You cannot just twist and distort a few passages and teach another gospel. Again we have to read it in context and be honest as to what it is saying and then interpret it with other scripture.

3) Faith alone does not save, but Grace alone does. God has made his grace available through faith, but even that is from God. Faith is not saying that you believe, or even knowing that God exists, it is being FULLY persuaded that God’s word is truth and living it out.

4) I think you may be confused, because you speak as if you can have faith and not live it. You can have works, but not have faith though. Matthew 7:22-23 22Many will say to me on that day, ‘Lord, Lord, did we not prophesy in your name, and in your name drive out demons and perform many miracles?’ 23Then I will tell them plainly, ‘I never knew you. Away from me, you evildoers!’ But if you have faith you will live by it. The Righteous will live by faith

2 Cor. 5:7 - We live by faith, not by sight.

I hope this helps, please let me know if you have any more questions on this passage. 

Now, a few other points I wanted to mention. You stated the following: “Let’s see what the church looks like when built from the ground up from scriptures.” Again, this is a predetermined doctrine you are bringing to the table. Does the Bible say we should build the church from the ground up using Scripture? If so, where? I have a simple question for you: What is the pillar and ground of the truth for a Christian…is it the Bible?


We do have pretty good instructions in Acts and the epistles as to how why we gather, how we should gather, who should lead and how, etc. If you and I lived on some deserted island and had never heard of Christianity. And we stumbled on a Bible that had been buried for many years. And if we set out to build a church as described in its pages, what would we get? This concept is not based upon a predetermined doctrine, but on the concept that if we hold to the truth of scripture than it is in fact useful for doing what I just described. I would think even you would be in agreement with this, as it would at least recreate a church very similar to the church circa 100 AD. Possibly primitive in your mind, as if would lack the teaching and clarification of the “apostolic succession” and the long standing traditions of the church since then. But a solid foundation, none the less. If you don’t agree please explain to me why you wouldn’t agree.

As for the passage of 1 Timothy 3:14-15, Paul has been instructing Timothy in many aspects of leading the body of Christ and preparing them to withstand the trials and troubles that were to come, both internal and external. Paul is not speaking of any building here, he is talking about the body of Christ, the church is the body of believers. (Ephesians 5, Col. 1, 1 Cor. 12) Therefore the church is the pillar and foundation for the truth (Christ). The church is his body and here to represent him. But what does that mean? Does it mean that the church or its leaders is now Christ, his absence? No First we know that Jesus is with us forever, Matthew 28:19-20, Matthew 18:15-19 and we know that He has also sent the Holy spirit to guide us in all truth (John 16:13), but Paul continues in his letter to Timothy when he says:

1 Timothy 4 - 1The Spirit clearly says that in later times some will abandon the faith and follow deceiving spirits and things taught by demons. 2Such teachings come through hypocritical liars, whose consciences have been seared as with a hot iron. 3They forbid people to marry and order them to abstain from certain foods, which God created to be received with thanksgiving by those who believe and who know the truth.

And in 1: Timothy 4 - 13Until I come, devote yourself to the public reading of Scripture, to preaching and to teaching. 14Do not neglect your gift, which was given you through a prophetic message when the body of elders laid their hands on you. 15Be diligent in these matters; give yourself wholly to them, so that everyone may see your progress. 16Watch your life and doctrine closely. Persevere in them, because if you do, you will save both yourself and your hearers.

He instructs Timothy to watch his doctrine closely and to dedicate himself to public reading of scripture. To teaching and preaching from the scripture (1 Timothy 3:16) to make sure his doctrine was right. And he was to do this because there was going to be those who would come bringing lies, teaching the deception of demons and spirits, they will abandon the faith that Paul was teaching and they would put burdens on the people that were not from God.

This statement of yours shows the inherent falseness of your theology. I would again ask a simple question: Which came first, the Church or the Bible? If you answer that question honestly, and you really think about it without any predetermined doctrinal influences and prejudices, you will see that your statement just quoted makes no sense whatsoever. Was the early Church built from the ground up using the Scriptures?


Well I hope I clarified this previously. But perhaps not. The New Testament church came after the Bible, well most of it. The Old Testament scriptures were well known and read as inspired works. As for the writings of the New Testament, they were penned after the New Testament events happened and while the church was forming. They were written to instruct this process and to teach, correct, rebuke, and train the new believers. Both Jews who knew the Old Testament and the Gentile who did not. They were collected and bound to the Old Testament to form the Bible to stop the teachings of false gospels from seeping in to the church. SO the writings themselves certainly predate many churches and certainly the Roman Catholic church. And while it was not my point that the early church had the NT to read, they did have the Apostles who were witnesses to the events and were taught directly from Jesus.

My point was again, that if we know the Bible to be true, than we cannot go wrong by following it. In contrast, we do not know that the teachings of any church, its creeds, doctrines, dogma are true. We have to take them and test them against the truth. Therefore if we begin with the truth, we can be confident that our foundation is solid.

In regards to Mary, you quote Paragraph 966 of the Catechism and then state the following: “We see here that it is taught that Mary is born without sin and remained without sin. This is in direct conflict with scripture that teaches that all have sinned, that no one seeks God, (Romans 3) and the fact that Mary herself said she needed a savior ( Luke 1:47). Next we see that that she is assumed into heaven (not-biblical, but created to make the sinless nature fit), And then we see that she is exalted as Queen!!! Over ALL things no less!!! This is a clear example of putting a created being in the place where only God deserves to be. Not only is this not found anywhere in scripture it is a direct affront to the whole of scripture. In fact search the scriptures for the term “Queen of Heaven”, you will find it in Jeremiah.”


You quote from Romans 3 the verse which states that all have sinned and you take that as an absolute in regard to every person who has ever been born. But, is that really what it means? After all, it also states in that same chapter, as you point out, that “no one seeks God.” Yet, I am seeking God…how do you explain that? Are you not seeking God? How has anyone been saved if absolutely no one is seeking God? 


Paul states this several times in Romans. The Bible is quite clear that all men are born and conceived in sin, that we don’t seek God, that every thought of heart is on evil, etc., etc. What does this mean? It means that man is born in and steeped in sin from conception. That we stand condemned at Adam, and all those who cannot call on the name of Jesus, will face eternal punishment. The good news of the gospel does not condemn, because we all stand condemned already (John 3:17-18)

Are you truly seeking God? I am not. I would say this is impossible, while living in this body of sin. We are in a constant battle with the flesh, and our hearts are always set on evil. (Romans 7) I would not presume to say that I am living this out, nor can I accept that you are. Especially when scripture tells us that no one does. Let God be true, and every man be a liar.

1 John 1:8 - If we claim to be without sin, we deceive ourselves and the truth is not in us.

So we cannot say that we are really seeking God, especially when God say that no one does. God has however revealed the truth to me and has given me the faith to trust in him. Therefore I cannot boast or be proud of my own desire for God, but only in that I know him.

Romans 12:3 - 3For by the grace given me I say to every one of you: Do not think of yourself more highly than you ought, but rather think of yourself with sober judgment, in accordance with the measure of faith God has given you.

So when you ask “How has anyone been saved if absolutely no one is seeking God?” We have to use sober judgment, and realize that we cannot even uphold the first commandment of God. The best we have to offer him are filthy rags in his eyes. We cannot save ourselves. He alone can save, and all those who trust in him.

Furthermore, have babies and small children sinned? Well, they must have if “all have sinned,” right? Did John the Baptist ever commit a sin? If so, please tell me where the Scripture says that? What about John’s parents, did they ever commit a sin? If so, please tell me where the Bible records it? Also, are you not aware that Paul is quoting from the Old Testament here? You may want to go back and get the context from the Old Testament so that you have the proper context for your interpretation of the New Testament usage. 


I am aware that Paul is quoting the Old Testament. What is your point? Do babies sin? Yes. Did John the Baptist sin? Yes. Did his parents? Yes. Since we were already talking about Romans 3:10 and 23, where we already see that all have sinned. And we know from Romans 5 that Adam’s one sin brought sin and death to all men because all sinned, even to those who did not break a command. I will answer your questions from the old testament alone.

Psalms 51:5 - 5 Surely I was sinful at birth, sinful from the time my mother conceived me.

Babies are conceived in sin and born sinful.

Isaiah 64:6 - All of us have become like one who is unclean, and all our righteous acts are like filthy rags; we all shrivel up like a leaf, and like the wind our sins sweep us away.

Genesis 6:5 - The LORD saw how great man’s wickedness on the earth had become, and that every inclination of the thoughts of his heart was only evil all the time.

Psalms 14:1-3 also Psalms 53 - 1 The fool [a] says in his heart, “There is no God.” They are corrupt, their deeds are vile; there is no one who does good. 2 The LORD looks down from heaven on the sons of men to see if there are any who understand, any who seek God.

3 All have turned aside, they have together become corrupt; there is no one who does good,

Proverbs 20:9 - 9 Who can say, “I have kept my heart pure; I am clean and without sin”?

All have sinned and do not seek God, there is no one who meets his standard. So yes Mary, John the Baptist and his parents all sinned.

Isaiah 6:5 - “Woe to me!” I cried. “I am ruined! For I am a man of unclean lips, and I live among a people of unclean lips, and my eyes have seen the King, the LORD Almighty.”

I Kings 19:3-5 - 3 Elijah was afraid [a] and ran for his life. When he came to Beersheba in Judah, he left his servant there, 4 while he himself went a day’s journey into the desert. He came to a broom tree, sat down under it and prayed that he might die. “I have had enough, LORD,” he said. “Take my life; I am no better than my ancestors.”

Even prophets were sinful men, needing salvation.

Mary did indeed need a savior. Is it not possible to save someone from something before it actually happens, though? For example, have you ever been a drug addict? If not, then I can rightly say God saved you from being a drug addict, even though you were never a drug addict, right? Just so, Mary can be saved from sin even though she never sinned. This, again, is merely showing your ignorance of Catholic teaching. You condemn the form of what we believe without understanding the substance behind it. You give your meanings and your interpretations to our words, without caring one whit about our meanings and interpretations, and then you condemn us for saying something that we are not actually saying.


Mary was a sinner who needed a savior. She says it and the whole of scripture affirms that all have sinned. If you honestly refute, this than you have just established another gospel. Because apparently you can be saved apart from Jesus’ work and by your own holiness. 

Also, does the Bible say Mary was not assumed into Heaven? No, it doesn’t. Does the Bible say we are to use contraception? No, it doesn’t, yet I’ll bet you believe contraception is perfectly acceptable, don’t you? You will say, “Nowhere does the Bible condemn contraception,” (which is actually not true, but I assume that would be your reasoning for accepting contraception). So, the Bible doesn’t mention contraception, which makes contraception okay; yet when the Bible doesn’t mention the Assumption of Mary, that makes it not okay. Methinks you have a double standard. One set of rules for you, and a completely different set of rules for Catholics.


The Bible not only does not say that Mary was assumed into heaven, it doesn’t even remotely hint at it. There is no reason to believe this at all. It doesn’t say that she didn’t have blue skin and webbed toes either, but what reason would there be to believe that she did? The Bible is clear that God opens and closes the womb. Therefore anyone claiming to be living by faith should not be using any form of contraception. Perhaps you can think of a better example of my double standard for this point.

However this does show the problem with starting with a premise and then trying to find proofs to strengthen it. An honest reading of scripture gives absolutely no reason to think that Mary was assumed into heaven. Then why begin with this premise and the say well, scripture doesn’t say it didn’t happen? This approach to truth fundamentally flawed. 

Regarding Mary as Queen of Heaven, I see you refused to answer my question about that. I am well aware of the Queen of Heaven mentioned in Jeremiah. Again, though, your logic fails you. The Israelites were worshipping a false god or goddess they called the Queen of Heaven. Just as they sometimes worshipped a false god that they called, “God.” So, if they call their false gods, God, then using your logic in regards to the Queen of Heaven, we should not call our true God, God, because we’re doing the same thing the Israelites did when they worshipped their false god. Not good reasoning on your part. Doesn’t it make sense, that if there is a false Queen of Heaven, then that points to the fact that there is actually a true Queen of Heaven? Just as the fact that if there is a false god, points to the fact that there is a true God. 


I apologize, if I did not answer your question. I may have missed it. I thought you asked me what would I call a woman in heaven with a crown on. I said, I would not call her the queen of heaven. My point here is that Mary, a God fearing woman, would not want to be receiving honor and praise only due to God. She would not want to be associated with something as detestable as a false god and idol. Your logic here doesn’t work here as it is not the name, that is the question but the position and “shem” (the Hebrew word used for name, which denotes fame, glory, and reputation). Because two different languages pronounce the word or name of God differently does not change who they are speaking of when speaking of the “shem” of the Lord.

Because someone believes that there is a Queen of Heaven, that we know God scoffs at, does not mean that there must be a real queen of heaven. Why don’t we see God or Jeremiah, correcting them and telling them to make gifts for the image of the true “Queen of Heaven”? Why is there no reference in any of scripture to any true Queen of heaven? 
A sign of a woman with a crown does not mean that Mary is a Queen of Heaven in authority over all. Why doesn’t Jesus venerate her above everyone? While he honored her as his Earthly mother, but stated that anyone who followed the will of the Father was his Mother and brothers.

Matthew 12: 47Someone told him, “Your mother and brothers are standing outside, wanting to speak to you.”[a] 48He replied to him, “Who is my mother, and who are my brothers?” 49Pointing to his disciples, he said, "Here are my mother and my brothers.

Jesus does not give her any higher position in the church than any other believer. He does follow the commands however and does show her honor as his Earthly mother in John 2 and in John 19. 

Again, Scripture very clearly states that there is woman, in Heaven, with a crown on her head. What is this woman if not a queen? In response to my earlier asking of this question you stated, in regards to Revelation 12:1, the following: “A great and wondrous sign appeared in heaven” this is a sign, a symbolic message.” 


Tell me, please, is that not a predetermined belief on your part? You believe a “sign” to be the same thing as a “symbolic message,” why? Then, you must believe, to be consistent, that when Scripture refers to Jesus as a “sign,” it meant that He wasn’t real…that He was merely a “symbolic message”! Where do you get the authority to state categorically that this woman in Revelation 12:1 is a “symbolic message?” How many symbolic messages bring forth the child that is to rule all the nations with a rod of iron? How many symbolic messages are chased by Satan (but never caught – sinless?!) and how many symbolic messages have Satan make war on their offspring? With all due respect, Pastor Walker, but isn’t your contention that this woman in Rev 12:1 is a “symbolic message,” actually the necessary result of your predetermined beliefs about Mary that you brought to your reading of Scripture?" 


So my question was, if 1 crown signified that this woman was a queen over all things, than what would 7 crowns on the dragon mean.

The verse says there was a sign that appeared. So if this is not symbolic, than what is this sign that appeared and when did it happen? When did this woman get wings of an eagle? Did this happen at creation or at the fall? If this is Mary, than did she exist at the beginning, in order to give birth to Jesus who was at the beginning? Or did this happen at Jesus Earthly birth? SO Satan only fell and took a third of the angels at this point? Were her wings when she ascended? But then she flew to the desert, not to heaven. 

Finally, since you mention it a few times, I wish to talk about Apostolic Succession. In Isaiah 22, verses 20 and following, it talks about how one prime minister of the Kingdom of David is going to be removed in favor of another prime minister in the Kingdom of David. The succession is denoted by the passing on of the key of the house of David – which is the symbol of the authority of the house of David. In Matthew 16:17-19, Peter is given the keys of Kingdom of Heaven. Keys again denote authority, but the existence of the keys denote succession – there must always be a key holder. In Acts 1, we see that Judas held an “office” in the ministry of Christ. And Scripture even states, “His office let another take.” If there is an office, there must be an officeholder. Nowhere does Scripture say the office no longer exists. In 2 Tim 2:2 we see four generations of apostolic succession – from Paul, to Timothy, to faithful men, to others. In the letters to Timothy and Titus we see those ordained by Paul, going out and ordaining others – apostolic succession. 


Don’t stop there finish quoting Acts 1:21 - 21Therefore it is necessary to choose one of the men who have been with us the whole time the Lord Jesus went in and out among us, 22beginning from John’s baptism to the time when Jesus was taken up from us. For one of these must become a witness with us of his resurrection.

A Pastor is not an Apostle and today, is certainly not a disciple that was with Jesus the whole time he was on earth, from John’s baptism to his resurrection. The choosing of Matthias was for him to be a witness to these events, because he saw them and was taught directly from Jesus.

The instructions to appoint elders and overseers were men set in place to uphold what these apostles taught. They did not have to be witnesses to these events, but only to believe them and teach them and hold to them.

You say that you are a pastor…how so? Did someone ordain you? By what authority? Who ordained that person? And who ordained that person? How far back can you trace your line of ordination? As a pastor, from whence comes your authority? Do you have any authority? Did you start your own church, or were you hired by an existing church? If you were hired by an existing church, please tell me where in Scripture it tells us of one pastor being hired by the congregation to succeed another pastor? If you started your own church, by whose authority did you do so? And, if you leave that church, how will they replace you? By hiring another pastor? Again, where is the hiring of pastors mentioned in the Bible? There is much more biblical, and historical, evidence for the means of succession of leadership that is practiced in the Catholic Church, then there is for whatever means of succession of leadership practiced in your church.


I thought we covered this already. I was appointed. As per the instructions of Paul. This not an apostolic succession, but simply an elder or an overseer appointed to uphold the apostles teaching, not create new ones. My contention with the papacy is not that there would be a leadership of a church. As we have very clear instruction on how and who should be in this leadership. The office of a Pope is not mentioned here or anywhere, nor is there any succession given that would have the authority to change or add to the gospel that the apostles taught. So shouldn’t this question be directed at the Pope? At least there is a position of overseer created in scripture, we see what their job is and how to choose them. There is no mention of any office of Pope, nor idea what this position would do, or any way to choose a new one.

Now, there are a number of points that you made that I am not going to touch on here, as I’ve already gone on long enough, but I do wish to touch on one final point. When I challenged you to give me one example of where the Catholic Church has ever changed its doctrines, you stated the following: “How about the Roman Catholic church’s opinion of people who reject their teaching. Once labeled a heretic and killed, now called separated brothers and a desire that they return to the ‘faith’.”


That’s the best you could come up with?! First of all, that is not a doctrinal matter. The Church has never taught, as a matter of doctrine, that all heretics should be killed. Second, you seem to have a very flawed sense of history. The Church has always sought to bring heretics back into the true faith. Third, there is historical context to the situations where some heretics were put to death that you seem to be ignorant of. I will not argue the rightness or wrongness of such deaths here, but I will repeat that this is not a matter of doctrine. If wrongs were committed, it was a matter of personal sin, not doctrine. Finally, the fact that the Church refers to fellow Christians as “separated brethren” is a matter of semantics. It is not a matter of doctrine. Anyone who believes in a heresy, is, by definition, a heretic. However, the Church chooses to use different language when speaking of such folks and clearly states her reasoning as to why this is so in the Catechism. It is not a doctrinal matter. I am free to refer to you as either a heretic or a separated brethren, or both. 


Well again, the point was simply that over 2000 years, the Roman Catholic church has changed it’s teachings to one degree or another. It was not the severity of the doctrinal change, but that they have changed, to state there has not been any changes to any teaching in 2000 years is not true. There are many teachings that did not even become official doctrine of the church for many years, whether or not they were taught at some level. I don’t really want to go down this road, as it was merely a point that they have not always taught exactly the same thing. However since you would like some official teaching that has changed, how about the dogma of the Immaculate Conception, which wasn’t defined until Pope Pius IX in 1854. I know he did not create this concept in 1854, but until this time it was not Dogma and it was not universally taught. And is clear that this was not taught by many of the early leaders such as Augustine, Aquinas, and others or even by other Popes such as Gregory the Great or Innocent III. History shows us that this was not taught consistently through history and not even taught as dogma until 1854. So my point that the teaching of the Roman Catholic church has changed and does not represent the same exact teaching it has always had.

As for the Inquisition, it was devised and executed by the Popes of the Roman Catholic church. The “apostles” who are the “Vicar of Christ” and “Holy Fathers” for several centuries killed heretics to the church. So if someone rejected the church then and were “purified” that was the method taught or employed to return them to the faith. So has this not changed? 

Again, I challenge you to find one matter of doctrine that the Church has changed in its 2000 year history. If you cannot do so, then, as a Christian, and particularly as a pastor, I adjure you to withdraw your false claims.


I hope I have made my point.
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I don’t think this exchange with Pastor Walker will be lasting much longer. As you’ll see, his answers are simply not making a whole lotta sense. I’ve already heard from several of you to move on, but I thought I would give it at least one more shot. So, my reply – with excerpts from his email – is immediately below, and then below that I have included his complete email. It’s some 24 pages or so long, so if you want to read it, please feel free. Just know that I replied to what he has in his first several pages, but I did not reply to anything after that. I don’t have the time to do so, but even moreso, I didn’t really see the need to do so. I am trying to continue to narrow the focus down to one of authority – which is at the crux of every doctrinal disagreement. 

