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Dealing with an anti-Catholic
https://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/379-dealing-with-an-anti-catholic-part-i
By John Martignoni, February 18, 2017
Introduction

I have a Facebook page - John Martignoni and the Bible Christian Society.  Well, this guy, Tony Thorne, from somewhere in Maine, who has a degree in biblical studies of some sort from Evangel University (Assemblies of God denomination), apparently joined the FB group thinking, "Cool, a society of Bible Christians."  Well, he eventually realized that the Bible Christian Society is basically a Catholic group, so he posted - his one and only post up to that time - with something along the lines of: "I am so sorry I joined this group of people who are in a satanic cult that hates the Word of God and worships Mary before Jesus."  I don't have his actual words because he eventually deleted his post (as I'll explain in a minute). 

Anyway, a number of folks engaged with him over his not-so-nice remarks about Catholics and the Catholic Church.  I joined in by telling him that if he truly cared about representing Christ to a bunch of lost souls - you know, us Catholics - that he was going about it all wrong.  I then challenged him that if he was truly a disciple of Christ, and was truly interested in witnessing about Christ to others, that I had 3 simple questions that I would like to ask him to help me discern as to whether or not he was truly a disciple of Christ.  After all, the Bible tells us to "test the spirits."  So I tested him.  Those questions were:

       1) For a Christian, what is the pillar and ground of truth...is it the Bible?

       2) Is the Gospel of Mark inspired by God and, if so, by what authority do you claim it to be so...is it the Bible?

       3) Are you infallible in your interpretation of the Bible?

These apparently piqued his interest and he began to engage with me by giving answers to the questions.  At first, he didn't answer #1.  But, I pushed him on it and eventually he did answer.  And he got it wrong.  He said that, "Yes," the Bible is the pillar and ground of the truth for the Christian.  When I pointed out to him that the Bible says the Church is the pillar and ground of the truth, he didn't much like it and talked all around it - he had this big explanation about what the Greek word "ecclesia" means and that you need a degree in biblical studies to understand such things and so on. 

He answered the 2nd question by saying that, "Yes," the Gospel of Mark is inspired Scripture, but he never could tell me how he knows that, other than to say that it's in the Bible, so it is inspired.  He was either unable, or unwilling, to comprehend my questions as to how he knows it's inspired.  I asked him flat out, "Since the Bible doesn't specifically state that the Gospel of Mark is inspired, and you go by the Bible alone for all that pertains to Christianity, then how do you know Mark is inspired Scripture?  Who told you?"  The whole time he kept answering as if he thought I was making the argument that Mark wasn't inspired.  In other words, he never got the point of the question. 

The third question he answered correctly - "No," he is not infallible in his interpretation of the Bible.  When I then pointed out to him that that meant he could be misunderstanding and misinterpreting any or all passages of the Bible, since he relied on his own private interpretations for his doctrinal beliefs - he again either could not, or would not, understand what it was I was saying.  No, he wasn't wrong in his interpretations as he knew the Greek words behind the English and he had a degree in biblical studies. And, besides, the Holy Spirit helps Christians interpret the Bible.  Not realizing at all the problems inherent in the belief that the infallible Holy Spirit guides him in his fallible interpretations of the Bible.

So, we went a few rounds, and each time he responded he called me more names and his tone just got meaner and nastier.  Finally, he deleted his original post and with it went all of the comments - which is why I don't have his actual words for all of that. It never occurred to me that he would come back and delete everything, so I didn't copy any of it.  He did message me, though, and said that this was the first time he had ever debated someone and that he felt as if he had done a poor job of it - both in tone and in substance.  An apology of sorts. 

His "apology" encouraged me, so I set out to see if I could get him to re-engage.  That is where this newsletter starts.  Having learned my lesson about how if the original post is deleted all subsequent posts are deleted, I copied all of the dialogue from there on.  I will be going through that dialogue in the coming weeks.  In his original answers to my 3 questions above, he had gone through a litany of things that the Catholic Church was wrong about - one of them being the sinlessness of Mary, about which he made a big deal.  So, in an effort to re-engage him, I started there, with the intent to come back to authority and the original three questions.  This newsletter picks up the dialogue there:

Challenge/Response/Strategy

Tony Thorne

You will be accountable for your false teaching John.

John Martignoni

And you will be accountable for yours, Tony. So, are you open to an honest and forthright discussion about Catholicism, your faith, and the Bible? You will be putting material out there for several thousand Catholics to see and your posts will not be edited. 

What if I told you that I would offer you arguments, using the Bible, that Mary was without sin? If you are up to it, here is the first argument that I offer that Mary was sinless:

1) Nowhere does the Bible say that Mary committed a sin.

What is your response to that? In Christ, John

Strategy

First and foremost, I never let anyone remind me about my being held accountable for my "false teachings," without reminding them that they will be held accountable for theirs.  The thing is, though, that my teachings are not my own, they are the Church's - the Church founded by Jesus Christ and guided by the Holy Spirit.  Tony's teachings, however, are indeed his own.  And remember, he has admitted that he is not infallible, which essentially means that he more than likely is putting at least some false teachings out there.  I also am not infallible, which is why I do not rely on my own teachings, but on the teachings of the infallible Church founded by Jesus Christ. 

I use this first "scriptural" argument to state that the Bible nowhere says, "Mary sinned."  Nowhere.  So, if you want to use the Bible to say that Mary did indeed sin, it would be, at best, an indirect argument from Scripture. 

Tony Thorne

Yes, it does. Romans 3:23

John Martignoni  

Excellent! That is exactly what I knew you would say. So then, it is your contention that when the Bible says, "since all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God," (Rom 3:23), that means absolutely every person who has ever lived, no exception, has sinned. Which means Mary had to have sinned, correct?

Strategy

Romans 3:23 is, without exception, the very first verse, and usually the only verse, that folks point to when they attempt to scripturally "prove" that Mary was not immaculately conceived and that she did indeed commit sin during her life.  That is why I made that first argument about Mary's sinlessness so general, because I knew he would respond by going straight to Rom 3:23.  If you can overcome the argument from Rom 3:23, you have put a big chink in the anti-sinless argument.  The first step in making my argument is to make sure that I get him on record as saying that his interpretation of Rom 3:23 means that "absolutely every person who has ever lived, no exception, has sinned."  You'll see why this is important as we go through this.

Tony Thorne

Yes sir, Jesus is the only exception.

John Martignoni

Excellent reply! So, the word "all" means every person who has ever lived, no exception - except for Jesus. Now, in an earlier post [one of the posts that was deleted], I asked you if you were "seeking God." You said you were. Well, that is contrary to the Bible, at least, according to your interpretation of the Bible, because in Romans 3:11, it states the following: "No one seeks for God." If "all have sinned" means that everyone, without human exception, has sinned, then "No one seeks for God," means that no one, without human exception, seeks for God. Yet, you say that you do seek for God. Which means one of the following must be true: 1) You were wrong and you do not seek for God in your life; or 2) You think the Bible is wrong when it says "No one seeks for God." Which is it? Are you not seeking for God in your life, or do you believe the Bible is wrong when it says "No one" seeks for God?