Dear Pastor Walker,
With all due respect, but as I read through your response I could not help but think of the Scripture that says, “For this people’s heart has grown dull and their ears are heavy of hearing and their eyes they have closed, lest they should perceive with their eyes and hear with their ears and understand with their heart and turn for me to heal them.” It is with great sadness that I read such words as yours. 


Our God is not a god of contradiction, yet you contradict yourself over and over again from one sentence to the next, and then you ask me to trust in and believe what you write…you ask me to trust in and believe in your contradictions. Now, you will undoubtedly say, “No, Mr. Martignoni, I’m not asking you to believe and trust in what I say, I’m asking you to believe and trust in what the Word of God says.” But, as a matter of fact, Pastor, you are indeed asking me to trust and believe in you, not in God nor in God’s Word. 


I have told you that I have read Scripture. I have told you that it was my reading of Scripture that brought me to believe all that the Catholic Church teaches. I can point you to any number of converts to the Catholic Church – Evangelicals, Fundamentalists, Baptists, Calvary Chapel, Church of Christ, Church of God, Methodists, Presbyterians, and on and on and on – who all say the same thing as I have said: It was their reading of the Bible that brought them to believe all that the Catholic Church teaches. Even though, quite often, they started off searching the Bible to prove the Catholic Church wrong! 


I have read and studied Scripture for many hours, days, weeks, and years. I have read what scholars and theologians – Catholic and non-Catholic alike – have written on Scripture. I have prayed for understanding and wisdom. I have prayed for guidance from the Holy Spirit. I have repented of my sins (a work, by the way). I have asked God for forgiveness. I have trusted my life to my Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ. I believe on Him and Him alone for my salvation. I have sought first the Kingdom of God (even though you believe I can’t seek God) and He has lived up to His Word by providing all the things that are necessary for my family and me. 


All this I, and many others in the Catholic Church, have done – we’ve read and studied Scripture and prayed to God for understanding, wisdom, and guidance. In other words, Pastor, I, and many other Catholics, do believe and trust in Scripture. Yet, my belief and trust in Scripture is unacceptable to you. It will only be such time as I believe and trust in your interpretation of Scripture that you will agree that I’m REALLY believing and trusting in Scripture. Only when I accept your interpretation of Scripture will you agree that I’ve gotten it right. I can’t be trusting in Scripture now you say, because I don’t believe in your interpretation of Scripture! In other words, Pastor Walker, you equate your fallible, man-centered interpretation of Scripture, with the actual Word of God. And you believe that anyone who disagrees with you and your interpretations of the Bible is not believing in the Bible, and, in essence, is headed to Hell. 


You say I am headed to Hell for trusting in my interpretation of Scripture; that I am headed to Hell for following the direction and guidance of the Holy Spirit as I am led through prayer to do. But, if I (the poor, dumb, gullible, misguided Catholic that I am) would only listen to you…follow your direction and guidance…believe and trust in your interpretation of the Bible – forget what my reading of Scripture tells me…forget what my mind tells me…forget what my heart tells me…forget what I have discerned through fasting and prayer – if I would just believe in your fallible interpretations of the Bible, then I can be saved just like you. So, please, do not protest when I say you are asking me to trust in your fallible interpretation of the Bible, rather than in the Bible itself, because that is indeed exactly what you are telling me to do.


You are asking me to believe and trust in you and your interpretation of Scripture for my salvation. The arrogance of your position would be astounding, if it were not something that I have run into time after time after time. You, who have admittedly created your own theological system, without reference to anything or anyone other than your own personal, and admittedly fallible, understanding of the Bible, want me to trust my salvation to you, instead of to what I find in the Bible. I am already trusting God’s Word for my salvation, but that’s not good enough for you. I have to trust in your understanding of God’s Word in order to be saved. 


Now, let me respond directly to some of what you have said:

“Mr. Martignoni, I am not calling into question what you or the Roman Catholic Church teaches in their religion…I just want you, Mr. Martinez, and anyone else in the Roman Catholic Church to understand that when they meet the creator of the universe he is going to tell them that everything they did in his name was done in vain, because he did not know them. (Matthew 7:21-23 and 15:7-9) 

So, let me get this straight: You’re not calling into question what the Catholic Church teaches, but you’re just letting us know that if we believe what the Catholic Church teaches, we’re going to Hell, right? Well, I’m certainly glad you’re not calling into question what the Church teaches. 


Scripture says, “Judge not, that you be not judged. For with the judgment you pronounce, you will be judged.” Seems to me, Pastor Walker, that you just pronounced judgment upon every faithful Catholic in the world. Here you are, a fallible man, a self-proclaimed authority on Scripture and its meaning, pronouncing judgment on my soul in spite of Scripture’s clear warning not to do such a thing. You deem to know, with apparently infallible certainty, that everything I have done in His name has been done in vain. And yet, even though you are in violation of the Scriptures by doing this, you want me to believe that your understanding of the Bible is the one and only correct understanding that is necessary for salvation. 


You further stated: “The doctrines and teachings [of the Catholic Church] are not found in the scripture, and as you have shown several times rely on such arguments as “the Bible doesn’t say we can’t do this or that we shouldn’t do that” or they are based on flawed logical progressions originated upon faulty foundations. 

There is nothing in the Bible contrary to anything in the Catholic Faith, and there is nothing in the Catholic Faith contrary to anything in the Bible. My arguments do not show that Catholic doctrine and teaching are not found in Scripture, quite the contrary…they are showing that your doctrine and teaching is not found in Scripture. I am simply using your own theology (Bible alone) – simply playing by your rules – to show that you don’t go by your own rules. 


Again, your words: “My challenge for you and Mr. Martinez is not start an argument with you, but simply to get to know the God, that by His Holy Spirit has written us and revealed his great mysteries. You do not need to read the scriptures the same way as I do, I never claimed to be infallible or to have all knowledge. However there are several problems with Roman Catholic teaching when you compare it to the Bible, not the least of which is that, when simply building your doctrine from scripture, you will not find most of them at all.”

So, your assumption is that neither I, nor Mr. Martinez, nor any faithful Catholic for that matter, knows God. What you’re really saying here is that until such time as we accept your fallible and limited understanding of Scripture, then we can’t know God. Again, what arrogance! 


Then, you go on to say that we “do not need to read the scripture the same way I do,” yet you just finished claiming above that we are bound for Hell because we don’t read the Scriptures the same way as you do. You claim to be fallible in one breath, and in the next you infallibly proclaim the Catholic teaching to be wrong. Correct me if I’m wrong here, Pastor Walker, but the fact that you claim to be fallible and that you claim to not have all knowledge – does that not mean that you could be wrong when it comes to your understanding of the Bible at least some of the time? And, if you could be wrong in your understanding of the Bible, then does that not mean the Catholic Church could be right? It seems to me that you claim to be fallible, but definitely don’t act like you believe you are. 


Your words: “I have never said that I was infallible…I never said you had to understand the Bible as I do. When I teach the word, I teach so that others will search it out for themselves. I do them no service if I train them to follow me. Even if all my teachings were right on, I would have then trained up people to not think for themselves, but to follow a man. No, my challenge for us, Mr. Martignoni, is not to follow what I tell you scripture says, but to read scripture and see where it takes us.”

With all due respect, Pastor Walker, but this is a lie. Now, I don’t think you’re lying to me as much as you are lying to yourself…deceiving yourself. What if you train and teach someone regarding Scripture, and they then come to an understanding of some passage that is contrary to yours? How do you know which of you is right and which of you is wrong? 


I repeat: I have read Scripture. I have studied Scripture. I have searched it out for myself. I have thought for myself. I have done all that you say you teach people to do, and yet you reject the results. So, what you said above is not the truth. You do not want people to think for themselves, you do not want people to search out Scripture for themselves, you do not want me to go where Scripture has taken me. You want me to believe you. You want me to reject my search of Scripture in favor of your search of Scripture. You want me to reject my thinking in favor of your thinking. You want me to reject where Scripture has taken me in favor of where you believe it has taken you. With all due respect, Pastor Walker, you say one thing when you actually mean another.


Stop deceiving yourself, Pastor. You believe yourself to be an infallible interpreter of the Bible, and you also believe that anyone who deviates from your infallible interpretation of the Bible is putting their souls in jeopardy. You believe that you are guided by the Holy Spirit and that anyone who disagrees with you is not guided by the Holy Spirit. Why you cannot admit to these things is beyond me, as I can so easily read them in your words. 


Now, you can claim that I (the poor, dumb, gullible, misguided Catholic that I am) have been sort of brainwashed by the Catholic Church – which I sense is what you actually believe, isn’t it? But that’s taking the easy way out. Simply dismiss what I say because I’ve had a computer chip implanted in my brain at Baptism and Rome controls my every thought and action. Two problems, though: 1) I did not initially believe all that the Catholic Church teaches, but came to believe in all the Catholic Church teaches because I read and studied the Bible; and 2) What do you do with all those folks who weren’t Catholic to begin with, but became Catholic through their reading of the Bible? 


You can call me a liar, but that still leaves you with the problem of all those folks converting to the Catholic Church because of their reading, search, study, and understanding of the Bible. You would, and you do, judge them as headed for Hell not because they haven’t read, searched, and studied the Bible for themselves – as Protestants, Evangelicals, Baptists, Calvary Chapel, etc. – but because they have done so and yet they disagree with your interpretations of the Bible. So, again, you believe your interpretations of the Bible to be right, and infallibly so, or you could not say the things that you say about Catholic teaching and practice. 


Now, I asked you if you were seeking God. You stated, “I am not.” That’s a direct quote. When I then showed you that you were a bit out of step with Scripture on that, I knew you would backpedal on what you said. 
You said: “I knew you may have difficulty understanding this, so I will try to explain to you.” Sorry, but I had no difficulty understanding what you were saying. I understood it perfectly. The problem is, what you were saying is not in accord with Scripture, and your attempt at an explanation below is not in accord with Scripture and is, in fact, based upon a faulty reading of Scripture, not to mention faulty logic. 


You said: “First of all, let’s look who Paul is quoting here and the purpose to which he is quoting. Paul is quoting David here…So When he quotes David, a man after God’s heart ( I Samuel 13:14, Acts 13:22), he is showing the Jews that even someone that they esteemed so highly, understood that he could never claim to be good or to be seeking God. David understood what, Isaiah would describe as our best works being like filthy rags “All of us have become like one who is unclean, and all our righteous acts are like filthy rags; we all shrivel up like a leaf, and like the wind our sins sweep us away.” Isaiah 64:6"

Indeed Paul is quoting David…from Psalm 14. But, and this is where your very fallible interpretation comes up a bit short, David is not talking about himself, as you seem to think, when he says that “there is none that does good” or that there is no one who is seeking God (verses 1-3). These things are being said about the persons described in the first part of verse 1. And, who is it that is mentioned in verse 1? Is it David himself, or the faithful people of Israel? No! It is the “fool” who says in his heart: “There is no God.” 


There is a clear line of demarcation being drawn here between those who reject God – those amongst whom there is none that do good, none that seek God – and those who believe in God. Notice in verse 4, we have the “evildoers,” but then we also have God’s “people.” And in verse 5 we see that there is the generation of the righteous. What is being said in verses 1-3 is being said about those who do not believe in God, it is not being said about David and the faithful people of God, the generation of the righteous. Your interpretation here is totally, completely, and 100% wrong! 


I show time after time after time how poorly you interpret Scripture, yet you still cling to your interpretations because you have your preconceived notions about doctrine and you will twist Scripture any way necessary so as not to give up on these unholy doctrines. 


Plus, let’s look at Isaiah 64:6. Is Isaiah saying that “our best works are like filthy rags?” No! He is saying that the best works of those who have turned away from God are like filthy rags. What does Isaiah say in verse 5? “Thou meetest him that joyfully works righteousness.” The works of those who are righteous are not like filthy rags, it is the works of those that have turned from God that are like filthy rags. 


Ezekiel 33:12-13, “The righteousness of the righteous shall not deliver him when he transgresses…the righteous shall not be able to live by his righteousness when he sins. Though I say to the righteous that he shall surely live, yet if he trusts in his righteousness and commits iniquity, none of his righteous deeds shall be remembered.” (By the way, I hope you don’t believe in once saved, always saved, because if you do, you’ll have to drop this passage from Ezekiel from your Bible – as well as many other passages.) The Bible tells us that good works, when done by the righteous, those who have not turned away from God, are not filthy rags.
Again, Pastor Walker, what you said about David above is simply, and unequivocally, wrong.


You further state the following: “This is similar to someone thinking that they can follow the commandments or that they could ever truly love God with ALL their hearts. The reality of the situation is that we are divided in our very bodies and there is a sin nature that will continue to fight us, never allowing us to be “good”, the best we can do does not even come close to what God is looking for. So when I say I do not seek God, I understand my humble state. I understand Paul’s words in Ephesians, that I have received salvation 100% by God’s grace, and not even a fraction of a percent on my ability to “seek” God. It is not that I don’t want or try to seek him and do good, it is that I truly am incapable of truly seeking him or of doing good.”

First of all, Pastor, as a Catholic, I believe my salvation is by God’s grace alone. I can do nothing in and of myself, to effect my salvation. If you are unaware of this, then you are truly ignorant of Catholic teaching. But, I also believe that with God, all things are possible. I believe that I can follow the commandments and that I can truly love God with “ALL” my heart. I am not saying that I do, but I believe that I can. To believe otherwise is to deny the power of God…which is what you are doing. 


You apparently do not believe all things are possible with God. Your belief results in a God Who commands His children to do that which He knows they cannot do. God commands us to love Him with all of our mind, our strength, and our heart. But you say that it’s impossible to do so. Why then does God command such a thing? Yet I read Scripture and I see God commanding me to do so and I see where it says ALL things are possible with God, so I trust in God that it can be done and that I need to strive, with God’s grace, to do it. You, on the other hand, deny that it can be done and in so doing, you deny the power of God.


Furthermore, it is at this point of your explanation that you start re-writing the Scripture. 
Romans 3:11 says this: “No one seeks for God.” It does not say, “No one seeks for God with ALL their heart.” You’re starting to backtrack on your earlier statements here. Scripture says, “No one seeks God.” “No one does good.” “There is no fear of God.” It doesn’t say, “No one seeks God all the time.” “No one does good all the time.” “No one fears God all the time.” You have added to Scripture in order to justify your interpretation that no one seeks God. 


Your fundamentalist interpretation of Scripture causes you to misinterpret this verse as an absolute. Which causes you to misinterpret Psalm 14, as I have shown above. Which causes you to say that you, a Christian pastor, are not seeking God and that you do not fear God, and, I assume, that you do not understand – Romans 3:11, “No one understands.” You deny that these things are possible. Yet, Scripture mentions many, many examples of people seeking God. Plus, Scripture tells us that fear of the Lord is the beginning of knowledge. 


So, you do not fear the Lord, which means you do not even have the beginning of knowledge, and you do not seek the Lord, and you do not have any understanding; yet you want me to reject my understanding of Scripture for yours! To tell someone that you do not seek God, that you do not fear God, and that you do not understand, and that you do not have even the beginning of understanding because you do not fear the Lord; but that if they don’t agree with your understanding of God’s Word, then they’re headed for Hell…well, with all due respect, but that’s not the most convincing argument I’ve ever seen.


You say I am not seeking the Lord. Yet, I pray. Is that not seeking the Lord? I read and study Scripture. Is that not seeking the Lord? I gather with fellow Christians for worship. Is that not seeking the Lord. Pastor, with all due respect, but you’re having to do all sorts of verbal engineering and twisting of Scripture in order to justify your positions. 


Your words: “It is only the understanding that I cannot save myself, that I will never be able to please God by my works…So if anyone could in fact gain righteousness through their works, than Christ’s death was worthless and not necessary. Grace through faith, trusting in his name and not ours. This IS the Gospel of Jesus.”

Again, a contradiction. Romans 3:11 says that no one understands, yet you say it is only the “understanding” that you cannot save yourself…how is it you understand, if no one understands?
Also, the Catholic Church agrees that we are not justified through our works. That is the error of Pelagius that was condemned by the Church many centuries ago. Once again, your ignorance of Catholic teaching works against you. 


Your words: “As for Romans 3:18, no I do not truly fear the Lord, especially not all the time. Anyone who says otherwise is deceiving themselves. If anyone truly feared the Lord all the time…To fear God, means that you would have to be without sin. And the scripture is clear that nobody fits this.”

Again, you add to Scripture. It says no one fears the Lord. It does not say, “No one fears the Lord all the time.” And, where does the Bible say, “To fear God, means that you would have to be without sin?” Once again, you have added to Scripture. Do you not see, do you not understand, how clever the adversary is to get you to very subtly add man’s word to God’s Word to get you to believe what he wants you to believe?


Now, after showing you the passages from Deuteronomy 4:29, 1 Chronicles 16:10-11, 2 Chronicles 11:16, Ezra 8:22, Psalm 9:10, Proverbs 28:5, Amos 5:4, Zeph. 2:3, Matthew 6:33, and Matthew 7:7-8 – all of which speak of God telling us to seek Him or that there are in fact those that do seek Him, you responded as follows:


”Those verses do not teach this. Half of them aren’t even saying that anyone seeks God, but what God would promise to those who would seek him…Anyway I have tried to explain this to you earlier in this email. I understand it may be difficult for you, but the summation of the concept is that even the best I can do is nothing at all compared to what is required. I do not come close to meeting the perfect standard of God and no human born and conceived in sin can. This is why we need a savior.”

First of all, I thank you for being patient with me (the poor, dumb, gullible, misguided Catholic that I am). But, Pastor, I understand the concept. And I believe that nothing I do, in and of myself, can meet the requirements for salvation. I get it. I believe it. The Catholic Church teaches it. But that’s not the point here. The point is that your preconceived notions of doctrine, are leading you to badly…horribly even…misinterpret Scripture. You say that no one seeks God. The Bible says it so you believe it. You do not, however, even for a moment consider the fact that you could be misinterpreting this passage – yet you claim you are indeed fallible. So, when I show you that the Bible commands us to seek God, and that there are instances of people in the Bible seeking God, what do you say? “Oh, well, they’re not seeking God ALL the time. They’re not seeking God with ALL their heart.” Yet, nowhere do I see such words in the Bible. You’ve tried to backtrack on your words by adding to Scripture. 


Let’s look more closely at a couple of these verses: Deuteronomy 4:28-29, “And there [scattered among the nations] you will serve gods of wood and stone, the work of men’s hands, that neither see, nor hear, nor eat, nor smell. But from there you will seek the Lord your God and you will find him if you search after Him with all your heart and with all your soul.” 


Your interpretation of Rom. 3:11 would lead to an interpretation of this verse that would have God telling the Israelites that they’ll find Him if they search for Him with ALL their heart and soul, but, according to you, it’s impossible for them to search for Him with all of their heart and soul…which means they won’t find God. Your interpretation of this verse has God telling the Israelites that they will find Him only if they do something that He knows they cannot do. What a cruel God you have!


2 Chronicles 11:16 says that the folks who had set their hearts to seek God came to Jerusalem. It states clearly, unequivocally, that there were people who were seeking God. The passage from Ezra divides the world into those that are seeking God and those that are not seeking God. Psalm 9:10 says that God has not forsaken those who seek Him. You don’t believe anyone seeks Him, so you must believe God has forsaken everyone. 


Hebrews 11:6 – “For whoever would draw near to God must believe that He exists and that He rewards those who seek Him.” Please explain this one to me in light of the fact that no one seeks Him. If no one seeks God, then He isn’t rewarding anyone. So, why do I have to believe He rewards those who seek Him, when it is impossible for anyone to seek Him? Your theology makes nonsense out of Scripture. But, of course, you want me to think for myself on this right? Sure you do!


With a simple wave of your hand you dismiss the very clear meaning of all of these Scripture verses in order to stick to your manmade tradition. And listen carefully to what you said: “Half of them aren’t even saying that anyone seeks God, but what God would promise to those who would seek him.” 

How ridiculous is it for God to promise something to those who seek Him when He knows that no one can seek Him (again, according to you)?! What a ridiculous God your theology produces. I can almost hear the screams of these verses as you twist them this way and that. And, you say that half of those Scripture passages I cite aren’t “even saying that anyone seeks God,” which must mean that half of them do indeed say that.


You close this particular argument by saying this: “Well, I think I have answered you here. And have shown that no one can claim to be good, to seek God, or to fear him. However if you would like to search it out with me, I would love to study this with you. Let’s search scripture, reading all these passages in context and see what scriptures says regarding our ability to please God and see if it is possible to truly seek God and to be righteous...”

You’ve answered me? How? Where? You went off on some tangent that I’m not even arguing with you about. I agree that, without God, nothing we do can be pleasing to God. However, I claim to be seeking God. I claim to fear God. Your “answer” consisted of you basically saying all those Scripture passages I quoted don’t really mean what they say, and that no matter how many passages of Scripture I quote, I’ve obviously read them out of context if they say something that disagrees with your interpretation. Is it possible, just possible…that you are the one who is wrong here? Will you admit that I could be right? If you truly believe yourself to be a fallible person, who is relying upon his own fallible interpretation, you have to admit that you could be wrong. But you won’t, will you? 


In my last email to you, I stated the following: “But, in reality you don’t give a hoot about what the early Christians said and what the mind of the Church was in the early centuries, or in any century, of Christianity, do you? You rely on your interpretation, and yours alone, to arrive at what you believe to be the truth.”


You replied with this: “My statement was to tell you that I was not regurgitating someone else’s teaching, but telling you what the Holy Spirit has shown me…I did not mean that I did not listen to or ever consult other men for their thoughts or inputs.”

Another contradiction. Why do you ever bother to listen to or consult other men when it is the Holy Spirit Who is directly teaching you? How is it you claim to be fallible on the one hand, yet claim to be guided by the Holy Spirit on the other? One is completely incompatible with the other. Does the Holy Spirit guide you sometimes but not other times? If the Holy Spirit is guiding you, how is it you ever sin? 


You continued with the following: “In a way, I don’t give a hoot as what early Christians wrote about. I know their writing is not inspired and that it is merely the thoughts of a sinful man. Their writings originate with them, scriptures originates from the Holy Spirit. If a man has a doctrine that contradicts scripture, it is wrong. 


Aye, and there’s the rub. Who is it that judges whether or not a man has a doctrine that contradicts Scripture? You? You can read St. Polycarp, a disciple of John, who heard the Gospel preached from the mouth of the Apostle Himself, and if his interpretation of a particular passage of Scripture disagrees with yours, you can simply dismiss his interpretation in favor of yours? By what authority do you declare Polycarp’s interpretations to be inferior to yours? By what authority do you declare my interpretations to be inferior to yours? The Holy Spirit? Well, then, you are infallible. But, you can’t be, because you claimed not to be. Someone who is infallible, would be wrong if they claimed themselves to be fallible. You act as prosecution, judge, and jury when it comes to deciding correct and incorrect doctrine. Who gave you such authority?! Who made you the arbiter of disputes between Christians on matters of doctrine? On matters of scriptural interpretation? You have placed yourself in a very dangerous position. Whether because of pride, or arrogance, or ignorance…it is a very dangerous thing you have done by assuming such authority for yourself. 


And where does the authority of the Church come into play in your system of theology? You answer to no Church. You answer to no man. Yet the Scripture is replete with examples of God placing men over other men in matters of doctrine and theology. And the Scripture very clearly shows the Church as the place to take disputes between Christians to. Yet you do no such thing…you rely solely on you. You are your own authority in all matters of doctrine.


This next thing you said was incredulous: “I do find it interesting to read what other Christians have found in their study of God’s word, but all things must be tested against the scripture. The same applies to anything I find, if it contradicts scripture, I must reject it as well.” 

So, you must reject any personal interpretation of Scripture that you come up with, that contradicts the personal interpretation of Scripture that you have come up with? Forgive me, but do you not recognize the absolute absurdity of that statement? If you come to a conclusion based on your personal interpretation of Scripture, then you will never reject it because it is based on your personal interpretation of Scripture. And for you, your personal interpretation of Scripture is Scripture. With all due respect, Pastor Walker, but that was not one of the most intelligent things you’ve written in these exchanges. How can you ever decide that your personal interpretation of Scripture is wrong? What standard would you use to tell you that your personal interpretation of Scripture was ever wrong? Would the standard you used be your personal interpretation of Scripture? Sorry, Pastor, but that dog don’t hunt. 


A few more of your comments: 


”I know that I am not infallible and that God will guide me into all truth. I am not saying that you should accept what I say or teach as truth, but to search it out for yourself. I was not telling you that I had all truth and understanding, but again just that I did not arrive at my conclusions because I followed some other man. It is good to seek the counsel of Godly men. I did not mean that I am some sort of rogue man wandering in the wilderness seeking truth. 

Again I am not spending my evenings writing and responding to your emails to make you a disciple of mine. I do not want anyone following me…On the contrary I know that I am wrong on some things, I continue to search so I can find out where and fix it. And I train others to read the scriptures and search it out for themselves. Just as I have done with you and Mr. Martinez, was not to have you accept my thoughts, but to instead search God’s word and see what it says not what I say.”

More of the same…contradictions and absurdities. You are not infallible, yet God is guiding you into all truth. How then, if you are being guided into all truth, are you not infallible? You are indeed saying to accept what you teach, despite your claims to the contrary. I have searched it out for myself, as have many others – converts to the Catholic Faith included – and you reject what I have searched out for myself. You tell me I should interpret the Bible for myself, and then when I do, you tell me that I’m wrong. With all due respect, but that is mighty hypocritical of you. You want me to reject my thoughts and to accept yours, and if you cannot see that, then you are truly a very blind man. And, you are indeed a “sort of rogue man wandering in the wilderness seeking truth.” You stated that you have built your theology all on your own. That you have decided, all by yourself, without answering to any other authority, on what is true and what is not true…on what is scriptural and what is not scriptural. You reject anyone’s interpretations of Scripture that do not coincide with yours, do you not? 


Finally, you say that you know that you are wrong on some things. I’m sorry, but I think you are simply blowing smoke here. I do not think you really believe you are wrong on some things. How is that possible if the Holy Spirit is guiding you into all truth? And you know you are wrong on some things, but you don’t know what they are? Then how do you know you’re wrong? And why would you take the chance of teaching people these errors that you admit to believing in, when they could possibly jeopardize their souls? I find this fascinating that you admit to being wrong on some things in regard to Scripture, yet here you are teaching people about Scripture. You are rolling the dice with people’s souls. How irresponsible is that!!! 


I’ve asked you this already, but I have yet to get a straight answer, so I will ask again: You admit to being fallible. You admit to being wrong on “some things.” Therefore my question is: Could you be wrong on one or more of your interpretations of Scripture that are at variance with Catholic interpretations? Yes or no? For example, could your interpretation of Romans 3:11 and Psalm 14:1-3 and the other verses I mentioned above…could they be wrong? Yes or no? 


Also, is everything you have written to me in these emails the infallible truth? Yes or no? If yes, then, again, you see yourself as being infallible, even if you claim otherwise. If no, then where have you erred? 


I am stopping here until I get direct answers. You see, if you say, “Yes,” you could be wrong in one or more areas of disagreement with the Catholic Church, then how dare you try to get me to believe what you are teaching, when you know it could be wrong. How dare you to be willing to gamble my soul on your interpretation of Scripture! 
If you say, “Yes,” you could be wrong, then all that you said about trying to get people to go by the Scriptures, and not by what you say, would be a load of garbage. Because, if you can be wrong in your interpretation of the Scriptures, yet you’re trying to get someone to not believe their interpretation (which could be right) and to believe your interpretation (which could be wrong) – as you are doing with me – then you are in fact trying to get them to follow you, and not the Bible. 


But, if you say, “No,” you are not wrong in a single interpretation where you are at variance with the Catholic interpretation of the same verse, then your claim that you are fallible would be a load of garbage. You would in fact be claiming infallibility in your interpretation of the Bible. No matter how you answer that question, you have a problem. So, my prediction is that you will not answer that question. You will talk all around it, but you won’t answer it. 


Oh, one last Bible verse that I want to point out to you that you have not answered my questions about and which you continually misinterpret…James 2:26. You again assert, quite unbiblically, that faith without works is not faith. Nowhere does the Bible say such a thing and certainly not in James 2:26. Try to understand this, please…the body and the spirit are analogous to faith and works, according to this verse from God’s Word. You correctly say that the body without the spirit is useless. The body, without the spirit, is dead. There is no life…no physical life. 


But, nowhere does God’s Word say the body without the spirit is not really a body, does it? Does it? Those things down at the morgue are still bodies, even though they don’t have a spirit, aren’t they? I assume you will say, “Yes,” they are still bodies. (If my assumption is incorrect, please let me know.) So, for the analogy to hold, to make any sense whatsoever, then faith (the body) without works (the spirit) is still faith, is it not? But it is dead faith. Useless faith. Nowhere does the Scripture imply, or even hint, that faith without works isn’t really faith. That would mean that body without the spirit really isn’t a body. Which is why Catholics believe, and which is why the Bible says (James 2:24), that we are NOT justified by faith ALONE! Just as you need both body and soul for physical life, so you need both faith and works for spiritual life.


You want me to do a Bible study with you, yet you cannot even read this simple analogy without adding words and meanings to it that are nowhere found in the verse?! Please tell me where, in the analogy in James 2:26, we find that faith without works really isn’t faith? Is a body without a spirit not really a body? Yes or no? These are simple concepts, simple verses, yet you talk all around them in order to avoid the very clear and simple meaning. And you want me to do a Bible study with you? To what end? So you can convince me that your erroneous interpretations of Scripture are indeed true? 


So, that’s it for now until I can get some direct answers to these questions. 

His full response (in italics) to last week’s newsletter:
Dear Pastor Walker,

I would have to say that, overall, you simply are not understanding the thrust of my arguments. I will assume responsibility for most, but not all, of the misunderstanding and seek to do a better job of clarifying my position. I say that I will accept “most” of the responsibility because I believe some of the misunderstanding comes from preconceived biases against the Catholic Faith on your part.


You speak of starting from scratch without preconceived notions when it comes to building one’s theology and doctrines, so I would simply ask the same of you when it comes to Catholics and what it is we believe and practice. You look at our Faith through what are, essentially, Protestant lenses and with an essentially Protestant understanding, rather than attempting to view our Faith through the eyes of a Catholic and with Catholic understanding.


Mr. Martignoni, I am not calling into question what you or the Roman Catholic Church teaches in their religion. I am seeking the truth and helping others to find it. My point is that the Bible is truth, and when I build my theology on it, I know it is true. The Roman Catholic Church can teach anything they want and you are free to believe anything you want. I just want you, Mr. Martinez, and anyone else in the Roman Catholic Church to understand that when they meet the creator of the universe he is going to tell them that everything they did in his name was done in vain, because he did not know them. (Matthew 7:21-23 and 15:7-9) I only wish to share with you and others the truth of scripture, because the truth will set you free. In other words we do not need to agree, just know that when you follow Roman Catholic teaching, you are not following the God described in the pages of scriptures. The doctrines and teachings are not found in the scripture, and as you have shown several times rely on such arguments as “the Bible doesn’t say we can’t do this or that we shouldn’t do that” or they are based on flawed logical progressions originated upon faulty foundations. My challenge for you and Mr. Martinez is not start an argument with you, but simply to get to know the God, that by His Holy Spirit has written us and revealed his great mysteries. You do not need to read the scriptures the same way as I do, I never claimed to be in fallible or to have all knowledge. However there are several problems with Roman Catholic teaching when you compare it to the Bible, not the least of which is that, when simply building your doctrine from scripture, you will not find most of them at all. Now as I respond to your questions, know that I am not debating you, but only interested in showing everyone the truth that is in scripture and how they can rest in his name and be saved.

It’s as if you went to a “football” game in Italy, expecting to see and hear things in a certain way, only to find them playing a game (soccer) that didn’t fit with your definition of football. 
So, you set about telling them that they’re not playing football in the right way and how they’ve gotten all the rules wrong and so on. Instead of realizing that they use the term “football” to mean one thing, and you use it to mean another, you try to force your definitions and your rules and your understanding onto their practice and their language and their understanding. Now, this is not a perfect analogy, but basically what you’re doing is taking your rules and applying them to our game. And when we don’t play by your rules, you condemn us to Hell.


First of all I condemn no one to hell. Not only do I not have the power, but when I show someone from scripture that they are doing something worthy of hell, it is not I that condemn them, but themselves and God. I would only be a messenger. However, I do agree with you, I would say this is obviously not the same sport as I know and I would make the clear distinction between the two based upon the aspects of the game and not on their similar names. And I feel the same way regarding the Roman Catholic faith and Biblical Christianity. They are entirely two different games. I do not believe you and I share a similar faith in the least, I only hope to show those who think they are playing the right game that, they are missing the real game. (No negativity intended here for the sport of football or soccer J) As I said you are free to “play” any game that you want. You are free to do as you want, I am not forcing you to “play” a different game, nor am I condemning you for playing a different game than I do. 

But to use your analogy, if I went to Italy and I knew I was going to watch a football game, and the players, coaches and fans were very excited because they were anticipating scouts from the NFL to visit soon, then I would realize there was a problem. I would know that they were going to be sorely disappointed, if they thought the NFL scouts were looking for “football” (soccer) players, and had been practicing soccer in preparation. I would want to let them know, that they are practicing for the wrong game, the scouts will not be impressed, because they will be looking for different skills. So if I were to show the Italian players what the NFL scouts were looking for, it would not be a condemnation of their game. Instead it would be to help them to be ready for the scouts and to understand what they would be looking for. If they choose to keep practicing soccer and not listen to my words, I would feel sorry for them, but I would also know that they did not fail because no one told them, but that they chose to practice a different game. 

And please don’t respond with, “It’s not my rules, it’s the rules of Jesus Christ as found in the Scriptures. I’m just going by what it says in the Scriptures.” No, you are not going by what it says in Scripture. You are actually going by your interpretation of the words of Scripture, but yours is an interpretation that is not grounded in anything other than your own understanding of the Bible, as you freely admit in your response to me; and your understanding of Scripture, and thereby your interpretation of Scripture, is fallible – as you also readily admit.


I have never said that I was infallible, as other men have done, but that simply does not mean that we cannot know truth. This has been my challenge to you and Mr. Martinez from the beginning, to look at the scriptures together and see what we get, when we let the inerrant word of God guide us. I never said you had to understand the Bible as I do. When I teach the word, I teach so that others will search it out for themselves. I do them no service if I train them to follow me. Even if all my teachings were right on, I would have then trained up people to not think for themselves, but to follow a man. No, my challenge for us, Mr. Martignoni, is not to follow what I tell you scripture says, but to read scripture and see where it takes us. If from reading it, without something to prove, you are able to build the same doctrine that the Roman Catholic Church teaches, than that doctrine would be solid. 

And relying on your own interpretation can lead you into a great deal of trouble. In my last email, I asked you if you were “seeking God.” I asked because you were interpreting Rom 3:23 (“since ALL have sinned…”) as an absolute statement and were thereby using it to “prove,” from Scripture, that Mary was a sinner. So, I asked you if you seek God, because in Rom 3:11 it says that, “NO ONE seeks for God.” I wanted to see if you thought Rom 3:11 should be interpreted as an absolute as well. I thought that there was no way you, as a Christian pastor, would claim not to be seeking God and I could then show that you were being inconsistent – interpreting Rom 3:23 as an absolute but not interpreting Rom 3:11 as an absolute.


I knew you may have difficulty understanding this, so I will try to explain to you. First of all, let’s look who Paul is quoting here and the purpose to which he is quoting. Paul is quoting David here and making a statement in Romans 3:23, because he trying to show the Jews, that they are in the same boat as the Gentiles when it comes to sin. The Jews weren’t going to escape punishment because they had the law, in fact Paul said in Romans 2 that they even less an excuse for their transgressions, because they had the law and knew what was right or wrong but then did the same things. So When he quotes David, a man after God’s heart ( I Samuel 13:14, Acts 13:22), he is showing the Jews that even someone that they esteemed so highly, understood that he could never claim to be good or to be seeking God. David understood what, Isaiah would describe as our best works being like filthy rags “All of us have become like one who is unclean, and all our righteous acts are like filthy rags; we all shrivel up like a leaf, and like the wind our sins sweep us away.” Isaiah 64:6

This is similar to someone thinking that they can follow the commandments or that they could ever truly love God with ALL their hearts. The reality of the situation is that we are divided in our very bodies and there is a sin nature that will continue to fight us, never allowing us to be “good”, the best we can do does not even come close to what God is looking for. 

So when I say I do not seek God, I understand my humble state. I understand Paul’s words in Ephesians, that I have received salvation 100% by God’s grace, and not even a fraction of a percent on my ability to “seek” God. 
It is not that I don’t want or try to seek him and do good, it is that I truly am incapable of truly seeking him or of doing good. 

But, you surprised me. When I asked if you were seeking God, you responded as follows: “I am not. I would say this is impossible, while living in this body of sin. We are in a constant battle with the flesh, and our hearts are always set on evil. (Romans 7) I would not presume to say that I am living this out, nor can I accept that you are. Especially when scripture tells us that no one does…So we cannot say that we are really seeking God, especially when God say that no one does.”


Pastor, your preconceived bias about Catholic teaching on Mary has led you astray here because in order to be consistent in your interpretation of Scripture, and not to concede my point, you have to interpret not only Rom 3:23 in an absolute manner, you have to also interpret Rom 3:11 in an absolute manner. You are at least consistent, but you are consistent in error. By the way, you must not fear God either, because Rom 3:18 says, “There is no fear of God before their eyes.” Do you not fear God, Pastor Walker?


Mary has absolutely nothing to do with this understanding. I can assure you neither she, nor the Roman Catholic Church was on my mind, when I read this or came to understand it. In fact this understanding is the very foundation of the gospel. It is only the understanding that I cannot save myself, that I will never be able to please God by my works, that I am already condemned from the moment I am conceived and that I stand on death row, from a sentence that was past at Adam (Romans5), that makes the gospel truly good news. When we were all in death and powerless to do anything to save my self, God himself died for me, his enemy. This is the good news, taught by the apostles. Paul says in Galatians 2:21

“I do not set aside the grace of God, for if righteousness could be gained through the law, Christ died for nothing!"

So if anyone could in fact gain righteousness through their works, than Christ’s death was worthless and not necessary. Grace through faith, trusting in his name and not ours. This IS the Gospel of Jesus.

As for Romans 3:18, no I do not truly fear the Lord, especially not all the time. Anyone who says otherwise is deceiving themselves. If anyone truly feared the Lord all the time, they would understand that sin is an affront to him, it is a personal attack to him and he sees and knows everything. If anyone truly feared God there is no way they could sin. They would not fear starvation and think to even steal bread. They would never be proud or put anything before the Lord. Simply, when someone fears God they will not sin. John tells us in 1 John 1:8 - If we claim to be without sin, we deceive ourselves and the truth is not in us.

To fear God, means that you would have to be without sin. And the scripture is clear that nobody fits this. 

Imagine, a Christian pastor who says he does not seek God! Is your interpretation of Rom 3:11, which states that ABSOLUTELY no one seeks God, consistent with the rest of the Scriptures, though? Let’s see.


Deuteronomy 4:29 – “But from there [the land of Israel] you will seek the Lord your God, and you will find him, if you search after Him with all your heart and with all your soul.”

1 Chronicles 16:10-11 – “Let the hearts of those who seek the Lord rejoice! Seek the Lord and His strength, seek His presence continually!”

2 Chronicles 11:16 – “And those who had set their hearts to seek the Lord God of Israel…”

Ezra 8:22 – “The hand of our God is for good upon all that seek Him…”

Psalm 9:10 – “For Thou, O Lord, hast not forsaken those who seek Thee.”

Proverbs 28:5 – “…but those who seek the Lord understand it [justice] completely.”

Amos 5:4 – “For thus says the Lord… ’Seek me and live.’”

Zeph. 2:3 – “Seek the Lord, all you humble of the land who do His commands.”

Matthew 6:33 – “But seek ye first His kingdom and His righteousness…”

Matthew 7:7-8 – “Seek and you shall find…for he who seeks finds.”

Hebrews 11:6 – “For whoever would draw near to God must believe that He exists and that He rewards those who seek Him.”


Yes, absolutely no one is good and no one truly seeks God.

There are many more passages that I could have cited, but these will suffice to show that your interpretation, Pastor Walker, of Rom 3:11 is inconsistent with the rest of the Scriptures. There are plenty of folks throughout the Scriptures who are seeking God. Scripture commands us to seek God! Yet, you say “I am not” seeking God. Your answer that you do not seek God is rather damning. 2 Chronicles 14:13, “And that whoever would not seek the Lord, the God of Israel, should be put to death.”


Those verses do not teach this. Half of them aren’t even saying that anyone seeks God, but what God would promise to those who would seek him. Anyway I have tried to explain this to you earlier in this email. I understand it may be difficult for you, but the summation of the concept is that even the best I can do is nothing at all compared to what is required. I do not come close to meeting the perfect standard of God and no human born and conceived in sin can. This is why we need a savior. 