Strategy

First of all, please note that while Tony made an exception in regard to Rom 3:23 not referring to Jesus, nowhere does the text of Rom 3:23 actually make that exception.  And, again, nowhere does Rom 3:23 specifically mention Mary as having sinned.  Tony added that to the Bible.  Other than that one exception for Jesus, though, he agrees that Rom 3:23 means "absolutely" every person who has ever lived has sinned.  Well, if "all" is taken as an absolute, then when the Bible says "no one" a few verses earlier, that must also be taken as an absolute in order to be consistent in our interpretation.  In an earlier post I had asked Tony if he was "seeking God."  How do you think every Christian on Earth is going to answer?  "Yes, of course I'm seeking God."  So, I filed that answer away in anticipation of this particular argument taking place. 

So, my next step here was to point out to him that the Bible says "no one" is seeking for God, but that he said he was indeed seeking for God.  So, by his methodology of interpretation, either the Bible is wrong or he is wrong.  It has to be one or the other. 

Tony Thorne

I believe what that verse means in context as Paul was exerting in v10 that none are righteous, none understand. When you look up the Greek word for seek, (zetéo) you will find in its semantic range, the meaning, get to the bottom of. "But it was to us that God revealed these things by his Spirit." For his Spirit searches out everything and shows us God's deep secrets. (1 Cor 2:10) then stretching across scripture (that never contradicts as we contextualize) we come to Jerimiah 29:13 "You will seek me and find me when you seek me with all your heart". Then contextual staying with the theme of the Bible, we come to Mathew 7:7 "Ask and it will be given to you; seek and you will find; knock and the door will be opened to you. So, it seems my interpretation is in line at this point. In theology, we call it topicalizing when you exhort scripture non-contextually to prove a point, as you have attempted to do in your previous post? Back to 3:11. In context, this verse implies that man is unable to comprehend the truth of God or grasp his standard of righteousness. Sadly his spiritual ignorance does not result from a lack of opportunity, but is an expression of his depravity and rebellion.

As you have been shown, the Bible does tell us to seek God. It’s very important to keep things in context John. Could you please now answer the question as to what makes you think Mary never sinned? Please, direct answer would be valued.
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/381-dealing-with-an-anti-catholic-cont-d 
By John Martignoni, February 25, 2017
Introduction

Continuing with my response to anti-Catholic Tony Thorne…

Just so you know, there is no one "correct" way to respond in this situation.  But, you do need to have a plan of attack, it shouldn't just be a haphazard response that is 100% reactive... you need to always be proactive in your dialogues/debates.  You need to be drawing them in, leading them to the place where you want them to go.  You should be guiding and directing the conversation.  Far, far too many times I've seen Catholics who just respond to whatever the non-Catholic says - regardless of how inane, idiotic, and/or off point it may be.  The non-Catholic goes wherever his theological imagination, and his wild and crazy interpretations of Scripture, take him, and the Catholic just follows along.  No.  You need a plan.  You lead.  Make them follow.

Now, I had a few people write to me telling me I should have said this or I should have said that and how I could have done a better job in my response to Tony and so on.  I will respond by saying that what I did in the last newsletter is what I call the setup phase - I'm trying to get him to commit to a particular interpretation of a verse or passage of Scripture.  An interpretation that I know he has, but I just want him to say it clearly and definitively.  "So, Romans 3:23 means such and such...right?"  Why do I want him to do that?  Because once he has committed to a particular interpretation, it is easier to refute him by showing how his interpretation in this one place actually contradicts his interpretation in another place.  I ask setup questions to get his responses which I can then use against him later on.  It's always a good thing to be able to convict someone using their own words.  With Tony, as with many non-Catholics, it is difficult to pin them down...they want to go all over the place.  Why?  Because they can't really give a direct answer to your questions that is consistent and rational, so they have to scamper here and there.  That's why you need to have a plan and try to lead them in a certain direction.

So, for those of you who think I should have used this passage and that passage and should have immediately gone in for the kill, so to speak, that was not what I wanted to do at that time.  I was being very deliberate and patient.  I want him to say what I want him to say first, then I have the opportunity to, in essence, spring the trap.  But the trap has to be set first.  You don't necessarily want to put all your cards on the table in your first round or two of dialogue.  

Okay, I am going to start with the response from Tony that I closed with in my last newsletter and pick up the conversation from there.

Challenge/Response/Strategy

Tony Thorne

I believe what that verse [Romans 3:11] means in context as Paul was exerting in v10 that none are righteous, none understand. When you look up the Greek word for seek, (zetéo) you will find in its semantic range, the meaning, get to the bottom of. "But it was to us that God revealed these things by his Spirit." For his Spirit searches out everything and shows us God's deep secrets. (1 Cor 2:10) then stretching across scripture (that never contradicts as we contextualize) we come to Jerimiah 29:13 "You will seek me and find me when you seek me with all your heart". Then contextual staying with the theme of the Bible, we come to Mathew 7:7 "Ask and it will be given to you; seek and you will find; knock and the door will be opened to you. So, it seems my interpretation is in line at this point. In theology, we call it topicalizing when you exhort scripture non-contextually to prove a point, as you have attempted to do in your previous post? Back to 3:11. In context, this verse implies that man is unable to comprehend the truth of God or grasp his standard of righteousness. Sadly his spiritual ignorance does not result from a lack of opportunity, but is an expression of his depravity and rebellion.

As you have been shown, the Bible does tell us to seek God. It’s very important to keep things in context John. Could you please now answer the question as to what makes you think Mary never sinned? Please, direct answer would be valued.

John Martignoni

Oh, how I disagree with thee, let me count the ways:

#1: You said in your response, “I believe what the verse means in context...”  Well, sorry, but I’m not interested in what you “believe” the verse means.  Your “belief” could be wrong.  What authority do you have to tell me what a passage of Scripture means that I should believe your interpretation?  None.  So, I believe your interpretation is wrong.  We have already established that your interpretations of the Bible are not infallible, so will you admit that this interpretation of yours could be wrong?  And, if it could be wrong, then why should I believe your interpretation vs. the very clear meaning of the passage as it is written?

#2: So, according to Tony Thorne, the word “seek” doesn’t really mean “seek”?  And, instead of saying, “no one understands, no one seeks for God,” the English translation of Romans 3:11 should have said, “Man is unable to comprehend the truth of God or grasp his standard of righteousness.”  Which means that the translators of the King James Bible, the New International Bible, the Revised Standard Version Bible, the Geneva Bible, the American Standard Version Bible, the Darby Bible, the Wycliffe Bible, and pretty much every other major Protestant English translation of the Bible gave us a translation of God’s Word that we can’t trust?  After all, they all missed the translation that Tony Thorne came up with.  