In other words, Pastor, your interpretation of Rom 3:11, and thereby the rest of Romans 3, is not in line with the Word of God. And, if you have so badly interpreted these passages, who’s to say you haven’t done the same with many others? Your answer, “I am not,” to my question as to whether or not you are seeking God, speaks to the terrible bind you put yourself in when you rely on your own fallible understanding of Scripture. As Proverbs 3:5 says, “Lean not unto your own understanding.” Yet, that is exactly what you are doing. And your understanding has led you to believe and teach things that are contrary to the Scriptures, as I’ve just shown. For a Christian pastor to admit that he is NOT seeking God, is absolutely bizarre!


Well, I think I have answered you here. And have shown that no one can claim to be good, to seek God, or to fear him. 

However if you would like to search it out with me, I would love to study this with you. Let’s search scripture, reading all these passages in context and see what scriptures says regarding our ability to please God and see if it is possible to truly seek God and to be righteous..

You said, “My beliefs are directly taken from scripture, from my own study and from the Holy Spirit.” In other words, you rely on no one other than yourself for your interpretations of Scripture. Yet, in an earlier email, you stated that the writings of the early Christians were important, as they give one insight into the mind of the Church in those early centuries. But, in reality you don’t give a hoot about what the early Christians said and what the mind of the Church was in the early centuries, or in any century, of Christianity, do you? You rely on your interpretation, and yours alone, to arrive at what you believe to be the truth.


My statement was to tell you that I was not regurgitating someone else’s teaching, but telling you what the Holy Spirit has shown me. Mr. Martinez seemed to think that I was simply restating what I had been fed by some teacher or Catholic basher. And I wanted you to know that my beliefs are based on solely on scripture. I did not mean that I did not listen to or ever consult other men for their thoughts or inputs. In a way, I don’t give a hoot as what early Christians wrote about. I know their writing is not inspired and that it is merely the thoughts of a sinful man. Their writings originate with them, scriptures originates from the Holy Spirit. If a man has a doctrine that contradicts scripture, it is wrong. I do find it interesting to read what other Christians have found in their study of God’s word, but all things must be tested against the scripture. The same applies to anything I find, if it contradicts scripture, I must reject it as well.

I think all history is important to read, but that does not make it anything I would build my faith on. If their writing did not originate with them, but with the Holy Spirit, than I would as I would know that it is truth. But I think both of us would admit that these writings were not inspired.

You say that you take your beliefs from the Holy Spirit as well as from your own study of Scripture, but how is that so? Is the Holy Spirit guiding you in all of your interpretations of Scripture? If He is, then why do you admit to being fallible when it comes to interpreting Scripture and why do you admit that you could be wrong in some of your interpretations and that I could be right? Being fallible in your interpretation of Scripture, and admitting to the possibility of being wrong in your interpretation of Scripture, are incompatible with being guided by the Holy Spirit, are they not? Is the Holy Spirit fallible? Can He get His interpretations of Scripture wrong? Plus, can you show me, in the Bible, where it says that we are to rely solely upon our own study of Scripture in order to decide for ourselves on matters of faith and morals? Where, and please give chapter and verse, is your doctrine of self-interpretation of the Scriptures…without relying on any outside authority…where is that taught in the Bible?


I know that I am not infallible and that God will guide me into all truth.

John 16:13 - But when he, the Spirit of truth, comes, he will guide you into all truth. He will not speak on his own; he will speak only what he hears, and he will tell you what is yet to come.

I am not saying that you should accept what I say or teach as truth, but to search it out for yourself. I was not telling you that I had all truth and understanding, but again just that I did not arrive at my conclusions because I followed some other man. It is good to seek the counsel of Godly men. I did not mean that I am some sort of rogue man wandering in the wilderness seeking truth.
However, we do have in the scriptures a mandate to use them to teach and train and command to stick to the scriptures. Scripture is the authority. 

1 Corinthians 4:6 - Now, brothers, I have applied these things to myself and Apollos for your benefit, so that you may learn from us the meaning of the saying, “Do not go beyond what is written.” Then you will not take pride in one man over against another.


2 Timothy 3:16-17 - 16 All Scripture is God-breathed and is useful for teaching, rebuking, correcting and training in righteousness, 17so that the man of God may be thoroughly equipped for every good work.


When we use the scriptures for matters of training, rebuking, correcting, and training we will thoroughly be equipped for every good work. 

And, if the Holy Spirit is not guiding you in all of your interpretations of Scripture, then we can rightly say that your interpretations are man-made, can we not? Or, if you claim that the Holy Spirit is guiding you some of the time but not all of the time, why is He not guiding you all of the time? And, how do you know when He is guiding you and when He’s not?


With all due respect Mr. Martignoni, this accusation should not be pointed at me but the Roman Catholic Church and the Pope. I never claim infallibility in any matters or whatever chair I am sitting in.

Again I am not spending my evenings writing and responding to your emails to make you a disciple of mine. I do not want anyone following me. I don’t teach in my church for them to follow me or any man. We are all sinners and fallible. We know in part and understand in part. On the contrary I know that I am wrong on some things, I continue to search so I can find out where and fix it. And I train others to read the scriptures and search it out for themselves. Just as I have done with you and Mr. Martinez, was not to have you accept my thoughts, but to instead search God’s word and see what it says not what I say.

I hope this helps to clarify that I am not seeking for anyone to simply leave the Roman Catholic church and follow me. Only that they seek the truth of the word of God and not rely on men to tell them what to believe. 

So, to sum up this portion of my arguments, you admit that you rely on your own understanding, and no one else’s, when it comes to interpreting the Bible. Yet, you also admit that you are not seeking God. You further admit that you are fallible in your interpretations of Scripture, and that you could be wrong and I could be right when it comes to interpreting certain passages of the Bible. So, my question to you is, given all that you have here freely admitted, by what authority do you declare my interpretations wrong and yours right? If you could be wrong, as you have admitted, then that means the Catholic Church could be right on some of the doctrinal matters that you currently disagree with, couldn’t it? How then can you, as a Pastor, teach people regarding what the Word of God says when you admit that you could be teaching them error…that you could be leading them astray? Do you think, “Well, there’s a 99% chance that I’m right,” or some such thing? You are, in essence, gambling the souls of those in your flock on your fallible, and possibly wrong, interpretations of the Bible.


I think I clarified these points earlier in this email. I teach so that each person can search the scriptures and use proper study techniques to understand them.

Now, as to what you stated about building the Church from Scripture. Again, my question, which came first, the Church or the Bible? The Church came first. So, we have historical precedence for building the Scripture from the Church, but not for building the Church from Scripture. But, as I will show, you do not really even build your church from Scripture.


In what way did the church predate the scripture? I am curious to what you mean here. Are you referring to the body of Christ, than I could agree with you. As Adam was the first Christian as he knew Christ in the Garden as his creator. However if you are referring to the New Testament church, than are you dismissing that fact that the majority of the Bible was written before Jesus was born on Earth? Not only was it written prior, but firmly held to and known as the inspired word of God.

Did not the members of the early church hold all things in common (Acts 2:44)? Does your church do that? Did not the early church call councils to resolve doctrinal disputes instead of consulting the Bible (Acts 15)? Does your church do that? Did not the early church have leaders who said that we could know the spirit of truth from the spirit of error by listening to what they said…not by reading the Bible on our own (John 4:6)? Does your church have such leaders? Did not the early church believe in the Word of God in both written and oral form (1 Thessalonians 2:13; 2 Thessalonians 2:15)? Does your church do that? Did the early church not build its doctrine and theology on both written and oral tradition? Does your church do that? Did not the early church have leaders – Bishops, Presbyters, and Deacons – who were ordained by the Apostles or whose line of ordination could be traced back to the Apostles. Does your church have such leaders?


In other words, Pastor Walker, your church is not really built on the Bible as you claim it is. It is built on a hollowed out version of the church we find in the Scriptures. In your church, as you have admitted, the members of the church choose and ordain their pastor. Where in the Bible does it relate such a thing happening? By whose authority were you ordained a pastor? Where did that authority come from? How far back can you trace your line of ordination? 25 years? 50 years? 150 years? You freely admit that there is no such thing as apostolic succession in your church…how then can you claim your church is the church founded by Jesus Christ? Wouldn’t the church of Jesus Christ be able to trace its line of authority all the way back to Jesus and His Apostles?


Again I am puzzled as to how you know what my church believes? You continue to assume things as to what I believe or teach. My church seeks to stick as close to the teachings of scripture as we can.
Anyway, as I have explained previously the Bible clearly shows us how overseers and elders and deacons should be ordained in a church. It did not have to be done by one of the apostles as we see that Paul leaves Timothy and Titus to do it in their respective areas. So when I was appointed to be the Pastor I was appointed in accordance with the qualification found in 1 Timothy chapter 3 and in Titus 1 and by its authority. This clearly would show a steadfast allegiance to the way in which they should be appointed going back to when the very first pastors were appointed.


However, as I contrasted before, an overseer, deacon, or elder is not an Apostle. They did not have to have been direct witnesses of Christ, but only faithful to hold to the teachings of the Apostles. When Matthias was chosen to replace Judas, the qualification for choosing an Apostle was set:


Acts1: 21Therefore it is necessary to choose one of the men who have been with us the whole time the Lord Jesus went in and out among us, 22beginning from John’s baptism to the time when Jesus was taken up from us. For one of these must become a witness with us of his resurrection."


Paul was only accepted as an Apostle after his message was seen to be the same message of the Gospel that the other Apostles taught.


On the other hand Overseers and Elders only had to be reliable and faithful men who would teach others the SAME gospel taught to them.


2 Timothy 2:2 And the things you have heard me say in the presence of many witnesses entrust to reliable men who will also be qualified to teach others.


Again it is not I that claim infallibility or some unbroken succession of an apostleship. Paul, after he told Timothy how to choose overseers and Elders, warned against those who would come teaching the doctrines of demons. They would forbid people to get married and tell them to abstain from certain foods. He explained why this was wrong and then he said: “1 Timothy 4:6 “If you point these things out to the brothers, you will be a good minister of Christ Jesus, brought up in the truths of the faith and of the good teaching that you have followed.”


In other words a good minister of Jesus Christ, is one that teaches the good teaching that Paul taught and Timothy followed.

Now regarding my questions about who wrote Mark. I do not have a misconception about what you believe. I never said you think that truth can only be found in the Bible. My argument is that you do not really build your theology and doctrines on the Bible alone, but on the Bible and some other authority outside of the Bible. You claim not to have preconceived notions, yet your assumption that the Bible is the inspired, inerrant Word of God is a preconceived notion. You came to the Bible with that belief already in place. You came to the Bible with the preconceived notion that we should only rely on the Bible for building our theology and doctrines. You came to the Bible with the preconceived notion that every one of the individual books of the Bible is rightfully in the Bible and is to be considered the inspired, inerrant Word of God. Even though the Bible nowhere tells us we should build our doctrines and theology based on the Bible alone and nowhere tells us which books should and should not be considered Scripture. Do you deny these things?


I did not approach the Bible as it was inerrant before I decided if it was truth. Instead I knew that if it weren’t 100% truth, than it is false, because how could I tell the lie from truth? I would have to either accept it as truth, something I could only do if I confirmed it’s truth, or I had to reject it in its entirety. How could anyone live their life by writings that they could not know what was truth and what wasn’t? That would be foolish. As Paul explains in 1 Corinthians, mans’ wisdom and God’s wisdom at opposition to each other. So in other words, there are many things in scripture that would fail the test of human wisdom and have to be believed by faith that if God said it will happen. Being fully persuaded that what God says will come true. If anyone is going to trust in his words, they must first know that they are his words.

When I examined scripture I did not approach it as it was all inspired, but instead I sought to prove it first. My reasoning was that if I was going to radically alter my life to follow the teachings of the Bible I better know that it is truth. If it is simply wise sayings or good thoughts, or even if most of it was true, but not all, than how could I know what to believe? How could I make life altering decisions, if there was a possibility that it was not completely reliable?

Let’s look again at my questions and then at your answers. I asked the following 3 questions: 1) Who wrote Mark? 2) Was the writer of Mark inspired by the Holy Spirit? 3) Where, in the Bible, does it give us the list of which books should be in the Bible?


You answered as follows: 1) The Holy Spirit, through a man. 2 Peter 1:21; 2) Yes, 2 Timothy 3:16; 3) It doesn’t.


With all due respect but you didn’t really answer my first two questions. The Holy Spirit did indeed write the Gospel of Mark through a man, but how do you know, and which man did He write it through? Who told you? Does the Bible tell you these things? No, it does not. So, how do you know? What authority do you rely upon to tell you that Mark is inspired Scripture? Plus, when you say that 2 Tim 3:16 tells you that the writer of Mark was inspired by the Holy Spirit because it says all Scripture is inspired by God, this is a beautiful piece of circular reasoning. You say not to bring preconceived notions to the table when building one’s doctrines and theology, yet that is exactly what you do. You assume Mark is Scripture, and then you say that 2 Tim 3:16 says all of Scripture is inspired of God; therefore, Mark is inspired by the Holy Spirit.


It is circular reasoning to use 2 Timothy to prove Mark, but not to affirm what Mark says. I rely on the Old Testament to tell me that Mark is inspired scripture. This is the same thing that all the early Christians had to do and the same thing we see the Bereans doing when Paul came to preach to them.

How do you know 2 Timothy is inspired by the Holy Spirit? Who testifies to this fact? The Bible cannot be its own witness. If you allow the Bible to be its own witness, then you must allow the Koran to be its own witness, unless of course you’re starting with preconceived notions as to the inspiration of the Bible.


Well we know that Paul wrote the letter, we know that Paul was an Apostle, that Jesus appeared to him directly and taught him. We also know that his message was consistent with the other Apostles as well as the Old Testament (see the Bereans), and we know that the other Apostles affirmed him and his teaching as well. We can read the message contained in 2 Timothy and compare it with other works we already know to be scripture and see how it compares.

The Bible can stand as a witness, because it is not just one book, but 66 books. It is not one standing on the witness of itself, but a continual chain of witnesses attesting to each other. However I think you bring up an interesting point. If the Roman Catholic church is responsible for collecting and giving the Bible, so making it a work of the Roman Catholic Church, then by what authority does the Pope or the church exist or operate? Would that be by the authority of Matthew 16? But if the Bible is a work of the church, than wouldn’t the church then be its own witness? Interesting? 

With all due respect, but you talk about not bringing preconceived notions, and when I take you up on this, and start the conversation with the question of how do you know the Bible is indeed inspired Scripture…you all of a sudden stick hard and fast to your preconceived notions. I know that the Bible is the inspired, inerrant Word of God because of the testimony of the Church. I know that the 73 books of the Bible are the ones that belong there – no more and no less – because of the testimony and the authority of the Church. In other words, I know these things because of the Traditions that have been passed down in the church.


But if we both agree that the writings that we have are inspired and therefore truth, my point is why did we have to rebuild that. I understand that you believe the church to be the authority that chooses some of the books to be included. But we both say that it is the word of God. I am unclear as to why we cannot look at this as a common starting ground. Why must we re-establish the only common ground that we seemingly share? I am willing to accept that you believe the Bible to be a product of the church, but if you believe that it is truth, we can start there. It is not a pre-conceived notion for us to both start with the one thing we have in common. I know that you approach it a different way, that is fine. If you believe that the Bible is truth, not just is true, than we can start there. If not that we have to go back further and we would truly have nothing in common. 

But, you have stated that we must begin with the Bible to build our theology. We must begin with the Bible to develop our doctrine. So, is it part of your doctrine or not, that the Gospel of Mark is inspired Scripture? I believe you will say that it is. But, if you are building your doctrine from Scripture – starting from scratch as you say – where in Scripture does it say, “The Gospel of Mark is inspired Scripture?”


It says the Gospel of Mark is scripture in Genesis through Revelation.

Once again, if we both acknowledge the Bible to be the word of God, than when we build our theology from it, it will be built upon a firm foundation. Even if the church was the authority that chose what books to be included we would at least know that at that time the church deemed they contained the inspired writings and were truth. We could then build our theology on what the church established in writing as to what was the word of God and what was inspired, and again our theology would be solid.

In your reply to me, you speak of “testing” the books of Scripture to know that they are indeed Scripture. You say that, if we know Genesis is the truth, then we can test Exodus against Genesis to see that it is the truth, and then we can test Leviticus against Exodus to see if it is the truth and so on. Really? The first problem with that is, where does it say this in Scripture? What tests does the Scripture give us for Exodus and the other books based on Genesis? The second problem is that you have a preconceived assumption that Genesis is the inspired Word of God. Well, again, who told you this? What authority do you rely upon to know that Genesis is the inspired Word of God? 
Next, please give me an example of how you can “test” Exodus by Genesis to prove that Exodus is inspired of God? With all due respect, but that’s just a bunch of gibberish.


Well again, you apply the same tests to all scripture. But as you point out eventually you must have a starting point. You have to have to have a foundation to build upon. So you must accept something as truth. For me, it began with prophecy, as I could see in prophecy that there was no way that any human could know or foretell the things that God knew. The writings of Isaiah and Ezekiel mostly but also several other prophets really showed me that, whoever this YHWH is, he can surely back up his claims. Now is the God of Isaiah and Ezekiel the same God as Moses and Abraham, was my next question. This search lead me further and further back though the OT. And what I found was that this was one in the same, each writing, while penned through a different man, carried the same message, the same voice, and did not contradict itself. We know that this has to be the case because we know this YHWH says that He is unchanging. (Malachi 3:6, James 1:17, Psalm 102:27) If he claims to be eternal and unchanging and we find contradiction, we must either conclude that the work is not inspired of YHWH or that YHWH is not who He claims to be. So this is how we can test each piece of scripture, how does it compare to what we already know is scripture. For me the starting point was that if the God of these men could do and know things well outside their own ability and life spans, than I have to find out who this god is and what else he says.

Now as to my gibberish on using other scripture to prove subsequent scripture, we see this throughout scripture. We see it when Moses warns them about false prophets, we see this When Moses and God warn Joshua to stick to the law and writings of Moses. We see this, When David sings about the Law of God in the Psalms. God always cautioned the people to not forget the things he had already done to help them determine the future. I have already mentioned that the Bereans did this with Paul, and we see that Jesus taught from the OT Scriptures, and opened their eyes to realize that it all was about him.

One of the tests can be in authorship. While we don’t know for sure, it is commonly thought that both Genesis and Exodus are authored by Moses. This is from tradition passed down orally or through written sources. It doesn’t mean that it is truth, but it can help us to understand why both books would be accepted as scripture by the Israelites. They knew that Moses had a special relationship with God and that his words came from God. Therefore the fact that they included this as inspired and written by Moses gives us some understanding to their trust worthiness.

But the real test must come in the message. Just as Paul warns us in Galatians, the message has to be the same. Is the same message being spoken in Exodus, the same as was given in Genesis? Exodus 33:1 says: 1 Then the LORD said to Moses, "Leave this place, you and the people you brought up out of Egypt, and go up to the land I promised on oath to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, saying, ‘I will give it to your descendants.’

This is the Lord beginning to fulfill the promises made to Abraham, in Genesis. It continues along with the same message and theme started in Genesis. Exodus is clearly a continuation of the same story begun in Genesis and carries with it the same themes, the same overriding message, and is delivered in the same voice. And while we may not be able to test all the events spoken of in either book, I know that the God Isaiah wrote about is the same God Moses knew and wrote about because they describe themselves the same way and do the same things. 

The truth is, Pastor Walker, as you have readily admitted with your answer to my third question above, that you rely on some authority outside of the Bible, in order to have the Bible in the first place. On the one hand, you admit that the Bible doesn’t tell you which books should be in the Bible, yet on the other hand you say we should build our doctrines from the Bible alone. Yet, you are relying upon someone or something, other than the Bible, in order to even have a Bible! You say that nothing outside of the Bible can be trusted in regards to determining what is and is not truth, yet you rely on something outside the Bible to give you the Bible – which you claim is the basis of all your religious truth. So, the basis of all of your doctrines – the Bible – is dependent upon, built upon, some unnamed source that is not at all trustworthy, because it’s not the Bible.


Slow down a minute. The Bible itself is only a collection of the books that we recognize to be inspired. The fact that there is no succinct list given by God as to which books should be included, doesn’t mean that I rely on an outside source to tell me which books should be included. We know from the writings we have, that not all of Jesus teachings or Paul’s letters are included. Did they contain truth? Yes. But God did not choose to preserve those writings or teachings and we don’t have them now. 

So just the opposite of what you said is true. The writings we have in the Bible affirm each other as scripture. We can accept the New Testament because the Old Testament is its witness. I can trust that the books preserved here are in fact inspired. And the authority that has preserved them is God. Just a God is credited with writing them, he is credited with preserving them

If the Bible is truth, than any foundation built on it will be solid. What else in this world do you know to be true? Gravity? Inertia? There is nothing outside of God that we can know to be true.
So if I can fully attest to the Bible as a source of truth and cannot attest to any others validity claims, than I must build my house on the firm foundation. Even the authority to which you claim the Pope and the Roman Catholic Church possess comes from the Bible. So if the word of God the Bible truly teaches these things than there should be no hesitation on your part to accept this challenge. 

But, as you’ve stated, you can’t even trust the writings of the early Christians for doctrinal matters, right? Oh, to be sure, there is truth outside of the Bible, but it’s not something that can necessarily be relied upon for building doctrines and theology. Only the Bible can be relied upon for that. But where did you get your Bible from?! You start with a preconceived notion, based on something other than the Bible, to believe the Bible is the inspired, inerrant Word of God. Yet, you say your doctrines and theology come only from the Bible! I don’t think so.


1 Peter 1:21 says: 21For prophecy never had its origin in the will of man, but men spoke from God as they were carried along by the Holy Spirit.

So if there is anyone that we can say is inspired from the Holy Spirit, than they have received their message from God and not from man. So if we both claim that the Bible is inspired than we are affirming that its message is one from God. Since the writings of the early Christians or even modern Christians are not considered inspired than we can attest to their message not being from God. Therefore the conclusions they draw do in fact originate with men and cannot be placed in authority. Do you believe their works to be inspired by the Holy Spirit and therefore Holy scripture?

Furthermore, you say over and over again that there is truth outside of the Bible, yet you do not allow for even the possibility that Mary could have been assumed into Heaven, do you!? The Bible does not say she was, but it does not say she wasn’t. In other words, from a purely scriptural point of view, it’s an open question. So, you admit to there being truth outside of the Bible, the Bible is silent on the Assumption of Mary, yet you do not admit to the possibility of Mary being assumed into Heaven. You also admit that you are fallible and could be wrong on these matters, but then you say it’s not possible that Mary could have been assumed into Heaven. With all due respect, but you seem to be talking out of both sides of your mouth on this particular matter.


I did not say that Mary could not have been assumed into heaven. So could Joseph (Mary’s husband, not the son of Jacob) for that matter. My point here is that there is absolutely zero reason to even think that she was assumed. In fact we do know of two people that did not die but were taken up to heaven and she is not one of them. A better argument could be made against it her assumption than for it, as we are told of the abnormal ending to Elijah and Enoch, but not of anyone else, implying that everyone else died. To teach that Mary or any other person was assumed into heaven when we have zero proof, is deceptive at best, and at worst a blatant lie designed to cause people to worship her and to nullify Jesus’ death on the cross. Is it possible that she were assumed? Yes, but that doesn’t mean anything. Is it possible that she was conceived without sin or lived a sinless life? No, not at all. So if we have no reason to even guess that she was assumed, and more evidence that she probably died like everyone else, and we know she was a sinner and needed a savior than we have no reason to even begin a conversation about her being assumed.

In your response to me, you talked about a person being on a deserted island and that if they had a Bible to go by, they could build a replica of the early church. My question is, if someone was on a deserted island, and they found a Bible, and they had no preconceived beliefs about this book, what would make them believe that this is the inspired, inerrant Word of God? “Oh, look, a book washed up on shore…it must be the inspired Word of God!” Don’t think so. So, why do you believe it is what you believe it is?


I did not say that they had to believe it. There is no condition of believe here. Only a simple question, if someone had the inerrant word of God and no other knowledge of culture, tradition, or anything else, and they set on the task of recreating what a church would be, based solely on the inspired word of God, what would they get? What would that church look like, what would be fundamental precepts taught in its pages, what would be the practices of the people? I think this is a compelling question to be asked, one that we should both ask ourselves and then compare what we have now to it. 

Now, I asked you some questions about your authority: 1) Since you are not infallible, could your interpretations of the meaning of certain Scriptures be wrong? 2) By what authority do you hold your interpretations of certain Scripture verses, for example James 2:24 and 2:26 to be right and mine to be wrong? 3) If a man says he has faith, and has not works, can his faith alone save him? Yes or no? 4) Please give me the meaning of the analogy drawn by the Holy Spirit in James 2:26. Are both faith and works necessary for life, just as both the body and the spirit are necessary for life? Yes or no.


These were your answers: 1) Of course; 2) By the authority of the whole of James and scripture. You cannot just twist and distort a few passages and teach another gospel. Again we have to read it in context and be honest as to what it is saying and then interpret it with other scripture; 3) Faith alone does not save, but Grace alone does. God has made his grace available through faith, but even that is from God. Faith is not saying that you believe, or even knowing that God exists, it is being FULLY persuaded that God’s word is truth and living it out. 4) I think you may be confused, because you speak as if you can have faith and not live it. You can have works, but not have faith though. Matthew 7:22-23


I want to quickly mention just a few things here: 1) You admit your interpretations could be wrong. Yet, you persist in teaching others, and you persist in trying to persuade me that what you teach is right. You say you are fallible, yet you dispute with me as if you are infallible. How so? 
2) I have read all of James, and I find my interpretation of James 2:24 and James 2:26 to be consistent with all of James 2 and all the rest of James and the rest of the New Testament and all of the Bible. By what authority do you say otherwise? The letter of James is a book, it cannot speak. If there is a dispute over what James really means, who decides the dispute? And, since you have already admitted that you could be wrong in your interpretations, how can you then assert that you’re right on this one and I am wrong? Again, you say things that I don’t believe you really mean. You say you’re fallible in your interpretations, but you certainly don’t act like you are.


1) I do admit to being fallible, a realistic and honest admission that should come from EVERY man. Yet I persist in teaching others to read scripture and base their faith on what we know to be true and not my words. Simply because I know that I am fallible does not mean that I must accept any old interpretation of scripture, especially when it is as flawed as many of the teachings of the Roman Catholic Church. How so? Because when these false things are taught they contradict scripture and teach that Jesus’ death was in vain. That is another gospel than the one that the Apostles taught and that the elders and overseers of the church were called to adhere to. 2) I am fallible and I do not insist that you believe what I teach. I insist that you build your doctrine on the word of God, however. The rest of scripture decides what James meant. James did not write James, the Holy Spirit dd. The Holy Spirit is consistent in all of inspired scripture. 

3) Catholics believe we are saved by grace alone. You quote Ephesians 2:8 – 9, but we quote Ephesians 2:8-10. Grace alone saves us, but it is faith and works that keeps us there. In John 15:1-6, Jesus is the vine, Christians are the branches. How did the branch become a branch…by something it did? No. Solely by the action of the vine. How does the branch abide in the vine? By producing fruit. Does it produce fruit all by itself? Absolutely not! But, it cooperates in the process with the nourishment (grace) given to it by the vine. And, if it stops cooperating with the grace received from the vine, and doesn’t produce fruit (good works), then it is cut off from the vine (salvation is lost). Grace alone saves, but faith and works are both necessary to abide in that salvation. So says the Bible. Find me a passage on judgment that says we are saved by our faith, without works?


John 15:3 You are already clean because of the word I have spoken to you.

This is from the very same passage you are referring to. Jesus is clear to contrast what he is saying about living productive lives for God, with that of salvation. We are made clean because we believe his words. 

1 Corinthians 3:15 If it is burned up, he will suffer loss; he himself will be saved, but only as one escaping through the flames.

This is directly dealing with judgment, as all our works will be judged and all those not made of eternal material will burn. If a Christian man’s work is burned, meaning it was not of eternal material but of earthly, than he will still be saved, but barely.

Galatians 2:16 - know that a man is not justified by observing the law, but by faith in Jesus Christ. So we, too, have put our faith in Christ Jesus that we may be justified by faith in Christ and not by observing the law, because by observing the law no one will be justified.

Galatians 3:2-3 -2I would like to learn just one thing from you: Did you receive the Spirit by observing the law, or by believing what you heard? 3Are you so foolish? After beginning with the Spirit, are you now trying to attain your goal by human effort? 

4) I am not confused, because the Bible states that you can have faith without works, but it states that such faith is dead. James 2:26, if you have the body (faith), but you do not have the spirit (works), does that mean you don’t have a body? No, it means you have a dead body. When you say that faith without works really means one doesn’t have faith, you are bringing another one of your preconceived notions to this discussion. You state in your response about the demons believing, but not being saved. Scripture doesn’t say that that means the demons don’t really believe, it says they believe, but they did not do…so they were not saved. The believing part is there, the works part isn’t. Faith and works…by the grace of God. James does not say that faith without works is not really faith, as you try to make him say, he says it is dead! Stop putting words in the mouths of the Scripture writers! Stop adding to the Bible notions that are not found in the Bible!


I am not adding to the Bible. Saying that you believe in Jesus is not the same as putting your trust in him, is it? I don’t believe you to have put your trust in his name, and I am not sure what your feelings are about me, but we clearly follow two different gods. We cannot both be trusting in the same name. So even though we both may claim faith in Christ, that does not make our faith equal. James says”

James 2:18 - But someone will say, “You have faith; I have deeds.” Show me your faith without deeds, and I will show you my faith by what I do.

So what will separate the two of us who both say that we follow the same God, will be which one lives out this faith in what they do?

James 2:26 – “For just as the body without the spirit is dead, faith without works is not really faith?” No! That’s not what it says, because that is a bad analogy. The body without the spirit is still a body…but it’s a dead one. There is no life in it. 
Faith without works is still faith…but it’s dead. Please give me your interpretation of this verse (James 2:26)!? You’ve avoided doing so the last two times I’ve asked. What is the analogy, in your opinion, that is being made here? Is the body without the spirit not really a body? If you died at this moment and your spirit left your body, does that mean your body wasn’t really there to begin with? What a ridiculous notion! Yet, that is exactly the meaning you are trying to foist upon James.


I thought I thoroughly explained James 2 previously. But I will do my best to answer your question here on 2:26. The body without the spirit is useless, it is dead and of no use. Only when the two are joined together is the body of any use. Faith is of no use if it is not accompanied by the works, it really isn’t faith at all. Faith is only good when it is accompanied with the works of the faith. A Christian has been chosen by God, predestined to be saved and to do good work. However the faith is what saves you and the works are the result. You cannot say that you have faith and not live it out in your actions. The two must work together. I don’t believe it is possible to have faith that does not produce works. How can someone say they have believe, if by their actions they deny him? The righteous will live by faith. This means that their lives will be lived out based upon their faith. If I claim that I have faith in the God of the Bible, than I will do as it says, I will do as Abraham, the man of faith did. I will live it out.

Titus 1:16 - They claim to know God, but by their actions they deny him. They are detestable, disobedient and unfit for doing anything good. 

Ephesians 2:10 – God has prepared works for us beforehand that we should walk in them. My question to you is: If we don’t do these works, which are the will of God for us to do, can we be saved? Yes or no?


No. If we have the spirit than we will do the things of the spirit. (Galatians 5.) What the individual works are, are different for each individual. The thief on the cross had only to repent and bear witness to the other thief. While others the Lord has other plans for.

What we need to look at here is the gospel itself, in the book of Galatians Paul, is confronting many errors that have come in to the church. He extols them to stick to the gospel he has taught and tells them not to believe any other gospel, even if he himself teaches it or an angel, or anyone. (1:8) As I pointed out earlier, Paul then asks this question in chapter 3:

“I would like to learn just one thing from you: Did you receive the Spirit by observing the law, or by believing what you heard? 3Are you so foolish? After beginning with the Spirit, are you now trying to attain your goal by human effort?

They had begun with faith and believing but had become bewitched by the false teaching that was now telling them that they had to do works in order to be saved or to remain saved. In verse 10 he explains that if you think that you can earn it by observing the law, that we need to understand that we would be under a curse, as we would have to follow the entire law. As James also says in James 2:10. Since that is impossible, whoever trusts in their ability to do good to save them is cursed to fail.

I could spend hours and many, many pages responding to your last email, but I wish to only mention a couple of other things since I’ve gone on so long already. I will be happy to visit, at a future time, some of the things that I am not responding directly to, but I wish to narrow the focus of our discussion a little bit further with this email. Because I think we are zeroing in on the heart of the matter with the above discussion.


First of all, you stated that the Old Testament Scriptures were “well established” or some such thing in the time of Jesus. Nothing could be further from the truth. Are you not aware that the Sadducees only accepted the first 5 books of the Old Testament as scripture? Plus, the Essenes had a different canon of Scripture than did the Pharisees. The Samaritans had a separate canon as well. And, are you not also aware that inside and outside of Israel, many Greek-speaking Jews accepted the Septuagint – with the 7 books of the deuterocanon – as Scripture? You really do need to do more study on these matters.


I did not know about the Sadducees, I will l have to look into that sometime. However the OT canon was well established by the time of Christ. The new testament itself attests to the canon, through its quotes of the OT. Through the admonition of Jesus of the writings of Moses, the prophets, and writings, in Luke24:44. Josephus speaks as to how they were held as scripture and how no one would add or take away from them. The Babylonian Talmud speaks of inspiration ending after Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi.

While there was certainly groups that may have held to different lists, just as you do from me, this doesn’t mean that these books were not generally known to be scripture and inspired.

My point to you here, is that the Roman Catholic Church in no way predates the Bible. Most of it being written and held to long before the Roman Catholic Church was ever started and long before Jesus’ ministry on Earth. We accept the testimony of the New Testament, because of the inspiration of the Old. The Bereans searched the OT to see if what Paul taught was true. The writers of the NT affirmed the OT and had the same message of salvation by faith that was promised to Abraham long before the law or circumcision.

Another point: you again state that Catholic doctrine has changed, yet you nowhere give an example. The Immaculate Conception being declared a dogma is not a change in doctrine. The Pope’s declaration was simply a definitive statement that this belief is of God. It simply settled the matter in the case of any doubt anyone may have held. It’s a way to settle any argument once and for all. Again, you show your ignorance of Catholic teaching and practice with such a statement. And, regarding the Inquisition, again you show your ignorance of Catholic teaching and of history. May I suggest you acquire a little booklet off the internet entitled, “Why Apologize for the Spanish Inquisition?” I think it will enlighten you a good bit. It quotes mostly non-Catholic sources to give a more accurate historical picture of the Inquisition then what you seem to have.


If early church leaders, including Popes did not teach that Mary was born without sin, would this be proof enough that the teaching had changed? But even the fact that it had to be clarified, should serve as proof that somewhere at some time it was not being taught.

Pope Innocent III said “Eve was produced without sin, but she brought forth in sin. Mary was produced in sin, but she brought forth without sin.” 2 De Festo Assum Colon,” 1552 (emphasis added)

Pope Gregory the Great said “For he (Christ) alone was truly born holy.” Tom. 1, page 598, Ben. Ed., Paris 1705 (emphasis added)

Thomas Aquinas said "So even if the parents of the Blessed Virgin were cleansed from original sin, nevertheless the Blessed Virgin contracted original sin. Tert. Part Sum. Sac. Theol., Lug. Edition 6.144, Quest 27th, Art 2,60 (emphasis added)

Augustine said: “It is therefore an observed and settled fact, that no man born of a man and a woman, that is, by means of their bodily union, is seen to be free from sin. Whosoever, indeed, is free from sin, is free also from a conception and birth of this kind. Moreover, when expounding the Gospel according to Luke, he says: It was no cohabitation with a husband which opened the secrets of the Virgin’s womb; rather was it the Holy Ghost which infused immaculate seed into her unviolated womb. For the Lord Jesus alone of those who are born of woman is holy, inasmuch as He experienced not the contact of earthly corruption, by reason of the novelty of His immaculate birth; nay, He repelled it by His heavenly majesty” Augustine, A Treatise on the Grace of Christ, and on Original Sin (emphasis added)

I don’t have the time to find any more quotes, but many early church leaders and other Popes did not teach this dogma. This was a doctrine that evolved over time and had to be clarified and made dogma to help hold other doctrine together.

Even Aquinas, who believed Mary to have been without sin in her life, acknowledges that she would have been born with original sin. Do you require any further evidence?

But again I don’t give a hoot about these beliefs, as I know just like myself they are fallible. Does scripture teach that Mary was born without sin? No it does not. But instead it teaches that all sin came to all men and death to all men at Adam.

Romans 5:12-14 - 12Therefore, just as sin entered the world through one man, and death through sin, and in this way death came to all men, because all sinned— 13for before the law was given, sin was in the world. But sin is not taken into account when there is no law. 14Nevertheless, death reigned from the time of Adam to the time of Moses, even over those who did not sin by breaking a command, as did Adam, who was a pattern of the one to come.

Sin came at Adam as did death. And Death reigned over everyone, even if they did not break a command and they ALL died. So if Mary herself recognizes she needs a savior and the whole of scripture teaches that everyone is a sinner and that all died at Adam. Then why should we even believe that Mary was born without sin. Because she must be without sin to produce Jesus without sin. But then obviously her parents must have been without sin, and their parents, and so on and so on. Or perhaps God divinely intervened in between Mary’s parents as to not impart sin unto Mary. But wait a minute, why would he have to do that with Mary, the product of a natural sexual relationship, but not have done this in the conception of Jesus already done by divine method? The logic used here is not based on scripture. Scripture gives us no hint to Mary being without sin and many statements regarding her being a sinner. This is where we can see the problem with starting with a concept and searching to find proof, or at least nothing that says it couldn’t happen. Instead if we found out who Mary is straight from scripture, you get a beautiful picture of a humble woman who submitted her life to God and was counted as blessed. We see an awesome relationship between her and Jesus, but one that we can each take part of. And most of all we see a Jesus who is Lord of All, yet uses us sinners to bring glory to him.

As for the Inquisition, we could study that after we study the Bible together. I don’t know too much on the subject, but would love to study it more. I did not offer it up as means of accusation against the Roman Catholic Church, but again it was simply to show that, in fact teaching has changed throughout the years. There was a time when people were killed by the Roman Catholic Church and the Popes for not following them. It was an official stance of the church as the Popes devised it and carried it out. This is no longer the case, so we can see a different teaching on how to handle “heretics”.

Peter De Rosa, a Roman Catholic historian, wrote a book called the Vicars of Christ, the dark side of the Papacy. He states “Today [The Roman Catholic Church] it prides itself and with much justification on being the defender of natural law and the rights of man. The Papacy in particular likes to see itself as the champion of morality. What history shows is that for more than six centuries without a break, the papacy was the sworn enemy of elementary justice. Of eighty popes in a line from the 13th century on not one of them disapproved of the theology and apparatus of the inquisition. On the contrary, one after another added his own cruel touches to the workings of this deadly machine.” (emphasis added)

So after we study the Bible together, I would be all for a history lesson on the inquisition.

Regarding praying to the saints, there is nothing against this practice in the Bible. We are not “consulting” soothsayers and necromancers and mediums and wizards which the Bible does indeed proscribe. We are speaking to the living members of the Body of Christ. Tell me please, where does the Bible say, “Thou art not to ask for intercessory prayers from the members of Christ’s Body who live in Heaven?” You say that asking the saints in Heaven for prayer is the same as speaking to the dead. Yet, Jesus says that Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are living. So, when I claim that Catholics are not talking to the dead when we ask the saints in Heaven to intercede for us, do you deny Jesus by saying that they are indeed dead rather than alive?


Using the argument that the Bible doesn’t forbid something is very shaky to say the least and again is what I am cautioning about. Starting with the teaching, which we can’t be sure of its validity, and then going to scripture. If we start with scripture, that we are sure of its validity, than we know that our teaching will be solid.

Anyway Isaiah 8:19 and 19:3 clearly contrast how Pagans seek for help, by consulting spirits and the dead with what God says:”… should not a people inquire of their God? Why consult the dead on behalf of the living?”
He is talking about a physical death, as they were consulting physically dead people’s spirits. We see this 1 Samuel 28, when Saul, frustrated from not hearing from God, chooses to go to the spiritist and call Samuel. Saul had previously banished all spiritists, for the very reason that God’s people should inquire of Him and not of the spirits of dead people. We are instructed to bring our concerns and prayers to the Lord and clearly instructed not to bring them to the dead or the spirits of the dead. 

Furthermore, when Roman Catholics pray to saints and venerate them, do they also burn incense for or to them and their image? What about this practice? When the Israelites had been doing this to the bronze snake, God had Hezekiah destroy it right along with all the high places, sacred stones and Asherah poles. II Kings 28:1-4


The practice that you describe as not being expressly forbidden in scripture, because it doesn’t use the words you have chosen for it. It is in fact condemned throughout scripture. Consulting dead Christians, bowing to graven images, offering incense and thanks and praise to them is likened unto prostitution to a jealous God. This is not something to be taken lightly, and definitely not something that we should think we can twist and cajole to make work. God wants us to worship in spirit, without any images and to only pray to him and to only give him the thanks and praise that he alone is due.


Did Jesus ever pray to anyone other than God? When the disciples asked Jesus how they should pray, he told them to pray to their heavenly father. His example fits along with the rest of scripture, bring your petitions to the Lord.