#3: You stated, “When you look up the Greek word for seek, (zetéo) you will find in its semantic range, the meaning, "get to the bottom of.”  Okay, so one possible meaning of the Greek word, “zeteo,” which is translated “seek” in Romans 3:11, is “get to the bottom of.”  Well, that’s all nice and everything, but there is a problem.  Where does the Bible ever translate the Greek word, “zeteo,” as “get to the bottom of”?  It’s one thing for that to be a “possible” meaning of the word - in its “semantic range” - but it’s another thing for the translators of the Bible to actually use that particular meaning of the word in their translations.  And, in this case, they don’t!  In the King James Bible (which is Protestant), the Greek word “zeteo” is translated as “seek” exactly 100 times.  I can find no translation of the word as “get to the bottom of.”  So, even though the word "zeteo" can possibly, in some instances, be translated as “get to the bottom of,” it is never translated that way in the Bible.  So your point is completely and totally irrelevant, unless you believe all the English translators of the Bible to be wrong.  

#4: To use your logic, when you look up the Greek word for “all,” (pas), you will find in its semantic range the meaning, “all manner of.”  Which means, Romans 3:23 does not really mean “all” as in every single person, it means “all manner of.”  So, I could translate Romans 3:23, using your logic, as “For all manner of men have sinned and fallen short of the glory of God.”  In context, Paul is talking about Jew vs. Greek - “Are we Jews any better off?  No, not at all; for I have already charged that all men, both Jews and Greeks, are under the power of sin,” (Romans 3:9).  When Paul uses the word “all” here, he is not talking about individuals, he is showing that Jews - as a group - are no better than the Greeks when it comes to sin.  So it seems my interpretation is in line at this point.  Which means, the word “all” does not necessarily refer to Mary as having sinned.  And, the Bible actually translates the word “pas” in this manner - 11 times!  Versus translating the word “zeteo” as “get to the bottom of,” 0 times!

#5: Yes, the Bible tells us to seek God.  So what?  I never said it didn’t.  That is irrelevant to the point being made. The Bible says to seek God, but it also says no one is seeking God.  (Besides, you stated that it doesn't mean to seek God here, it means to get to the bottom of God.)  Even though the Bible tells us to seek God, that doesn't necessarily mean people are indeed seeking God.  The Bible also tells us not to sin, yet it also says people sin.  And, according to your interpretation of Romans 3:23, it tells us every single person who has ever lived (Jesus as the lone exception) has sinned. So your point here is, again, absolutely irrelevant.  

#6: If you want the context of this entire passage from Romans 3, you need to look to the Old Testament so that you don’t “topicalize.”  In Romans 3:10-12, Paul is quoting from Psalm 14 and/or Psalm 53.  In those Psalms, Paul states there is none that do good, no not one; that “all” have gone astray; all have fallen away.  So, does that mean every single person?  No, because the context of Psalms 14 and 53 is that there are the evildoers, the sons of men - those who deny God - and there are the people of God, the generation of the righteous.  And it is about those who deny God that the psalmist says “all” have gone astray.  In other words, the Old Testament, biblical-wide context for this passage of Romans, is that the word “all” simply does not mean every single person ever.   If you miss the Old Testament context of the passage, then you miss the New Testament context of the passage, which you have done.  

#7: In Luke, chapter 1, verse 6, it states, “And [Elizabeth and Zechariah - John the Baptist’s parents] were both righteous before God, walking in all the commandments and ordinances of the Lord blameless.”  So, if Elizabeth and Zechariah were blameless in “ALL” of the Lord’s commandments and ordinances, do you contend that they had sinned? 

#8: John the Baptist was filled with the Holy Spirit his entire life, even from his mother’s womb (Luke 1:15).  Do you contend that he sinned?  

#9: Have babies sinned?

Now, to answer your question about Mary in a simple and direct manner, per your request - I believe Mary was sinless her entire life because the Church founded by Jesus Christ - and guided by the Holy Spirit - which is the pillar and ground of the truth, tells me so.  And, the Word of God supports that teaching 100%.  

Strategy

As I said in the last newsletter, my first reaction to his reply was, "Huh?"  In fact, that is my first reaction to most of his replies.  Have you ever noticed how every time you pin a Protestant down on something in the Bible, all of a sudden the words of Scripture don't really mean what they say?  It's funny how, "in context," they actually mean pretty much the opposite of what they say.  Now, I am not saying context isn't important...it most certainly is...but you rarely hear about context from the other side in your debates unless you put forth one of the "Catholic" verses.  And the "context" they come up with is quite often not the actual context.  

So, James 2:24 - "You see that a man is justified by works and not by faith alone" - "in context" means, "You see that a man is indeed justified by faith alone and that works have nothing to do with justification."  Or, John 20:23 - "If you forgive the sins of any, they are forgiven; if you retain the sins of any, they are retained," - "in context" means, "You don't really forgive or retain sins, but you can decide who you want to preach to and those you preach to, if they accept Jesus, will have their sins forgiven.  But those you decide not to preach to, their sins will be retained."  

Romans 2:6-7 - "For He will render to every man according to his works; to those who by patience in well-doing seek for glory and honor and immortality, He will give eternal life," - "in context" means, "God doesn't really render eternal life to man because of good works, but only by faith alone."  And, one more for emphasis, John 6:54-55 - "He who eats My flesh and drinks My blood has eternal life, and I will raise him up at the last day.  For My flesh is food indeed and My blood is drink indeed," - "in context" means, "For My flesh really isn't food and drink, it's just a symbolic thing, and symbolically eating and drinking my flesh and blood doesn't get you eternal life, either, because only faith alone does that."  That is called twisting the Scriptures "to their own destruction," 2 Peter 3:16.

Okay, even though I made nine different points, they generally lead in two directions: 1) One is authority, particularly the authority of his interpretations, or the lack thereof.  I want to emphasize with him, time and time and time again, that his interpretations are not only fallible and lacking in authority, but they are just plain ol' bad interpretations that don't make a lot of sense.  This is a direction you can, and should, always take folks in.  2) The fact that there is plenty of evidence, from Scripture, that "all" in Romans 3:23 is not an absolute.

So, I answered his points, such as they were, and used those answers to keep moving in the direction I want to go - that "all" is not an absolute "all."  This guy is a bit "out there" with his answers, I mean, look at what he says Romans 3:11 means, "implies that man is unable to comprehend the truth of God or grasp his standard of righteousness [sic]."  Really?!  Well, if that's the case, why bother with reading the Bible?  And why does John 8:32 say, "Know the truth and the truth will set you free," if man can't comprehend the truth of God?  That makes no sense whatsoever.  Talk about lack of context!  Tony completely misses the point...the context...of Rom 3:11.  That verse is quoting from Psalm 14 and/or Psalm 53, and it is referring not to all men but to "the fool [who] says in his heart, 'There is no God.'"  So it is the fool who doesn't believe in God who doesn't understand and who does not seek God, not all men.  Looks like he was "topicalizing" by "quoting Scripture non-contextually."  At this point, I was fairly sure that this "dialogue" was not going to end with any clear cut resolution, but since a bunch of folks on Facebook were reading it, it was worth continuing for at least a little bit. 