You talked about Abraham and the fact that his circumcision did not save him. My question for you is, could he have been saved if he had refused to be circumcised?


Yes, but my question for you is could he really have faith and then refuse circumcision? Can you say you have faith and then not trust the very thing you say you are trusting in?? Moses was saved, but failed to keep circumcision for his sons, God almost took him out for it, but Moses was still saved.

Regarding Mary. You stated: “Mary was a sinner who needed a savior. She says it and the whole of scripture affirms that all have sinned. Please tell me where Mary says she was a sinner? She says she needed a savior, but she did not say she had sinned. Again, you add words to Scripture to get it to fit your preconceived notions. I have never been an alcoholic or a drug addict. May I rightly claim that Jesus saved me from being an alcoholic or a drug addict? Just so, could God have saved Mary before she was ever stained with sin? Yes or no? And, if He had saved Mary from sin, before she was tainted with sin, could she not rightly claim that God was her savior?


Why do you need a savior if you don’t need to be saved?

Mary says: “My soul glorifies the Lord 47and my spirit rejoices in God my Savior, 48for he has been mindful of the humble state of his servant. From now on all generations will call me blessed”

Mary clearly recognizes her humble state, and her need for a savior. Furthermore she adds that she is rejoicing in this and from now (the present time in which she is singing) on all generations will call her blessed.

And when we examine her song with the rest of scripture, we know that all have sinned, that sin entered the world at Adam, and death came to everyone, then her words are completely clear. There is no Biblical inference anywhere that Mary was born without sin nor that she lived a perfect life, or was ever ascended. It is only when you work backwards that this these theories work. 

What, in the Kingdom of David, was the mother of the king called? Was she called a queen?


Is Mary Jesus’ mother or the mother or his human body. Was David the father of the Messiah? Why would David call his son Lord? Is David the King of Heaven?

You state that by believing Mary was assumed into Heaven, we are giving glory and worship to Mary that is rightfully given to God alone. Please specifically state how this is so? Are you not aware that we believe Mary was assumed into Heaven by God’s power and not her own? How does believing she was assumed into Heaven translate into giving her worship? We believe Elijah and Enoch were assumed into Heaven, does that mean we are worshipping them as well?


Because the teaching of Mary’s assumption is based solely on the notion that she was sinless and that her body could not see decay. However this is spoken of only for Christ, the Holy One in Psalm 16 and Acts 2. Unless Mary is the Holy One.

Again, there is much I’m not responding to – at this point in time – but would love to get back to in the future. One last thing I would like to say, however, which goes completely against the assumptions you are making about me, is this: I was out of the Church for many years. When I came back into the Church I was what we call a cafeteria Catholic. In other words, I didn’t buy into all of what the Church taught. I believed what I wanted to believe and rejected what I didn’t want to believe. It was reading the Bible, however, that brought me to believe all of what the Church teaches. So, I did not approach the Bible believing what the Church teaches and looking for a verse here or there to backup what the Church teaches. Far from it. I approached the Bible not believing much of what the Church taught. It was the Bible that made a believer out of me. I did not come to the Bible from the Catholic Church, I came to the Catholic Church from the Bible.


I apologize if I assumed what you believe. I tried to make a point of stating that I was dealing with the Roman Catholic Church and not you personally. I did not know how you came to follow them. My accusations of building theology backwards was to the Roman Catholic Church which in seeking to defend a position or to justify a practice will search scripture to find something that might support it or at least not abolish it.

I am glad that you have read the Bible, how it leads you to the Roman Catholic church, I don’t know. But perhaps if we studied it together you could show me. But I encourage you to stay with the scripture and continue to seek the truth. I will continue to pray for you and Mr. Martinez and anyone else who may read my emails. His sheep will recognize his voice.

You know if you don’t wish to just study the Bible front to back with me. I would be interested if you would like to study a few books together. I would like to study Romans and Galatians and would be very interested in studying James with you as well.

It doesn’t bother me that you don’t respond to all my points as I am not trying to win a discussion with you. I only hope that through God’s word that He may open your eyes or anyone else’s to the truth of his word.
Eddie Walker
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Well, here is another response from, and reply to, Pastor Walker. Again, I first have my response, which includes a number of quotes from Pastor Walker for context, and then his entire comments below my response.
Pastor Walker has admitted to something that those of you who are regular readers of this newsletter know I have tried many times to get people to admit. Pastor Walker, to his credit, is the first that I have ever dealt with to admit that, since he is fallible, he could be wrong when it comes to his disagreements with the Catholic Church.

These folks I deal with all say they are fallible (with one notable exception), but none of them ever admit that their fallibility means that they could be wrong when it comes to points of disagreement with Catholic teaching. In other words, they say they are fallible, but act as if they are infallible, and never admit that the Catholic Church could be right. Pastor Walker says he is fallible, however, as I show below, he definitely talks like he is infallible. So, it was with great surprise that I read his answer to a question of mine in which he actually admits the Catholic Church could be right. I’m hoping that this will lead him to really examine what he believes and to realize that his beliefs are based not on the Bible, but on his own fallible, and admittedly sometimes wrong, interpretations of the Bible. If my faith was based on my limited understanding of the Bible, then I would be in a deep pile of Martin Luther.

Dear Pastor Walker,
I asked you the following question: “Could you be wrong on one or more of your interpretations of Scripture that are at variance with Catholic interpretations? Yes or no?”


Your response? “YES.” 


Well, I have to congratulate you. You are the first person I have ever engaged who has actually admitted that he could be wrong and the Catholic Church could be right. I believe that’s a bit of a breakthrough. 


Pretty much everything I’ve written in these emails has been driving towards this one point: You could be wrong in what you teach and the Catholic Church could be right. And I very much appreciate the fact that you have admitted this. 


And I hope your fellow pastor, Ernest Martinez, and his wife and sister, all of whom have written me emails telling me that I’m wrong, and that I’m not guided by the Holy Spirit, and so on, are paying very close attention to your answer. You could be wrong, which means they could be wrong, and the Catholic Church could be right. With this admission on your part, Pastor, I believe we have the possibility of beginning a fruitful discussion. 


With this admission, Pastor, I am hoping that you realize that the best you can hope for when discussing theology with someone like me is, in a sense, a tie. This is proven by your answer above. In other words, I hope you realize that you cannot tell me in an absolute manner that I am wrong. The best you can do is say that I am wrong, “In your opinion.” 


By your theology, I have the right, nay, the duty, to read and interpret Scripture for myself to come to my own conclusions about what is true doctrine and what is false doctrine. To come to my own conclusions about what are good morals and what are bad morals. To come to my own conclusions about what are holy practices and what are unholy practices. 


So, when I read the Bible and come to a conclusion about a doctrine, and you disagree with my conclusion, the best you can do is say that you disagree with me and that your fallible interpretation of the Bible is better than my fallible interpretation of the Bible…in your opinion. 


But that’s not how you’ve approached this conversation, is it? No, it isn’t. You have approached this conversation with an air of absoluteness concerning your interpretations of the Bible vis-a-vis a Catholic interpretation of the Bible. Let’s look at some of your comments:


“What I have said is that Roman Catholic Teaching is not found in scripture.” 

“I would not consider you a brother in Christ, because if you practice some of the things taught by the Roman Catholic Church, than you can’t please [God].”

“There are many people caught in the lies of the Roman Catholic Church, who really want to please God…I feel sorry for them when they meet Him face to face and he will say depart from me I never knew you.” 

“You need to compare what the Roman Catholic Church teaches against God’s word. They are at odds with each other.”

“Any messenger from God will have the same message and will not contradict what we have already believed in scripture.”

“I teach what the Bible says.”

“Simply put the Roman Catholic Church does not follow the God who describes himself in the Bible, they follow a God that the papacy describes.”

“However there are some major issues in Roman Catholic teaching, that in my opinion make it another gospel entirely. These issues are not debatable matters.” 

“If you follow what the Roman Catholic Church teaches than you are in fact trusting in another gospel and not following the God of the Bible.” 

“Why is it wrong for me to point out that what scripture says and what the Catholic church teaches do not agree. It isn’t a matter of judgment just facts.” 

Can you understand, Pastor Walker, after reading these statements why I think you believe yourself to be infallible? 

Please tell me where in any of these statements we see any hint that might lead us to believe that you realize you could be wrong when you state these things? Where do we see any hint that you realize you could be leading people astray with your teachings? Where do we see any hint of your belief that you are fallible in these words? Where do we see any hint that your “facts” could possibly be wrong?


So, on the one hand, you have stated your belief that the Catholic Church is wrong in a number of its teachings in terms of absolute certainty; but, on the other hand, you claim to be fallible and that you could indeed be wrong, and you also admit to believing in error (although you’re not really sure what errors you believe in) and you admit that the Catholic Church could, in fact, be right in matters that you disagree with it on: 


“I can be and am wrong on many parts of the Bible. I continue to search for where these are and to correct them.”

“I have never claimed infallibility, no human is infallible. Nor do I understand all scripture.”

“Never have I said or acted in a way that reflected one who thought he was infallible.”

“Again I don’t think that I have all the answers or that I understand everything…I do not place my own interpretations at a level that they can’t be questioned even from myself.”

“I know that I am wrong on some things, I continue to search so I can find out where and fix it.” 

“There are views that I have had to change, when I realize that they are not taught in scripture. This is an honest approach to seeking truth.” 

Again, on the one hand, you say things with quite the infallible air about them in regard to what you believe to be errors in Catholic teaching; and then on the other you hand you claim to be fallible, you claim to know that you are indeed wrong on some things in regard to the Bible, and you admit to having changed your beliefs in the past based on a new understanding or interpretation of Scripture. Do you not see the incongruity in those positions?


You also say that you want to approach this conversation without preconceived beliefs. Yet, you approach it with all kinds of preconceived beliefs, which you apparently don’t recognize. For example, you approach this conversation with the preconceived belief that the Catholic Church is wrong on a number of issues. Yet, what do you base this belief on? Your interpretation of the Bible. But, you have admitted that your interpretation of the Bible is fallible and could be wrong and that the Catholic Church could be right. So, if your interpretation of the Bible could be wrong, how can you categorically and unequivocally state without any hesitation whatsoever that the Catholic Church is wrong? With all due respect, but that is intellectually dishonest.


Do you not understand the problem I have with that type of thinking? If you had approached this conversation with the attitude of, “I have done my own study of the Bible, and, in my opinion, the Catholic Church is wrong on this and that, but I realize that my own understanding could be wrong, so I am open to being shown the truth,” that’s one thing. But to say, as you have, with apparently infallible certainty, that the Catholic Church’s teachings go against the Bible, is quite another. What you should be saying is that the Catholic Church’s teachings go against YOUR fallible interpretation of the Bible. To claim that the Church goes against the Bible, is to equate your fallible interpretation of the Bible, with the Bible…which you have actually done as evidenced by one of your quotes above. Do you not understand that?


The Catholic Church disagrees with YOUR fallible interpretation of the Bible. Rather, I should say, that your fallible interpretations of the Bible disagree with the Catholic Church (seeing as how the Church held its positions long before you were born). So, when you speak of your disagreements with the Catholic Church – whether to Catholic or non-Catholic – you should not speak with the language of the absolute, you should not speak as if what you say is gospel, you should not say things like, “The Catholic Church disagrees with the Bible,” because that is not being honest. The Catholic Church disagrees with your interpretation of the Bible, not with the Bible itself. 


The Catholic Church agrees with the Bible, as it understands it, 100%. Just as you agree with the Bible, as you understand it, 100%. So, this is not a disagreement about the Bible, it’s a disagreement over interpretation of the Bible. And, who should I trust more: you, or a church that can historically trace its roots back to the Apostles? 


Now, you have admitted here that your interpretations of the Bible could be wrong and the Catholic interpretations right. By admitting that you do indeed believe in error, you are admitting that at least some of your interpretations of the Bible are wrong. You freely admit this. Given that, it is very possible that the errors you admit to believing in could, in fact, be where you disagree with the Catholic Church. And, you have freely admitted as much. So how then can you claim that the Catholic Church is wrong with any level of certainty?! Why do you not instead say that, “In your opinion,” the Catholic Church is wrong in this or that area, but you realize that it is just your opinion and not speak as if it is infallible certainty? 


I’m curious, have you ever said anything like that to anyone at your church? Have you ever said something like, “I disagree with what the Catholic Church teaches about Mary, but I know that my interpretation of the Scriptures are fallible and that I could be wrong, and the Catholic Church could be right?” When talking with Catholics, have you ever told them that while you disagree with their beliefs, you realize that they could be right, after all? I don’t think I’m going out on much of a limb to say that I doubt you have ever said anything like that to anyone at your church or to any other Catholic you’ve ever talked to. Why not? Because, again, you say you are fallible, but you speak as if you are infallible.


When you state unequivocally that the Catholic Church teaches things contrary to Scripture, you are not speaking as one who believes he is fallible, and that he could be wrong. You speak as if you have incontrovertible proof, when actually all you have is your opinion. 


This is why I say that the best you can do with your theology in a discussion with someone like me is a tie…because in your theological system it basically boils down to your opinion about what the Bible says vs. my opinion about what the Bible says. Your fallible interpretation vs. my fallible interpretation. When we both read the Bible, and come to separate conclusions as to what it says, you have no higher court of appeal than to say…”Well, that’s my opinion.” My theological system has a higher court of appeal, yours does not.


You have previously stated that you don’t want me to follow you, that you want me to think for myself and to read and discern Scripture for myself. Yet, in my last response to you, I stated that I have done that very thing, but you then reject the results of the very thing you say I should do. You reject the results of my own investigation of Scripture. You reject the results of my own reading and study and discernment of Scripture. You said,


“I reject the results, because they are wrong."

Well, do you not see how hypocritical you are being here? I do what you want me to do, and then you tell me I’m wrong. How can you tell me I’m wrong, with any degree of certainty, when you have already admitted that you could be wrong? How can you tell me that I’m wrong, when you admit to believing in error? How can you tell me I’m wrong, when you have already admitted that you have changed your beliefs based on newer understandings, newer interpretations, of Scripture? If you could be wrong, then I could be right; therefore, you have no business telling me that I’m wrong.


I will allow that you can tell me you disagree with me, but you cannot tell me I’m wrong! Not with any degree of certainty. The best you can do – within your theological system – is tell me that, in your fallible opinion, you disagree with my fallible opinion. To tell me you’re fallible, and that you are wrong on some things, and that you believe in error, and then turn around and infallibly state that I’m wrong in my beliefs; means that you are either lying when you say you believe yourself to be fallible, or you are a hypocrite, or you are completely blind to the contradictions of your theology. Or, quite possibly, that the truth is so frightening to you, and the consequences of that truth so unnerving, that you cannot bring yourself to face it.


Let’s look at one more statement of yours:


“If it was a debatable matter, I can accept that we are both fallible humans and we will get the answers when we are with God.”

“If it was a debatable matter?” Meaning that there are some things that you have concluded to be non-debatable in your interpretation of Scripture. Which means you have infallibly declared them to be true. They are beyond debate. If they are beyond debate, then the issue has been infallibly decided, right? Well, which fallible person infallibly decided that? You? You must have, since you go by your understanding of the Bible alone. But, you’re fallible, so could you possibly be wrong on these things which you claim are beyond debate? And, if they are debatable, then your statement here proves my point that you have no higher authority, other than your own fallible opinion, to appeal to in your theological system. Do you really think Jesus left us with no authoritative means to decide doctrinal disputes? How did they decide them in the early Church? Did everybody pick up a Bible and decide for themselves, as you believe we should do today? I don’t think so.


You have accused me of trying to “trap” you. Well, you’re absolutely right. I am trying to trap you. But, not to win an argument, rather to simply get you to think. To examine your beliefs. I am hoping to force you to see that your belief system rests on a very shaky foundation – your own limited understanding of the Bible. Your beliefs do not rest directly on the Bible, but directly on your limited understanding of the Bible – only indirectly on the Bible. 


I am trying to get you to understand that you should not go around telling other people they are wrong, when you admit that you are indeed the one who could be wrong. What if you teach someone something today, and in 10 years, based on your continued study of Scripture, you come to believe that you were in error on that particular teaching? And, what if that particular preaching is a “doctrine of demons” that causes someone you taught to reject the truths of God? How can you live with that possibility? 


I can accept it if you say you “think” you’re right, or “in your opinion” you believe the Catholic Church to be wrong, but that is not the language you use. You use the language of infallibility, while all the time claiming to be fallible. And I cannot accept that you tell me I am wrong, when I do the very thing you say I should do…read and study the Scriptures for myself…and come to my own conclusions about what Scripture says. I can accept that you disagree with my conclusions, but you have no authority with which to pronounce them as being wrong. 


‘Nuff said on that. Now, in regards to Catholic doctrines and the Bible. In your reply you kept mentioning that I have been hesitant to go into Scripture to support Catholic doctrine. Far from it. In fact, it seems that when I get into Scripture, you get out of it. For example, when I asked you about whether or not you are seeking God, you answered, “No,” and you claimed that no one can seek God. When I then gave you about a dozen or so Scripture verses showing that not only does God tell us to seek Him (which He wouldn’t do if it was not possible for us to seek Him), but that there are numerous instances in the Bible of people in fact seeking Him, you responded by saying, “We could study that.” 


And the discussion on this is not a “rabbit trail” as you called it. My purpose is to show that if you could be so off the mark in your interpretation of Scripture on this point, how then can your interpretation of Scripture on anything be trusted? It seems to me that on this point you are operating from a preconceived belief, and not letting Scripture speak for itself. If that is true here, I believe it will prove true on other points as well.


When I showed you that you had gotten the interpretation of Psalm 14 totally wrong…you said David was talking about himself when it says that no one seeks God, when actually it was referring to evildoers who say in their heart that there is no God – which is not a description of David…you said “We could study that.” 


You keep saying that faith without works isn’t really faith. But, when I point out that nowhere does the Bible say that, and I show you in James 2:26 where the analogy between faith and works and the body and the spirit is made, and I ask you if the body without the spirit really isn’t a body, what do you say? Do you answer yes or no? Do you give me a Scripture verse that says the body without the spirit isn’t actually a body or that faith without works isn’t actually faith? No! You simply ignore the scriptural analogy, an analogy given by the Holy Spirit Himself, and give me your opinion that faith without works isn’t really faith – that the body without a spirit really isn’t a body – and then you say, “We can study that.” 


You stated, “What I don’t understand on your part Mr. Martignoni, is why you will not simply go through the scripture with me and show me how these Catholic doctrines are formed.” Well, again, I’m more than happy to defend my beliefs using just the Bible…I will give just a few examples below. And I can defend my beliefs, solely from the Bible, in a much more complete and thorough manner than you can defend yours. But, what you need to understand, is that Catholic doctrine is not formed from the Bible. If it is, then that is proof that the Catholic Church is not the church founded by Jesus Christ. 


The church founded by Jesus Christ existed before a single word of the New Testament was written down. The early Christians did not pick up a Bible to decide what they would and would not believe, as you do. They were taught by infallible men who had been given the authority to teach them from Jesus Christ Himself. The New Testament scriptures reflect the pre-existing doctrines of the Church…reflect what the Church believed…before the New Testament was ever written down. The true Christian church founded by Jesus Christ had its doctrines before it had a Bible…at least, before it had the New Testament portion of the Bible. Your preconceived belief in each individual picking up a Bible and deciding truth for themselves was unknown to the early Christians. They relied on an infallible teaching authority that had been appointed over them by God Himself. Between you and me, which of us relies on an infallible teaching authority appointed by God, and which of us relies on his own fallible opinions? 


You want me to “study” the Bible with you not so that I will come to my own understanding of the Bible, as you purport…because I have already done that…you want me to come to YOUR understanding of the Bible. Why won’t you admit that? Can you really not see that? You want the opportunity to convince me that YOUR interpretation is THE correct interpretation. You do not want to teach me to read and study on my own, you want me to believe that your interpretation is the right one. I have no problem in you thinking I’m wrong and you’re right, but I do have a problem in you not recognizing exactly what it is you want me to do. 


You, in essence, are willing to gamble my salvation on whether or not your interpretation of the Bible is right. Because it is your interpretation that you wish to convince me is right. Yet, you admit to being fallible. You admit to believing in error…even though you don’t know what error it is you believe in. You admit to getting parts of the Bible wrong. And, you admit to having changed your past beliefs at least once as you came up with new and better interpretations of the Bible. Can you not understand, after you have admitted to all these things, why I would have a problem accepting your interpretation of the Bible as being the absolutely correct, no-doubt-about-it, interpretation of the Bible?!


I trust in the Church that Jesus Christ founded for my beliefs. I trust in the infallible teaching authority that God has given me as a guide in interpreting His Word. Because it is through that Church that the Word of God has been transmitted to all of us. My beliefs are found, directly or indirectly, in the Word of God. 