Now, see what you can make of his next response...

Tony Thorne

It seems you do not remember much of what you say, but I had copied and pasted your whimsical understanding of scripture, that I might negate your denial. And here it is, verbatim….You said,

“Now, in an earlier post, I asked you if you were "seeking God." You said you were. Well, that is contrary to the Bible, at least, according to your interpretation of the Bible, because in Romans 3:11, it states the following: "No one seeks for God." If "all have sinned" means that everyone, without human exception, has sinned, then "No one seeks for God," means that no one, without human exception, seeks for God. Yet, you say that you do seek for God. Which means one of the following must be true: 1) You were wrong and you do not seek for God in your life; or 2) You think the Bible is wrong when it says "No one seeks for God." Which is it? Are you not seeking for God in your life, or do you believe the Bible is wrong when it says "No one" seeks for God?”

Clearly you were excerpting my foolishness in suggesting the Bible does not tell us to seek God. You say it’s not relevant, but when we are talking about knowledge of scripture, and you say I am wrong for saying the Bible tells us to seek God, when over and over again, it does, and somehow you have found only one verse that says not true. So one verse contradicts all other verses. Hermeneutics, which you admit to not having a degree in teaches the opposite. My interpretation, contrary to the mindless, makes far greater sense than yours. You who said the Bible never tells us to seek God.

Where does the Bible ever translate the Greek word, “zeteo,” as “get to the bottom of”? Romans 3:11 John. It’s one thing for that to be a “possible” meaning of the word - in its “semantic range” - but it’s another thing for the translators of the Bible to actually use that particular meaning of the word in their translations. And, in this case, they don’t! Wrong John!! In the King James Bible (which is Protestant), the Greek word “zeteo” is translated as “seek” exactly 100 times. Nothing like contradicting yourself John. Coming from a guy who tried to say the Bible doesn’t tell us to seek God? hmmm. You have lost all credibility John. 

So, your answer to where in the Bible does it say Mary was sinless is: “I believe Mary was sinless her entire life because the Church founded by Jesus Christ - and guided by the Holy Spirit - which is the pillar and ground of the truth, tells me so. And, the Word of God supports that teaching 100%.” Sorry John, but this is not a sufficient answer. All you are saying is you believe the Bible says Mary was sinless, but you have still failed to reveal scripture to prove that blasphemes nonsense. Quite honestly john, you seem to be a man that has difficulty with reading comprehension and you don’t seem to remember things you say, like the bible tells us not to seek God. You actually attempted to belittle me because I said the Bible says to seek God. But, unlike you I provide scripture, and still you can’t admit to your own fallibility. I'm leaving you with some more verses that prove you wrong...

[Here Tony put in a dozen or so verses about seeking the Lord, which are not necessary to reprint as they lead to nowhere.  His point, of course, was that the Bible tells us to seek God.  In other words, for some reason he thinks I am arguing that the Bible doesn't tell us to seek God, which I never did.  He is either incapable of, or unwilling to, actually understand the arguments I'm making.]

John Martignoni

Huh?  First of all, what the heck does "excerpting my foolishness" mean?  I don't think he reads back over what he writes before he posts it, or simply doesn't pay much attention to what he himself is saying, or something along those lines.  So, you guys think about that for a week, and I'll be back next Friday to continue this dialogue.

Closing Comments

Even though his answers are fairly lacking in logic and good sense, he is generally staying within the parameters that I am laying down.  In other words, I am the one setting the pace in this dialogue.  Now, even if this exchange ends up going absolutely nowhere, it will have not been nearly as frustrating as it could have been if I were merely passively responding to his accusations and attacks and going all over the theological map.  By asking questions of him and going on the offensive by doing so, I am retaining at least some control of the conversation.  Keep that in mind when you get into these dialogues.  Always ask as many, if not more, questions than you answer.

https://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/382-dealing-with-an-anti-catholic-part-iii
By John Martignoni, March 4, 2017
Okay, continuing with my dialogue with anti-Catholic Tony Thorne.  This week has little analysis from me, as it is more of a setup for the next two weeks.  I wanted to give you his responses - both the first and the second ones (as you'll see) - to the 10 points I made in last week's newsletter, and then dissect his responses in the next two newsletters.  That way, no one newsletter will get too long and cumbersome (at least, that's the goal). 
So, I am going to start off with the response of his that I ended with in last week's newsletter and go from there...

Challenge/Response/Strategy

Tony Thorne

It seems you do not remember much of what you say, but I had copied and pasted your whimsical understanding of scripture, that I might negate your denial. And here it is, verbatim….You said,

“Now, in an earlier post, I asked you if you were "seeking God." You said you were. Well, that is contrary to the Bible, at least, according to your interpretation of the Bible, because in Romans 3:11, it states the following: "No one seeks for God." If "all have sinned" means that everyone, without human exception, has sinned, then "No one seeks for God," means that no one, without human exception, seeks for God. Yet, you say that you do seek for God. Which means one of the following must be true: 1) You were wrong and you do not seek for God in your life; or 2) You think the Bible is wrong when it says "No one seeks for God." Which is it? Are you not seeking for God in your life, or do you believe the Bible is wrong when it says "No one" seeks for God?”

Clearly you were excerpting my foolishness in suggesting the Bible does not tell us to seek God. You say it’s not relevant, but when we are talking about knowledge of scripture, and you say I am wrong for saying the Bible tells us to seek God, when over and over again, it does, and somehow you have found only one verse that says not true. So one verse contradicts all other verses. Hermeneutics, which you admit to not having a degree in teaches the opposite. My interpretation, contrary to the mindless, makes far greater sense than yours. You who said the Bible never tells us to seek God.

Where does the Bible ever translate the Greek word, “zeteo,” as “get to the bottom of”? Romans 3:11 John. It’s one thing for that to be a “possible” meaning of the word - in its “semantic range” - but it’s another thing for the translators of the Bible to actually use that particular meaning of the word in their translations. And, in this case, they don’t! Wrong John!! In the King James Bible (which is Protestant), the Greek word “zeteo” is translated as “seek” exactly 100 times. Nothing like contradicting yourself John. Coming from a guy who tried to say the Bible doesn’t tell us to seek God? hmmm. You have lost all credibility John.

So, your answer to where in the Bible does it say Mary was sinless is: “I believe Mary was sinless her entire life because the Church founded by Jesus Christ - and guided by the Holy Spirit - which is the pillar and ground of the truth, tells me so. And, the Word of God supports that teaching 100%.” Sorry John, but this is not a sufficient answer. All you are saying is you believe the Bible says Mary was sinless, but you have still failed to reveal scripture to prove that blasphemes nonsense. Quite honestly john, you seem to be a man that has difficulty with reading comprehension and you don’t seem to remember things you say, like the bible tells us not to seek God. You actually attempted to belittle me because I said the Bible says to seek God. But, unlike you I provide scripture, and still you can’t admit to your own fallibility. I'm leaving you with some more verses that prove you wrong...

[Here Tony put in a dozen or so verses about seeking the Lord, which are not necessary to reprint as they lead to nowhere.  His point, of course, was that the Bible tells us to seek God.  In other words, for some reason he thinks I am arguing that the Bible doesn't tell us to seek God, which I never did.  He is either incapable of, or unwilling to, actually understand the arguments I'm making.]

John Martignoni

Wow! Talk about a rambling "argument." That, and the rest of what you had to say, was tough to make sense of. Do me, and all the folks following this exchange, a favor, Tony, and re-post your arguments, but do so by hitting "Reply" underneath the individual points that I made, #1 - #10, so I know exactly what part of your response corresponds to each one of my arguments. I'm not asking you to re-type anything, just copy and paste. That way I'll be able to tell which of the 10 points you responded to and which you did not respond to, and which part of your argument goes where. Plus, it will help organize the discussion moving forward. Thanks!

By the way, just one quick point, I do indeed believe the Bible tells us to seek God - nowhere have I said otherwise. What I said was, your absolutist interpretation of Romans 3:11-23, makes the Bible say absolutely no one seeks God just as you believe it says absolutely no one is without sin. If "all" means absolutely everyone, then "no one" means absolutely no one. You can't have it both ways. That's bad hermeneutics. Furthermore, I never said that anything about whether or not I have a "degree in hermeneutics."  You keep assuming things about what I say, as well as misunderstanding and misinterpreting things that I say.  If you do that with human words, how much more likely are you to do that with the Word of God?

Strategy

My strategy here was to simply get him to clean up his arguments so that they were a bit more coherent and so I can better correlate what he says to what I actually argued.  It's difficult to argue with someone when you can't make sense of what they're saying.  And it was an attempt to get him to focus on what I was actually saying and reply point-by-point.  
Also, I wanted to give him a simple summary of my argument about "all" and "no one" as he simply did not appear to be able to understand it, or wasn't reading very carefully, or something...but he just wasn't getting it (maybe on purpose, who knows).  His reply was, well, less than nice, as you'll see below:

Tony Thorne

That’s what I think of you John. In India, I gave multiple messages, and thousands of Hindus and Muslims accepted Christ as their Lord and Savior. So your opinion means nothing.

And you made me loathe the catholic religion even more!

John Martignoni

Well, talk about an air tight, logical, and rational argument! How could I possibly argue with that, after all, my opinion means nothing?  You know, though, somehow I have trouble believing that thousands of Hindus and Muslims converted because of Tony.  If there is any way that is true, I just hope and pray they somehow get led to the fullness of the truth, and not settle for his stunted version of Christianity. 

I did not respond to that comment, as I it was obvious to me that his initial "apology" for how he presented himself - calling me, and others, all sorts of names and making all sorts of rude comments - was something that, while maybe heartfelt when he made it, was only so on a very temporary basis.  It was also obvious that he was exceedingly frustrated and it would be of no use to pursue an argument with someone who either could not, or deliberately would not, understand and respond directly to my arguments.  I was curious, though, as to how he could "loath" [sic] the "catholic religion" more, since he had already stated that he thought of it as a satanic cult that hated the Word of God and worshipped Mary before Jesus.  How do you get lower than being a satanic cult and hating the Word of God?  But, I decided not to ask. 

Anyway, that is how I thought it would end.  But, a couple of weeks later, he came back to the FB page and slipped in some responses, such as they were.  You know the old adage, "Better late than never?"  Well, it's not always true.  Anyway, I am going to repeat the 10 point response that I gave to him in my last newsletter - http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/381-dealing-with-an-anti-catholic-cont-d - and give you his belated 2nd response to them and, once again, let you ponder on what he had to say for a week.  Then, as I said above, in the next two newsletters I will take apart his responses piece by piece and that will probably be that for my dialogue with Tony Thorne, as it is all too apparent that his anger and hatred towards all things Catholic preclude him from having an honest, level-headed, and adult conversation about these things.  The only reason I went on with him as long as I have, is because we had an audience (the folks on Facebook) and I wanted them - Catholic and non-Catholic alike - to see how completely void of content and logic and consistency his arguments are, and to also see one approach to making an argument against the belief that Mary committed sin.  So, here we go:

John Martignoni

Tony, oh how I disagree with thee, let me count the ways:

#1: You said in your response, “I believe what the verse means in context...” Well, sorry, but I’m not interested in what you “believe” the verse means. Your “belief” could be wrong. What authority do you have to tell me what a passage of Scripture means that I should believe your interpretation? None. So, I believe your interpretation is wrong. We have already established that your interpretations of the Bible are not infallible, so will you admit that this interpretation of yours could be wrong? And, if it could be wrong, then why should I believe your interpretation vs. the very clear meaning of the passage as it is written?

Tony Thorne

I'm sorry, I should have said I know what Romans 3:11 means, because the bible explains it clearly. Here, allow me to help you. Psalm 14:2–3, which pictures God searching in vain for even one heart that seeks Him: v.2 “The Lord looks down from heaven on all mankind to see if there are any who understand, any who seek God. All have turned away, all have become corrupt; there is no one who does good, not even one.” This passage is quoted in Romans 3:10–12, which says, “As it is written: ‘There is no one righteous, not even one; there is no one who understands; there is no one who seeks God.’”

Even our best efforts fall far short of the righteousness required by God for all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God, .as stated in (Romans 3:23). That’s why Scripture says that no one seeks God! We seek fulfillment. We seek pleasure. We seek escape from pain. But the pure motivation of seeking after God for Himself is a gift from God. We are not saved because we had the wisdom and insight to exercise our own faith and trust God. No one wakes up one day and, on his own, decides to seek God. That would be a salvation by our own works, and Scripture is clear: we are saved only by the grace and mercy of God (Titus 3:5; he saved us, not because of righteous things we had done, but because of his mercy. He saved us through the washing of rebirth and renewal by the Holy Spirit, 6 whom he poured out on us generously through Jesus Christ our Savior, 7 so that, having been justified by his grace, we might become heirs having the hope of eternal life.