But, what the Word of God says is not dependent upon my own fallible personal interpretation. I rely on the unbroken chain of authority that stretches from Pope Benedict XVI all the way back to Peter and the Apostles, for an authentic interpretation of the Word of God. God gave the early Christians infallible men to teach them the truth. I believe God still gives us such men – you believe God has left it up to each individual to decide for themselves – although you believe that if any given individual does not come to your same interpretation of Scripture, then he or she is headed to Hell. I believe God has given us infallible teachers, you believe God has given us a book with each person acting as their own fallible teacher and interpreter of that book. Each person acting, in essence, as their own pope. 


You stated: “Really, what is more arrogant to say that we need to continually go back to the very word of God, or to say that any person could be infallible and could teach things contrary to the word of God?”

First of all, we do not believe the gift of infallibility gives anyone the ability to teach things that are contrary to the Word of God. Secondly, shouldn’t you have said: “Really, what is more arrogant: to say that we need to continually go back to the Word of God, or to say that any person could be infallible and could teach things contrary to MY interpretation of the Word of God?” Because that is what you really mean, isn’t it? Isn’t it the height of arrogance to believe that someone who disagrees with your interpretation of the Word of God is thereby not following God’s Word and is headed to Hell? Which is more humble: To submit to an infallible authority that God has put over you, or to submit to no authority other than your own fallible interpretation of the Bible?


Now, I will give a few Catholic doctrines that you disagree with and then give the scriptural support for these doctrines. I do this not to get into a discussion at this point in time on any of these, but just to show you that I am more than happy to defend my beliefs using only the Bible: 


1) Men have the authority on earth to forgive sins: 


Matt 9:6-8, “‘But that you may know the Son of man has authority on earth to forgive sins’…and they glorified God Who had given such authority to MEN.” Note the plural.


John 20:22-23, “And when He had said this, He breathed on them and said to them, ‘Receive the Holy Spirit. If you forgive the sins of any they are forgiven; if you retain the sins of any, they are retained.’”


James 5:14-16, “Is any among you sick? Let him call for the elders of the church…and if he has committed sins, he will be forgiven. Therefore, confess your sins to one another…”


2) We are not saved by faith alone:


James 2:24, “You see that a man is justified by works, and NOT by faith alone.”


James 2:26, “For as the body apart from the spirit is dead, so faith apart from works is dead.”


James 2:22, “Faith was completed by works.” Can an incomplete faith save us?


James 2:14, “What does it profit, my brethren, if a man says he has faith but has not works? Can his faith save him?”


James 2:20, “Do you want to be shown you foolish fellow, that faith apart from works is barren?” Note, it doesn’t say it isn’t faith, it says it is barren faith.


Matt 19:16-17, “What good deed must I do, to have eternal life?… If you would enter life, keep the commandments.” Doesn’t that fall into the category of works?


Matt 25:34-36, “Then the King will say to those at his right hand, ‘Come, O blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world; for I was hungry and you gave me food, I was thirsty and you gave me drink…I was naked and you clothed me.” Works.


Matt 25:14-30 – the parable of the talents. The servants who gave a return on what the master had given them enter into “the joy of the master.” The servant who did nothing with what he had been given is cast into the outer darkness.


Rom 2:6-7 – those who in patient well-doing seek for glory, immortality, and honor are given eternal life.


John 15:1-6 – the branches (us) must produce good fruit (works) or they are cut off from the vine (Jesus).


Matt 6:15, “If you do not forgive men their trespasses, neither will your Father forgive your trespasses.”


Matt 5:7, “Blessed are the merciful, for they shall obtain mercy.”


Rev 20:13 – judged by what they had “done.”


Matt 7:21, “Not everyone who says to me, ‘Lord, Lord,’ shall enter the Kingdom of Heaven, but he who does the will of my Father Who is in Heaven.”


James 1:22, “Be doers of the Word, and not hearers only, deceiving yourselves.”


Rom 2:13, “For it is not the hearers of the law who are righteous before God, but the doers of the law who will be justified.”


And on and on and on I could go. One quick analogy. Did you hear the story of the American soldier from the 1st Iraq War, who was wounded in battle and, in the fog of war, got left behind in the desert and was listed as MIA? It seems it was a nighttime battle out in the desert on the first day or two of the U.S. invasion of Kuwait. Shrapnel hit him in the head and in the chest and knocked him unconscious. He woke up several hours later in the middle of the desert, none of his comrades in sight. Fortunately, his helmet deflected the main force of the shrapnel hit to his head, and his flak jacket absorbed the main brunt of the shrapnel hit to his chest, so his wounds were slight rather than mortal. He used his GPS unit and his compass to navigate back to base. But, walking in the sand of the desert, it took him two days to get back to base. He would have died of dehydration if it wasn’t for his two canteens of water.


So, we can rightfully say that he was saved by his helmet. But, was it his helmet alone that saved him? No! We can rightfully say that he was saved by his flak jacket. But was it his flak jacket alone that saved him? No! His compass saved him. His GPS unit saved him. The water in his canteens saved him. But none of those things alone saved him. So, yes, we are saved by faith, but not faith alone. Faith and works, by the grace of God. Or, as Scripture puts it, “For in Christ Jesus neither circumcision nor uncircumcision are of any avail, but faith working through love,” (Gal 5:6).


3) Mary as the Queen of Heaven. In the Old Testament, beginning with Solomon and his mother, Bathsheba, the mother of the king was known as the Queen Mother and sat on a thrown next to the king. Jesus is of the line of David. Therefore, His mother would also be considered the Queen Mother. If Jesus is King of Heaven and Earth, then His mother is Queen Mother of Heaven and Earth. And, again, Rev 12:1 and following – a woman, in heaven, with a crown on her head. And, this woman is the woman who gives birth to the child who will rule all nations with a rod of iron.


4) The Eucharist is the actual flesh and blood of Jesus Christ under the appearance of bread and wine – John 6:51-68; 1 Cor 10:16-18; 1 Cor 11:23-30; Matt 26:26-29; Mark 14:22-25; Luke 22:19-20.


5) Two types of sin – mortal (deadly) and venial (not deadly) – 1 John 5:16-17


6) Purgatory – you stated the following in your response: “I know that I am wrong on some things, because I am a human. And have not yet entered into God’s presence.”


From this I will assume that you believe we do not reach perfection in this lifetime, but that we are perfected when we come into God’s presence. If that assumption is incorrect, please let me know. Now, if we are imperfect when we die, and we know that nothing imperfect enters Heaven, then there must be some process by which the imperfect soul is made perfect by God, right? In fact, Scripture tells us as much in Hebrews 12:22-23, “And you have come to Mount Zion and to the city of the living God…and to the spirits of just men MADE perfect…” 


You can call this process whatever you like, we call it Purgatory, because the imperfect is purged from the soul to make it perfect. Also, 1 Cor 3:10-15 which says that when men are judged, it is possible that their work will be burned up and that they will suffer loss, “as through fire,” yet still be saved. Does one suffer loss as through fire in Hell, yet still be saved? No. You don’t get out of Hell. Does one suffer loss in Heaven? No. No more tears in Heaven. So, where does one suffer loss, as through fire, yet is still saved? Hmmm. 


7) Needing an infallible guide to properly interpret Scripture – Acts 8:30-31, the Ethiopian eunuch. He couldn’t understand Scripture without someone to guide him. Philip, an infallible guide, did just that. The Bereans, Acts 17:10-11, if they were truly Sola Scriptura folks, which no Jews were, then they were very poor examples. Paul kept telling them all these things that were in their Scriptures which referred to Jesus, and they had to go “search” in the Scriptures to make sure Paul was telling them the truth. In other words, they weren’t all that familiar with their Scriptures. Furthermore, they obviously didn’t have a proper understanding of their own Scriptures if Paul had to explain the meaning to them. Again, an infallible guide leading folks into the truth of Scripture. 


8) Not Sola Scriptura. In the New Testament, if there was a doctrinal dispute, how was it decided? 

Well, in Acts 15, they called a Council. At the Council, did they consult Scripture to decide whether or not the Gentiles needed to be circumcised? No! Because, if they had, then they would have made the Gentiles be circumcised, because the O.T. clearly states that God’s people need to be circumcised. In other words, Peter and Paul and James and the other Church leaders at the Council of Jerusalem, were not adherents to the dogma of Sola Scriptura.. 


1 John 4:6 – How does it say that we will know the spirit of truth from the spirit of error…by each of us reading the Bible on our own? No! By listening to “us”…the Church leaders.


9) Baptism saves us – 1 Peter 3:21, “Baptism, which corresponds to this, now saves you…” 


Now, I would like to end by saying, once again, that you cannot accuse me of merely being a dupe of the Catholic Church. As I have previously stated, I was out of the Church for many years. And, even when I came back to the Church, I still did not believe all the Church taught. I was just like you. I accepted some of the Church’s teachings and rejected others. But, when I started reading and studying Scripture – not to prove or disprove any doctrines, but just to read it – I kept coming across Catholic doctrine after Catholic doctrine as plain as could be in the pages of the Bible. So, it was the Bible that made me believe all that the Catholic Church teaches. And I have heard your same arguments from hundreds of different people with hundreds of different twists and turns, and none have been convincing. So, don’t think that I haven’t already heard what it is you seek to convince me of. I have, and I have found it wanting from a scriptural point of view, an historical point of view, and a logical point of view. 


Again, though, I want to thank you for being honest enough to admit that you could be wrong and the Catholic Church could be right. You are the first I have come across who has made such an admission. Would you do me a favor, though, and answer just a few more simple yes or no questions? And, yes, I am trying to trap you. But, if your answers are consistent with Scripture, then there is no way I can trap you, is there?


1) Is the body, without the spirit not really a body? Yes or no.


2) If a man, by patience in well-doing, seeks for honor, glory, and immortality, will God give Him eternal life? Yes or no?


3) If you have faith, but have not works, can your faith save you? Yes or no?


4) If Jesus Christ was merely a man, and not God, would you call Him Lord? Yes or no?


5) Are we justified by works and not by faith alone? Yes or no?


6) Is it scriptural to need an infallible guide when interpreting Scripture? Yes or no?


John

[Skip to Conclusion if you don’t want to read all of Pastor Walker’s comments.] I skipped. -Michael
In Conclusion

Well, this will be interesting to see how he responds. Either he will back away from the consequences of his admission that the Catholic Church could be right and come back with the same ol’ same ol’, or he will come back with a greater realization of just what his fallibility means and just what his admission means and possibly more openness to a genuine dialogue. If it’s the former, than I probably will not continue this conversation…at least, not in this newsletter; if it is the latter, then I will have at least one more newsletter covering this exchange.
But, I want you to note, that if you keep pushing the same point, as I have done here, that it is possible to finally get someone to admit to the point you are making. Hope springs eternal!
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At the conclusion of Issue #97, which was the last one that dealt with Pastor Walker, I said the following:
“Well, this will be interesting to see how he responds. Either he will back away from the consequences of his admission that the Catholic Church could be right and come back with the same ol’ same ol’, or he will come back with a greater realization of just what his fallibility means and just what his admission means and possibly more openness to a genuine dialogue.”

Well, I heard back from Pastor Walker last week, and guess what? It was the same ol’ same ol’. I will respond to him in this week’s edition, but this will more than likely be the last we see of Pastor Walker in these newsletters. I may still correspond with him on the side, but for our purposes here, he has outlived his usefulness, so to speak. 


As you will see, he just doesn’t get it. He really has no clue as to what my arguments are and his response was, to be perfectly honest, rather painful to read. As far as I can tell, we’ve reached the point where his logical contradictions are so glaring and so big, that he just cannot, or will not, see them. It’s kind of like putting your nose up against the side of an elephant…the elephant is so big that you just can’t see him because you’re way too close. (I don’t know if that makes sense to you, but I understood it.)


My reply is below and will include quotes from his response to provide context. I will not, however, be including his entire response, as it, along with my comments that he was responding to, is some 42 pages long, and would require a couple of hours for me to format it in such a way that you could tell his remarks from mine. Just as a point of information, when I copy something from one of his emails, into these newsletters, I lose all of the fonts – the bolding, the italics, the underlines and so on. There is nothing that differentiates his words from mine, so I have to go back through and manually install fonts and clearly identify his paragraphs from my paragraphs and so forth. All of which takes a whole lot of time – especially when we’re talking 42 pages worth of material. 


So, again, I will not be reproducing his entire response this time. But, if anyone wants to read all of it, I will hang on to it for another week. Just shoot me an email saying you’d like a copy of the whole thing and I will be happy to forward it to you.

Dear Pastor Walker,
The whole thrust of my dialogue with you has been over the issue of authority. And the main question regarding authority is this: If you have two men, both of whom profess belief in Jesus Christ; both of whom are relatively intelligent men; both of whom read and study Scripture on a regular basis; both of whom believe Scripture is the inerrant and inspired Word of God; and both of whom pray devoutly and sincerely for guidance from the Holy Spirit when reading Scripture; what do you do when these two men come up with contradictory interpretations of Scripture? How do you decide which one is right and which one is wrong? Who can decide which one is right and which one is wrong?

The point of my argument is that in your theological system, you have no tie breaker, so to speak. You have no person, or no institution, that can authoritatively decide the issue. In your theological system, God gave us no means by which a dispute about Scripture can be authoritatively decided. So, the best you can do in that situation is, in a sense, a tie. The issue cannot be authoritatively resolved.

I am not saying that there is no truth to be had – far from it! The truth is there, waiting to be discerned. However, the truth cannot be declared with any degree of authority because the discernment of it has been left up to two men who, even though they are intelligent and prayerful and appeal to the Holy Spirit for help and guidance are, nonetheless, fallible human beings. They do not have the gift of infallibility. Oh, to be sure, they can go round and round and swap Scripture verses and discuss it ‘til they are blue in the face, but if after doing so they still disagree over the interpretation of Scripture…over the discernment of truth in Scripture…then the best they can possibly hope for is to "agree to disagree."

In other words, your theological system leaves us with a situation where God, in His infinite wisdom, gave us a book over which He knew there would be disputes, yet He, in His infinite wisdom, gave us no way of authoritatively settling these disputes. Quite frankly, and with all due respect, that is nothing more than the height of absurdity.

Now, on your part, one of your main assertions in this dialogue has been that you are more than willing to give up all preconceived notions about doctrine and theology, and you have invited me to do the same, so that we can engage in a study of Scripture to see what the truth of Scripture really is. You have said you want to go back to our "lowest common denominator" and start there in our search for the truth.

But you have, as yet, been able to understand my response to your invitation – you say that you are, in theory, willing to give up your preconceived notions of theology; but I say that, in practice, you are actually unwilling to do so. The core belief that you are unable, or unwilling, to give up, is that you are your own ultimate authority when it comes to all matters pertaining to the Word of God. You have even bestowed upon yourself the authority to decide what is, and is not, the Word of God.

In a previous email, I asked you how you knew the Bible is what you think it to be…the inerrant and inspired Word of God. In your reply you basically described a process, and a series of "tests" – apparently of your own creation – that you took yourself through to determine, all on your own without any outside authority, that the 66 books of your Bible are indeed the inspired and inerrant Word of God. You did it! You didn’t have to rely on the testimony of early Christians (just fallible men) or the testimony of the Church (just a fallible organization) or any such thing! You, Pastor Eddie Walker, determined the books of Holy Writ all by yourself! That’s amazing!!! It truly is. A fallible man, has apparently infallibly determined, what is and is not, the infallible Word of God.

So, on the one hand you, Pastor Eddie Walker, with no authority other than that which you have given unto yourself, have determined that the Bible is 66 books, no more and no less. On the other hand, you say things like this:

"The Bible is the standard that you must use, not your own understanding. As I said before, I continue to test my doctrine against scripture and when I find something that is not scriptural I correct."
"I am not the standard to be tested against, but scripture is the standard.”
Yet, when determining what is and is not the inerrant Word of God, you did indeed rely solely upon your own understanding, did you not? You did not use the Bible as your "standard" when determining what books should and should not be in the Bible, did you? 

Which is the fatal logical flaw to any Sola Scriptura theology: Scripture is the standard by which all theological judgments should be made; yet, one has to rely on some standard other than Scripture for the most important theological question of all…What books should and should not be considered Scripture? Rather nonsensical, I should say.

So, you test your doctrine, without relying upon your own understanding, against a standard that you have determined to be the standard, by relying solely upon your own understanding. Please forgive me if I find that a bit of an awkward position for a rational person to take.

Here is another quote from you: "And if they do not originate in scripture, which I know to be God-breathed and from the Holy Spirit, than there is possibility that they are based on man’s teachings and could be wrong. If I test these teachings against what I know to be true and from God and they fail, I must reject them regardless of who told them to me."
Again, my question: How do you know the Scriptures to be true? How do you know they are "God-breathed and from the Holy Spirit?" By what authority do you claim these things to be true? You have previously stated that you claim them to be true by your own authority. But what authority do you have in such matters? None.

So, while you believe we should start with the inerrant inspired Scriptures, I believe we should start one level lower – what are the inerrant inspired Scriptures, and how do we know? For example, your Bible has only 66 books. My Bible has 73 books. By what authority do you reject the 7 books of Scripture that are not found in your Bible? Do you not know that the vast majority of Christianity over the last 2000 years has considered these 7 books to be the inspired inerrant Word of God? Oh, I know, numbers do not make for truth, but the question is: What authority do you have to tell these billions of people that they are wrong? Do you expect every man, woman, and child to read through every verse of the Bible for themselves to determine if each passage and each book is actually the inspired and inerrant Word of God?

And, if they did so, and they all came to the same conclusion I have come to – that Baruch, Judith, Wisdom, Sirach, Tobit, and 1 and 2 Maccabees are indeed the inspired and inerrant Word of God, then by what authority do you say we are wrong?

This is the "lowest common denominator," the place I believe we should start in our conversation. You believe that the Bible is the inspired and inerrant Word of God because of your reliance on some authority outside of the Bible. So do I. So let’s start there. By what authority do you believe the Bible to be the inspired and inerrant Word of God? Your own authority! You have freely admitted this in a past email. By what authority do I believe the Bible to be the inspired and inerrant Word of God? By the authority of the Church.

The Church founded by Jesus Christ and which is the Body of Christ…the fullness of Him Who is all in all…the pillar and ground of the truth…the Church. The Church which was given authority, by Jesus Christ Himself, to teach all nations. The Church whose succession of leadership can be traced, through an abundance of historical documentation that is freely available for examination by all, back to the Apostles and to Jesus Christ Himself.

You, an admittedly fallible man, who admittedly believes in error in regards to the Bible, who has admittedly changed his beliefs in the past based on his own newer interpretations of the Bible, are fallibly declaring that there are 66 books in the Bible – no more and no less – based solely upon your own understanding and your limited knowledge, and you have further fallibly declared that these 66 books are the inerrant and inspired and infallible guide to which we all must turn for guidance in matters of faith and morals. Do you not see the logical error that you have built into your theology?

Are there errors in the Bible…yes or no? Pastor Walker’s response: "No." How do you know there are no errors in the Bible? Pastor Walker’s response: "Because the Bible is the Word of God." How do you know the Bible is the Word of God? Pastor Walker’s response: "Because I have undertaken a study of the books of the Bible and have found them to be the Word of God based on my own understanding." Is your understanding fallible or infallible? Pastor Walker’s response: "Fallible." So, you could be wrong when you believe the Bible is the Word of God based on your own understanding? Pastor Walker’s response: "I could be wrong." So, you could be wrong about there being errors in the Bible? Pastor Walker’s response: "No, because it is the Word of God."

That, in a nutshell, is the problem that I have with your whole approach to the Word of God. You are talking in circles.

So, again, I say that in your theological system, the best you can hope for when you have a disagreement on the interpretation of Scripture with someone like me, is a tie. You have no authority by which to declare my understanding/interpretation of Scripture to be wrong and yours to be right

In my system of theology, however, we at least have the possibility of breaking the tie. We at least claim, whether you agree with the claim or not, to have a tie breaker. We claim to have an authentic, authoritative guide to the interpretation of Scripture. This guide does not interpret the Scriptures for us line-by-line, it does, however, weigh in when the meaning of Scripture is disputed.

The first major dispute in the Church of the New Testament, was that some of the Jewish Christians were, going by the Scriptures, claiming that the Gentile Christians had to be circumcised and follow all the prescriptions of the Mosaic Law. The Scriptures were clearly on the Judaizers’ side. So, how did the early church decide the matter? Did they go by the very clear words of Scripture on the necessity of circumcision? No, they called a council, and the council authoritatively and infallibly decided that the Gentile Christians did not have to be circumcised after all. And these leaders of the early church claimed the authority of the Holy Spirit in doing what they did.