Romans 11:6 says, And if by grace, then it cannot be based on works; if it were, grace would no longer be grace. We are saved when God touches our hearts and prompts us to use the faith He gives to receive His gift of salvation. But, Even with the knowledge of God’s existence everywhere, people naturally choose to “suppress the truth by their wickedness” Contextually, I found Romans 1:18-20 quite relevant to a narcissistic believer (like you john) who ever thought he had earned his way. Romans 1:18-20 18 do not consider yourself to be superior to those other branches. If you do, consider this: You do not support the root, but the root supports you. 19 You will say then, “Branches were broken off so that I could be grafted in.” 20 Granted. But they were broken off because of unbelief, and you stand by faith. Do not be arrogant, but tremble. When we speak of the Word of God, it is different from any other writings, both past and present. Other writings, no matter how religious, truthful, or filled with inspiring anecdotes are only the product of man not God. I allude to (2Pe 1:20-21). 20 Above all, you must understand that no prophecy of Scripture came about by the prophet’s own interpretation of things. 21 For prophecy never had its origin in the human will, but prophets, though human, spoke from God as they were carried along by the Holy Spirit.

John Martignoni

#2: So, according to Tony Thorne, the word “seek” doesn’t really mean “seek”? And, instead of saying, “no one understands, no one seeks for God,” the English translation of Romans 3:11 should have said, “Man is unable to comprehend the truth of God or grasp his standard of righteousness.” Which means that the translators of the King James Bible, the New International Bible, the Revised Standard Version Bible, the Geneva Bible, the American Standard Version Bible, the Darby Bible, the Wycliffe Bible, and pretty much every other major Protestant English translation of the Bible gave us a translation of God’s Word that we can’t trust? After all, they all missed the translation that Tony Thorne came up with.

Tony Thorne

I have answered question 2 and question 3 with my response to question 1.

John Martignoni

#3: You stated, “When you look up the Greek word for seek, (zetéo) you will find in its semantic range, the meaning, get to the bottom of.” So, one possible meaning of the Greek word, “zeteo,” which is translated “seek” in Romans 3:11, is “get to the bottom of.” Well, that’s all nice and everything, but there is a problem. Where does the Bible ever translate the Greek word, “zeteo,” as “get to the bottom of”? It’s one thing for that to be a “possible” meaning of the word - in its “semantic range” - but it’s another thing for the translators of the Bible to actually use that particular meaning of the word in their translations. And, in this case, they don’t! In the King James Bible (which is Protestant), the Greek word “zeteo” is translated as “seek” exactly 100 times. I can find no translation of the word as “get to the bottom of.” So, even though the word can possibly, in some instances, be translated “get to the bottom of,” (according to you) it is never translated that way in the Bible. So your point is completely and totally irrelevant, unless you believe all the English translators of the Bible to be wrong.

Tony Thorne

Wrong, as I have explained in my answer to your first question.

John Martignoni

#4: To use your logic, when you look up the Greek word for “all,” (pas), you will find in its semantic range the meaning, “all manner of.” Which means, Romans 3:23 does not really mean “all” as in every single person, it means “all manner of.” So, I could translate Romans 3:23, using your logic, as “For all manner have sinned and fall short of the glory of God.” In context, Paul is talking about Jew vs. Greek - “Are we Jews any better off? No, not at all; for I have already charged that all men, both Jews and Greeks, are under the power of sin,” (Romans 3:9). When Paul uses the word “all” here, he is not talking about individuals, he is showing that Jews - as a group - are no better than the Greeks when it comes to sin. So it seems my interpretation is in line at this point. Which means, the word “all” does not necessarily refer to Mary as having sinned. And, the Bible actually translates the word “pas” in this manner - 11 times! Versus translating the word “zeteo” as “get to the bottom of,” 0 times!

Tony Thorne

Yes, it really means ALL! Nice try though. Sorry Mary.

John Martignoni

#5: Yes, the Bible tells us to seek God. So what? I never said it didn’t. That is irrelevant to the point being made. The Bible says to seek God, but it also says no one is seeking God. The Bible tells us not to sin, yet it also says people sin. And, according to your interpretation of Romans 3:23, it tells us every single person who has ever lived (Jesus as the lone exception) has sinned. So your point here is, again, absolutely irrelevant.

Tony Thorne

Funny I love how you try to shrug off your stupidity so casually by lying and dismissing the fact that I was right, because I am right!!

John Martignoni

#6: If you want the context of this entire passage from Romans 3, you need to look to the Old Testament so that you don’t “topicalize.” In Romans 3:10-12, Paul is quoting from Psalm 14 and/or Psalm 53. In those Psalms, Paul states there is none that do good, no not one; that “all” have gone astray; all have fallen away. So, does that mean every single person? No, because the context of Psalms 14 and 53 is that there are the evildoers, the sons of men - those who deny God - and there are the people of God, the generation of the righteous. And it is about those who deny God that the psalmist says “all” have gone astray. In other words, the Old Testament, biblical-wide context for this passage of Romans, is that the word “all” simply does not mean every single person ever. If you miss the Old Testament context of the passage, then you miss the New Testament context of the passage, which you have done.

Tony Thorne

I gave you the context in the answer to your first rabbit trail. Remember, you are not in control here. I don't adhere to daddy John’s methodology, and quite frankly I think you’re a terrible bible expositor.

John Martignoni

#7: In Luke, chapter 1, verse 6, it states, “And [Elizabeth and Zechariah - John the Baptist’s parents] were both righteous before God, walking an all the commandments and ordinances of the Lord blameless.” So, if Elizabeth and Zechariah were blameless in “ALL” of the Lord’s commandments and ordinances, do you contend that they had sinned?

Tony Thorne

They were both righteous before God Not as the Pharisees, only righteous before men, but in the sight of God, who sees the heart, and whose judgment is according to truth; and therefore were not justified by the deeds of the law; for by them no man can be justified in the sight of God; but were made righteous through the righteousness of Christ, by which the saints were made righteous before the coming of Christ, as those after it: see ( Acts 15:11 ) ( Revelation 13:8 ) . God beheld them in his Son, as clothed with that righteousness he engaged to bring in, and as cleansed from all sin in that blood of his which was to be shed: and they appeared to him, and in the eye of his justice, and according to his law, righteous persons: though this character may also regard the internal holiness of their hearts, and the truth and sincerity of grace in them: which God, who trieth the hearts and reins of the children of men, knew, took notice of, and bore testimony to: as likewise their holy, upright walk and conversation before men, and which was observed by God, and acceptable to him, though imperfect, as arising from a principle of grace, being performed in the faith and fear of him, and with a view to his glory, and for the sake, and through the righteousness of his Son.

John Martignoni

#8: John the Baptist was filled with the Holy Spirit his entire life, even from his mother’s womb (Luke 1:15). Do you contend that he sinned?

Tony Thorne

[No response from Tony on this one.]

John Martignoni

#9: Have babies sinned?

Tony Thorne

We cannot simply assume that children are “innocent” and are therefore exempt from the penalties of sin. The Bible teaches clearly that infants are in a state of sin and need to be regenerated. They, like all humanity, can be saved only through Christ. Ps. 51:5 — “Behold, I was brought forth in iniquity; and in sin did my mother conceive me.” John 3:6 — “That which is born of the flesh is flesh.”

John Martignoni

Now, #10, to answer your question about Mary in a simple and direct manner, per your request - I believe Mary was sinless her entire life because the Church founded by Jesus Christ - and guided by the Holy Spirit - which is the pillar and ground of the truth, tells me so. And, the Word of God supports that teaching 100%. You believe she sinned based on your fallible, man-made, non-authoritative, private interpretation of the Bible. Who should I believe - the Church founded by Jesus, or you?

Tony Thorne

Again please, show me this teaching that doesn't exist!

John Martignoni

I'll treat with his first 5 responses, or lack thereof, in the next newsletter, and then #6 - #10 in the following newsletter.
https://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/383-dealing-with-an-anti-catholic-part-iv   

By John Martignoni, March 11, 2017
This week I will be commenting on the responses to the last 5 of the 10 points by anti-Catholic Tony Thorne regarding chapter 3 of Romans. I'm going to post each of my initial points, then his response to those points, and then my reply to him.  Next week I will address his responses to my other 5 points, and then give a little summary of the conversation and the points I was trying to make with it.   

Challenge/Response/Strategy

John Martignoni
Tony, oh how I disagree with thee, let me count the ways:

#1: You said in your response, “I believe what the verse [Romans 3:11] means in context...” Well, sorry, but I’m not interested in what you “believe” the verse means. Your “belief” could be wrong. What authority do you have to tell me what a passage of Scripture means that I should believe your interpretation? None. So, I believe your interpretation is wrong. We have already established that your interpretations of the Bible are not infallible, so will you admit that this interpretation of yours could be wrong? And, if it could be wrong, then why should I believe your interpretation vs. the very clear meaning of the passage as it is written?

Tony Thorne

I'm sorry, I should have said I know what Romans 3:11 means, because the bible explains it clearly. Here, allow me to help you. Psalm 14:2–3, which pictures God searching in vain for even one heart that seeks Him: v.2 “The Lord looks down from heaven on all mankind to see if there are any who understand, any who seek God. All have turned away, all have become corrupt; there is no one who does good, not even one.” This passage is quoted in Romans 3:10–12, which says, “As it is written: ‘There is no one righteous, not even one; there is no one who understands; there is no one who seeks God.’”

Even our best efforts fall far short of the righteousness required by God for all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God, .as stated in (Romans 3:23). That’s why Scripture says that no one seeks God! We seek fulfillment. We seek pleasure. We seek escape from pain. But the pure motivation of seeking after God for Himself is a gift from God. We are not saved because we had the wisdom and insight to exercise our own faith and trust God. No one wakes up one day and, on his own, decides to seek God. That would be a salvation by our own works, and Scripture is clear: we are saved only by the grace and mercy of God (Titus 3:5; he saved us, not because of righteous things we had done, but because of his mercy. He saved us through the washing of rebirth and renewal by the Holy Spirit, 6 whom he poured out on us generously through Jesus Christ our Savior, 7 so that, having been justified by his grace, we might become heirs having the hope of eternal life.

Romans 11:6 says, And if by grace, then it cannot be based on works; if it were, grace would no longer be grace. We are saved when God touches our hearts and prompts us to use the faith He gives to receive His gift of salvation. But, Even with the knowledge of God’s existence everywhere, people naturally choose to “suppress the truth by their wickedness” Contextually, I found Romans 1:18-20 quite relevant to a narcissistic believer (like you john) who ever thought he had earned his way. Romans 1:18-20 18 do not consider yourself to be superior to those other branches. If you do, consider this: You do not support the root, but the root supports you. 19 You will say then, “Branches were broken off so that I could be grafted in.” 20 Granted. But they were broken off because of unbelief, and you stand by faith. Do not be arrogant, but tremble. When we speak of the Word of God, it is different from any other writings, both past and present. Other writings, no matter how religious, truthful, or filled with inspiring anecdotes are only the product of man not God. I allude to (2Pe 1:20-21). 20 Above all, you must understand that no prophecy of Scripture came about by the prophet’s own interpretation of things. 21 For prophecy never had its origin in the human will, but prophets, though human, spoke from God as they were carried along by the Holy Spirit.

John Martignoni

First of all, Tony, I notice that you did not answer my question: “What authority do you have to tell me what a passage of Scripture means that I should believe your interpretation?”  Since you didn’t answer, I will answer for you: NONE.  You have absolutely no authority to tell me, or anyone else for that matter, what this or any verse of Scripture means.  

Secondly, I notice that you seemed to have changed your mind about being infallible when it comes to your interpretations of the Bible.  In an earlier response you said that you are not infallible in your interpretation of Scripture; yet, here you pretty much state that you are infallible in your interpretation of Scripture - “I know what Romans 3:11 means.”  I call that being fallible in theory, but infallible in practice.  Do you wish to claim, Tony, that your interpretation of Romans 3:11 is indeed infallible?  

Thirdly, you quote to me from Psalm 14, as if I had never heard of it, yet I have already quoted from it in an earlier response to you (see point #6 of my previous response).  What I find exceedingly interesting, though, Tony, is that you left out verse 1 of Psalm 14.  Why did you do that?  
I’ll tell you why, because you are trying to prove that Romans 3:23 - which says that “all” have sinned and fall short of the glory of God - means absolutely all human beings.  So, you want Psalm 14, which is being quoted from in Romans 3, to reflect your absolutist interpretation.  You stated, “Psalm 14:2–3, which pictures God searching in vain for even one heart that seeks Him.”  If God is searching “in vain” for even “one heart” that seeks Him, Tony, then why does Psalm 14 go on to talk about “My people” and the “generation of the righteous,” if there are none that are righteous?  And are God’s people those who say there is not God?

No, Tony, you left out verse 1 on purpose because it tells us that God is not, in fact, talking about absolutely all men here.  Verse 1 says, “The fool says in his heart, ‘There is no God.’  They are corrupt, they do abominable deeds, there is none that does good.”  The “none” here, Tony, is referring to the fools who say there is no God, and not to absolutely all men.  And, in verse 4, God refers to them as “evildoers” who are opposed to God’s people.  So, “all," in this context, is not an absolute in terms of all mankind, as it is referring to those who say there is no God.  By leaving out verse 1, you have badly, and apparently deliberately, misconstrued the entire context of the passage. 