In other words, there were leaders of the early church who could, guided by the Holy Spirit, authoritatively and infallibly, decide doctrinal disputes in the early church. They did not "invent" new doctrine, they merely authoritatively decided a dispute on doctrine. Between our two theological systems, whose most closely resembles the pattern established by the early church? 

Yours – everyone deciding for themselves what is truth and what is error, based on their own limited understandings and fallible interpretations of the Bible, without being able to authoritatively and infallibly declare anything, and without answering to any outside authority.

Or, mine…the Church being given teaching authority over the flock, occasionally calling Councils to treat with disputes over theology, being able to authoritatively and infallibly declare on matters of faith and morals, with the authority given it by Jesus Christ, so as to guide God’s people into truth and away from error?

Now, you might once again appeal to the example of the Bereans, but can you not understand that the Bereans were basically clueless as to Jesus being the Messiah, based upon their own understanding of the Old Testament scriptures? Paul had to explain the Scriptures to them. They didn’t get it on their own. They needed an infallible teacher to explain it to them. Paul would say something like: "It somewhere says…" and then he would quote the Scriptures, and they would merely go and see if what he was saying was actually in there. They weren’t trying to compare Paul’s interpretation vs. their interpretation, they were looking to see if what Paul was saying was really in the Scriptures!

And how did the Gentiles come to believe in Christ? Was it based on their own understanding of the Scriptures? No! They didn’t have the Scriptures. They had to rely on the authoritative teaching of the Apostles and those appointed by the Apostles.

The early Christians were not "Bible only" people when it came to their acceptance of Christ and their understandings of the teachings of Christ. They relied on infallible guides. They were like the Ethiopian eunuch who, when asked, "Do you understand what you are reading," replied, "How can I unless someone guides me?!" They needed a guide for the proper understanding of Scripture. They needed a guide…an infallible guide…in order to properly understand and live out the teachings of Christ. An infallible guide who could authoritatively decide matters when disputes on theology arose.

So do we. Left to our own devices, we will allow pride to enter into our interpretations. Left to our own devices, new knowledge will oftentimes result in new doctrines. In other words, we might believe Doctrine A based on our understanding of Scripture two years ago, but further study has caused us to scrap Doctrine A and we now believe in Doctrine B. Is that how God left us? To muddle about, relying on our own limited knowledge and abilities, trying to figure out the truth without any authoritative assurance that we have properly discerned what He wants us to know and believe and practice?

Sorry, but I will not buy into that theology of confusion, that theology of uncertainty, that theology that is doctrinally dependent upon the limited understanding of each individual. I have heard every argument that you can make regarding the Bible and the doctrinal teachings of the Catholic Church. I have heard them in hundreds of different ways from hundreds of different people. You have not, and actually cannot, offer anything new.

Now, you claim that I have not answered certain charges of yours regarding some Catholic doctrines that do not, according to your fallible interpretation, have any backing from Scripture. You seem to be keenly focused on the Catholic use of statuary and on our prayers to the Saints, as well as the sinlessness of Mary and other Marian dogmas, in this regard.

Regarding statues, and all the passages you quote to back up your condemnation of our use of statuary, let me say this: Is it possible, since you are a fallible human being, that your application of those passages to the Catholic practice of sometimes kneeling in front of statues while we pray, and in fact your understanding of Catholic practice in this regard…could be flawed? Your answer has to be, "Yes."

All of the passages you quoted, have to do with actually worshipping the statues themselves as gods. Read the passages in context. The people making these statues thought that the statues themselves were gods. They were abandoning the one true God, for false gods that they had made with their hands. They were offering sacrifices to the statues.

These verses have nothing to do with using a statue as a remembrance of those who have gone before us. Statues for us are like the pictures in your wallet or on your desk. The statues remind us of those in the Family of God who have preceded us into the Kingdom of God. When we kneel in front of a statue, say of Mary, we do not believe Mary is a god. We do not believe the statue of Mary is a god. And when we pray while kneeling or standing in front of a statue…we do not pray to Mary instead of Jesus. That is a spiritual impossibility. We "pray to" Mary in the sense that we ask her to add her prayers to ours. And we realize that only as a member of the Body of Christ can Mary hear us and join her prayers to ours. So we ask her, the Mother of our Lord, a member of the Body of Christ, perfectly united to Christ in Heaven, to pray for us just as we would ask any member of the Body of Christ on earth to pray for us.

If you cannot accept that, if you cannot, or refuse, to understand that, then you are indeed acting as one who considers himself infallible. If you prefer to lean unto your own understanding of what we believe and practice, rather than taking a Catholic’s word for it, then you are indeed acting infallible. As if you, a non-Catholic, know better than we Catholics, what our beliefs and practices are.

You mentioned the Transfiguration, and you stated, rather infallibly I might add, that it has nothing at all to do with the Catholic practice of praying to Saints. You went so far as to state that Jesus did not ask Moses or Elijah for prayers on His behalf. Really? How do you know that? Is that not, in fact, an insertion of a preconceived belief into the text? Nowhere does the Bible say what Jesus and Elijah and Moses discussed. Yet, you have authoritatively declared that Jesus did not ask them for their prayers! You have added to the Bible, Pastor! Please give me chapter and verse which states that Jesus did not ask Moses and Elijah for their prayers?

Does not Luke 9 mention that Moses and Elijah appeared to Jesus as "He was praying"? Uh-oh! And do not all the versions of the Transfiguration mention that Moses and Elijah were "talking" with Jesus. That’s what prayer to the Saints is, Pastor, we are merely talking to the Saints and asking them to pray for us. The Scriptures give us an example of Jesus talking with those who are no longer with us here on Earth, why do you believe it is so wrong to follow Jesus’ example?

You also mention Isaiah 8:19-20, which talks about consulting mediums and spiritists. Can you tell me which mediums I consult when I ask Mary to pray for me? Which spiritists do I consult when I ask St. Joseph to pray for me? These are occult practices and have to do with the power of Satan. They have nothing to do with asking members of the Body of Christ in Heaven to pray for us.

So, I can give you biblical support for my beliefs. The problem is, you rely upon your own understanding to reject outright whatever I have to say on the subject. You reject my interpretations of the Bible, you reject my understanding of my own Faith and practices…you reject all of my scriptural defenses of my beliefs, because you have your own understanding to lean unto. I give you scriptural backing for my beliefs, and you turn around and say that my beliefs are not in the Bible. When, the truth is, they are simply not in accord with your fallible, fallen, non-authoritative, non-binding, man-made, error-prone interpretation of the Bible – which you would admit to if you could simply remove the blinders from your eyes.

If you do not wish to believe the arguments that I put before you from Scripture, that is entirely your prerogative to do so; however, do not then turn around and say that I offer no scriptural support for my beliefs. That is simply a lie.

Now, I will address some of your flawed interpretations of Scripture that you provided in your last response:

1) You keep saying that faith without works is not really faith.

"Faith that does not produce works is not faith." 
"Faith without works is dead, it is useless and is not real faith."

Yet, in another place you say this: "I did not keep saying that faith without works isn’t really faith, it was your question for me."  So, you said it, but you really didn’t say it…do I have that right? I have focused in on this particular point because your dogma of salvation by faith alone is core to your beliefs. It is, in fact, the core dogma of all Protestantism. And I have used James 2:26, to show that your interpretation of Scripture pertaining to this dogma, is faulty. I have used it to show that James 2 does not in any way say what you are trying to force it to say. I have used it to show that you are twisting the Scriptures to get them to say something they don’t in fact say.

Your whole point in explaining away the Catholic interpretation of James 2, particularly James 2:24 – that it is not faith "alone" that saves us – is to claim that what James is saying here is that faith without works really isn’t faith.

In other words, in the Protestant construct, it is impossible to have faith that doesn’t produce works. If you don’t have the works, you really don’t have the faith. In the Catholic construct, however, it is indeed possible that one can have faith which is not accompanied by good works, but this faith by itself – faith "alone" – does not save us.

In James 2, if it can be shown that James does indeed believe it is possible to have faith without works, then the Protestant position falls apart. Because it will have been shown that faith, without works, is indeed faith, but it is dead faith, it cannot save you. In other words, it will have been shown that faith "alone" cannot save a man.

So, you have to prove, to save your theological system, that James is saying that faith without works really isn’t faith. And you hinge your proof on one word – "says." "If a man says he has faith…" (James 2:14). "See," you say, "the man ‘says’ he has faith, but he really doesn’t." First of all, nowhere does James say that the man in question doesn’t really have faith. That is your insertion into the text. In fact, James goes on to say in verse 14, "Can his faith save him?" James doesn’t say, "Can his pseudo-faith save him," or "Can his alleged faith save him," he says, "Can his faith save him?" Why does James ask if the man’s faith without works can save him, if he knows the man doesn’t really have faith?

Then, in verse 17, James says, "So faith by itself, if it has no works, is dead." Notice, James didn’t say, "So faith by itself, if it has no works, really isn’t faith." And then in verse 20, James says, "Do you want to be shown, you foolish fellow, that faith apart from works really isn’t faith?" Oh, wait…he didn’t say that did he? He said "faith apart from works is barren." And then verse 24, "a man is justified by works and not by faith alone." And, of course, we know that really means, "a man is not justified by works but by faith alone," right?

Which brings us to verse 26. So far, nowhere has James said faith without works isn’t really faith. He has said it is dead. It cannot save you. In other words, the Catholic belief that one is not justified by faith alone, that faith alone is dead – is getting a whole lotta love from James.

The point I am making, by using James 2:26, is to deliver the knockout blow to your contrived interpretation of James 2. James makes an analogy here between faith and works and the body and the spirit. Faith is analogous to the body and works are analogous to the spirit. James tells us that as the body without the spirit is dead, so faith without works is dead. You agree. But, you go one step further and say, "Faith without works isn’t really faith." You have to take that extra step or your interpretation of these verses falls apart. Problem is, though, that extra step is not taken by James. I have asked you repeatedly to answer a simple "yes or no" question, which you have steadfastly refused to do, the answer to which will show you that your interpretation of James 2 is wrong. Dead wrong.

That question is this: Is a body without a spirit, no longer a body? Yes or no? James’ analogy does not say that a body without a spirit is not really a body. He says it is a dead body. So, for the analogy to hold, we must conclude that faith without works, while still faith, is dead. We cannot conclude, based on James’ analogy, that faith without works isn’t really faith.

So, since faith without works is still faith…even though it’s dead faith…one must conclude that James is telling us that faith "alone," cannot save us. Just as the body without a spirit is still a body, so faith without works is still faith. But, neither one can give us life. We need both body and spirit for life, and so we need both faith and works for life.

The analogy is plain. It is simple. And it thoroughly destroys your interpretation of James 2, which is why you will not answer my question! Is the body, without the spirit, still a body? Yes or no? If yes, then is faith, without works, still faith? Yes or no?

The best you have done here is to claim the following: "And for the record I have shown you what James means and why faith is useless or dead if it does not produce works."
For the record, you have done nothing of the sort. You have not answered my question and you have not given me "what James means," you have given me, and please have the honesty to admit this, your fallible interpretation of – and what you so desperately need – James to mean.

I agree 100% that faith without works is useless…is dead. I do not agree that it is not faith, as you claim and which claim can nowhere be found in the Bible!

So, please, sir…answer my question!!!! Yes or no? Is a body without a spirit, no longer a body?

2) You stated: "In fact salvation by faith even pre-dates the Mosaic law, being explained to Abraham and displayed from Adam and Eve."

My comments: Again, I believe in salvation by faith…I do not believe in salvation by faith "alone." And, if you were truly going by what the Bible teaches, neither would you.

If Adam and Eve were saved by faith alone, then how did they fall away from God at the urging of Satan? Why did the fall from grace? How could their sin separate them from God if they were already saved by faith alone?

3) And another statement from you: "I have 66 books that have the same message, spanning 1500 years, that does not contradict, but teaches rock solid truths, again beyond the control of a man."

My comments: I have 73 books in my Bible. By what authority do you declare them not to be Scripture? By the Bible’s authority? You yourself stated that you came to believe the 66 books of the Bible were the whole and complete Bible based solely on your understanding. But, you are a fallible man. Could you be wrong about the 7 books of Scripture that Catholics have and you don’t? Also, have you read the Apocalypse of Peter? What about the Apocalypse of Paul? What about the Acts of Peter? What about the Gospel of Mary?

In other words, have you read all of the earliest writings that were purported to be Scripture by one or another persons so as to be absolutely sure that they are not Scripture? If not, then how can you proclaim the Scripture to be closed at 66 books? Why isn’t the Letter of Clement to the Corinthians Scripture? Why isn’t the Didache Scripture? Why isn’t the Letter of Barnabas Scripture?

You might say, "Well, I have read them and they contradict in one or more places the Scriptures that I know to be true?" Do they really contradict each other, or is it your limited understanding of what is being said that makes it seem like a contradiction. And, if they really do contradict each other, how do you know which is right and which is wrong? Let’s say, for the sake of argument, that something in the Letter of Clement contradicts something in Paul’s letter to the Philippians. How do you know it is the Letter of Clement that is wrong and not the Letter of Paul to the Philippians? What are you using as your standard in that instance? Fact of the matter is, you would be leaning upon your own understanding, wouldn’t you?

4) I asked you previously about Matt 19:16-17, "What good deed must I do, to have eternal life? …If you would enter life, keep the commandments." Doesn’t that fall into the category of works?

Your response was this: "‘There is only One who is good. If you want to enter life, obey the commandments.’  This is certainly a true statement, but as Jesus, just said there is no one who is good. And as I showed early Paul explains that the very reason Jesus had to come and die, was because we could not be saved by the law, because we have all sinned. And if it were possible for us to be good, and therefore be saved by the law, than Christ died in vain. This passage does not teach that following the commandments will save any person, in fact Jesus says just the opposite. While being perfectly holy, would certainly make some up to the standard of God, Jesus tells us here that "There is only One who is good" and that is God."

My comments: The problem with your explanation is that once again you claim that a verse in the Bible means the exact opposite of what it says. And, you have made a serious contextual mistake here. The young man Jesus was talking to did not have the benefit of reading Paul. Neither, in fact, did many of the first Christians who read Matthew. So, you cannot insert things into the conversation that the young man would have had no way of knowing. The broader contextual meaning you are trying to force into this passage does not work. The broader contextual meaning that you have devised, does not fit into the immediate context of the young man’s situation.

Yes, only God is good. The point Jesus was making is that He is indeed God and He is wanting the young man to recognize that. But, the fact is, that Jesus was asked a very specific question about salvation and He gave a very specific answer about salvation – an answer that doesn’t fit into your theology, so you have to make Jesus mean the exact opposite of what He said.

5) I asked you previously about Matt 25:14-30 – the parable of the talents. The servants who gave a return on what the master had given them enter into "the joy of the master." The servant who did nothing with what he had been given is cast into the outer darkness. Salvation by faith alone?

Your response: "This parable does definitely show that we will be judged by our deeds, however it does not teach that the deeds are what saves us, let’s look at some verses here…In fact what the master said is that he should have at least out it in the bank, so that there would at least be interest.  But that man did not. Why? Because he did not trust the master (have faith), he believed the master to be an unfair master that stole from others. He took the little he was given and did nothing with it.  Many people hear the gospel of Christ that He came to die for our sins so that we can live, yet they do nothing with it. They do not trust in His promises or rest in him. They do not believe the message, because they do not trust the one who sent it."
My comments: Where does this passage say the man did not trust, or "have faith," in his master? 
You have again inserted a preconceived notion into the passage to get it to say what you want it to say. The man indeed trusted his master. He trusted him to be a hard man; a man who reaped where he did not sow and who gathers where he did not winnow. 
So, he gave the master back exactly what the master gave him, with no interest. The 3rd servant in this parable is a perfect example of your theology - all we have to do is rely upon what the master gives us, we can do nothing beyond that which impacts our salvation.

6) I asked you previously about Rom 2:6-7 – those who in patient well-doing seek for glory, immortality, and honor are given eternal life. Faith alone?

Your response: "Paul is building the case here in Romans 2, that just having the law can’t save you, because when you know the law and continue to sin it is worse than those who sinned and didn’t know the law. He continues to show them their hypocrisy, by showing them that they have the law and still sin. In Romans 3 is where he shows them what this means, is that Jew or Gentile, know the law or don’t we are all in the same boat. While God used the Jews to illustrate this to the world and his law makes his righteousness know to us, it does not save us because we cannot meet his righteous standard. The law will stand as a judge or a standard and shows us our sin, but it was never intended to save us…This passage does not teach what you say it does and when read in context of Romans 1, 2, and 3, we see that Paul is teaching them the basic simple gospel, that we cannot save ourselves, but God has made a way to be made righteous."

My comments: I didn’t say what this passage taught. All I ask is this: Does this verse say, yes or no, that God will give us eternal life if by patience in well-doing we seek for glory, immortality, and honor? Yes or no? Indeed it does say that. Once again, you take the very plain words of a Scripture passage and you explain them away based on your preconceived notions. Your theology renders so much of the Scripture as mere nonsense. So much of the Scripture doesn’t really "mean what it says" once you’re done "interpreting" it.

7) One last example of the absolutely off-the-wall interpretations you come up with: I asked you about John 15:1-6 – the branches (us) must produce good fruit (works) or they are cut off from the vine (Jesus).

Your response: "John 15:3, ‘You are already clean because of the word I have spoken to you.’  Jesus is not talking about salvation here, as he clearly states in verse 3, he is referring to someone who stops producing fruit and someone who continues to produce good works. This passage does not teach salvation by works.
My comments: Once again, I do not believe in salvation by works. Having said that, I have to again say that your interpretation is simply ludicrous. "Jesus is not talking about salvation here?" So, if a person gets cut off from the vine – cut off from Christ – and they then wither and get thrown into the fire to be burned – what do you think they are talking about? Oh, they’re cut off from Christ, but they’re still saved? What do you think the fire represents? Salvation?

I’ll tell you what this passage teaches. It teaches that we become Christians (branches of the vine) solely because of the good graces of the vine. We have absolutely nothing to do with becoming a branch. But, if once we are a branch of the vine, we do not cooperate with the grace coming through the vine to us, and we do not produce good fruit (works), then we are cut off from the vine. And if you are cut off from the vine…from Christ…you cannot be saved. So, we are saved, not of our own doing, but by the doing of Christ; but if we do not participate with the grace we receive as members of the Body of Christ, as members of the vine, and we do not produce good works, we will lose our salvation. Just as Catholic theology teaches. By the way, I thought a Christian couldn’t stop producing fruit. I thought faith without works wasn’t really faith?

I will close with this. In side conversations, I asked both you and your fellow Calvary Chapel pastor, Ernest Martinez, a simple question. Does the Bible teach that a baby, who is incapable of professing faith in Christ, go to Heaven or Hell? You said, "Hell." Funny thing, though, your fellow Calvary Chapel pastor said that the Bible doesn’t say anything about that situation, one way or the other, so it is an open question.

Two Calvary Chapel pastors, who go by the Bible alone and are both guided by the Holy Spirit, who cannot agree on what the Bible says on this matter. So, which one of you is right? You know, if you guys had not been communicating with each other about my newsletters, I’ll bet there would have been a whole lot of different answers that I could have gotten out of you on the same questions. What does that say when two pastors of the same non-denominational denomination, that goes by the Bible alone, cannot agree on what the Bible says on such a simple question?

Now, regarding your answer that these babies go to Hell. Does not Scripture say that God wants all men to be saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth? So, if that’s the case – if God wants all of us to be saved – then how can you say that God provides no possible means for a young baby to be saved? What a cruel and capricious God you serve. And, didn’t Jesus die for these babies’ sins? So, if we have nothing at all to do with our salvation, why aren’t they saved? Haven’t their sins been paid for? Or is there some sort of "work" that they have to do to be saved?

What is the difference between a saved person and an unsaved person? Is it the work Jesus did? No. It must be something (a work?) the saved person does that the unsaved person doesn’t do, right? But, wouldn’t that be adding to the work of Christ? Gosh, I’m so confused….

Pastor, I am going to tell you up front, that your response will not be printed in any future newsletters, so I don’t want you to spend a lot of time on it with that hope. If you reply to me, I will read what you have to say, but if it’s just more of the same, then I probably will not respond. I think we’ve gone about as far as we can go. I have pointed out fundamental flaws in your logic, your theology, your approach to Scripture, and so on that you just don’t seem to understand, so I really see no point in going any further.

In Conclusion

I hope this exchange with Pastor Walker has shown you guys that the Sola Scriptura theology of many of our non-Catholic brothers and sisters is filled with logical inconsistencies that lead to all sorts of inconsistencies in Sola Scriptura interpretations of Scripture. Do you notice how many times Pastor Walker’s interpretations of certain verses lead to the Bible meaning the exact opposite of what it actually says?
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