And if you have misinterpreted the Old Testament passage that is quoted in a New Testament passage, then more than likely you have misinterpreted the New Testament passage as well - as you have.  Again, the context of Romans 3 is the Jews vs. the Greeks, or the Gentiles.  Verse 9 even asks, “Are Jews any better off?”  Verses 19-21 go on to talk about the Old Testament law and the works of the law, which is the foundation upon which many of the observant Jews thought they were not sinners, but that the Greeks were.  That is why Paul is essentially saying, in verses 10-18 and 22-23, “Jews, as a group, are no better off than the Gentiles, as a group.  Both are under the power of sin.”  The context is not an absolute in regard to every single human having committed a personal sin.  

In Matthew 3, Tony, it says that “all” of Judea and “all” of the areas around the Jordan river came out to see John the Baptist  and that they were baptized by him.  Does “all” here mean every single person in Judea and the areas around the Jordan were baptized by John the Baptist?  Yes or no?

Now, a few last points here.  Regarding all of the Scripture verses you quote, Titus 3:5-7 (which is referring to Baptism, by the way), Rom 11:6, Rom 11:18-20 (not Romans 1), and 2 Peter 1:20-21...I agree with all of those verses.  As a Catholic, I agree with every single verse of the Bible.  I don't, however, necessarily agree with your admittedly fallible, man-made, non-authoritative private interpretations of those verses.  By the way, I hope you don't believe in once saved always saved (eternal security), because Romans 11:17-22 absolutely destroys that false doctrine.  And, regarding your belief in salvation by faith alone, "Wilt thou know, O vain man, that faith without works is dead?"

Finally, you stated, "We are saved when God touches our hearts and prompts us to use the faith He gives to receive His gift of salvation."  Could you give me the Bible passage you quoted from for that?  Or was that from you? 

John Martignoni

#2: So, according to Tony Thorne, the word “seek” doesn’t really mean “seek”? And, instead of saying, “no one understands, no one seeks for God,” the English translation of Romans 3:11 should have said, “Man is unable to comprehend the truth of God or grasp his standard of righteousness.” Which means that the translators of the King James Bible, the New International Bible, the Revised Standard Version Bible, the Geneva Bible, the American Standard Version Bible, the Darby Bible, the Wycliffe Bible, and pretty much every other major Protestant English translation of the Bible gave us a translation of God’s Word that we can’t trust? After all, they all missed the translation that Tony Thorne came up with.

Tony Thorne

I have answered question 2 and question 3 with my response to question 1.

John Martignoni

Uhmm...no, you didn't.  You stated that the phrase, "No one seeks for God," means that man cannot understand the truth of God.  Well, if that is the case, why didn't the English translation just say that?  You want to know why?  Because that is not what it means.  If it did mean that, then why bother reading the Bible?  I mean, if the Bible contains the truth of God, but we can't understand the truth of God, then why bother reading the Bible?  Your interpretation is a nonsensical one.

John Martignoni

#3: You stated, “When you look up the Greek word for seek, (zetéo) you will find in its semantic range, the meaning, get to the bottom of.” So, one possible meaning of the Greek word, “zeteo,” which is translated “seek” in Romans 3:11, is “get to the bottom of.” Well, that’s all nice and everything, but there is a problem. Where does the Bible ever translate the Greek word, “zeteo,” as “get to the bottom of”? It’s one thing for that to be a “possible” meaning of the word - in its “semantic range” - but it’s another thing for the translators of the Bible to actually use that particular meaning of the word in their translations. And, in this case, they don’t! In the King James Bible (which is Protestant), the Greek word “zeteo” is translated as “seek” exactly 100 times. I can find no translation of the word as “get to the bottom of.” 
So, even though the word can possibly, in some instances, be translated “get to the bottom of,” (according to you) it is never translated that way in the Bible. So your point is completely and totally irrelevant, unless you believe all the English translators of the Bible to be wrong.

Tony Thorne

Wrong, as I have explained in my answer to your first question.

John Martignoni

Uhmm...once again...no, you didn't.  The phrase, "Get to the bottom of" (please note the quotation marks), nowhere appears in the Bible, at least, not that I can find.  Please give me the book, chapter, and verse where it is translated that way.  In other words, nowhere does the Bible translate the Greek word, "zeteo," as "get to the bottom of."  You state things that are flat out untrue, Tony. 

John Martignoni

#4: To use your logic, when you look up the Greek word for “all,” (pas), you will find in its semantic range the meaning, “all manner of.” Which means, Romans 3:23 does not really mean “all” as in every single person, it means “all manner of.” So, I could translate Romans 3:23, using your logic, as “For all manner have sinned and fall short of the glory of God.” In context, Paul is talking about Jew vs. Greek - “Are we Jews any better off? No, not at all; for I have already charged that all men, both Jews and Greeks, are under the power of sin,” (Romans 3:9). When Paul uses the word “all” here, he is not talking about individuals, he is showing that Jews - as a group - are no better than the Greeks when it comes to sin. So it seems my interpretation is in line at this point. Which means, the word “all” does not necessarily refer to Mary as having sinned. And, the Bible actually translates the word “pas” in this manner - 11 times! Versus translating the word “zeteo” as “get to the bottom of,” 0 times!

Tony Thorne

Yes, it really means ALL! Nice try though. Sorry Mary.

John Martignoni

Well, that's a particularly brilliant come back, now isn't it?  I suppose the proper response should be, "No it doesn't!"  Here's the thing, Tony, you want to be able to take some obscure definition of a Greek word - a definition that is nowhere used in the Bible for that word - and apply it to your fallible interpretation so as to fit your pre-determined doctrines.  But, if I want to take a less obscure definition of a different Greek word - a definition which is actually used several places in the Bible - and apply it to my interpretation of the Bible, then you reject it.  Why?  Because it doesn't fit your fallible interpretation and your pre-determined doctrine.  You are very inconsistent, Tony.  So, again, I have to ask, what authority do you have to tell me I'm wrong and that you are right?  And, are you infallible in saying your interpretation is right and mine is wrong?

John Martignoni

#5: Yes, the Bible tells us to seek God. So what? I never said it didn’t. That is irrelevant to the point being made. The Bible says to seek God, but it also says no one is seeking God. The Bible tells us not to sin, yet it also says people sin. And, according to your interpretation of Romans 3:23, it tells us every single person who has ever lived (Jesus as the lone exception) has sinned. So your point here is, again, absolutely irrelevant.

Tony Thorne

Funny I love how you try to shrug off your stupidity so casually by lying and dismissing the fact that I was right, because I am right!! Publish that in your newsletter!

John Martignoni

I am very happy to publish your remarks in my newsletter, Tony.  If you think I am somehow afraid to let people read what you have to say, nothing could be further from the truth.  Truth doesn't fear error, Tony...error fears truth.  Besides, I think everyone should be given the opportunity to show their true colors, as Cyndi Lauper would say...
Closing comments
I didn't put in any "Strategy" comments this week, as I will save those for my closing of this "dialogue" next week.  I seriously doubt Tony will have any reply to my comments, as he has sent me a message saying, "Good-bye."  That was, of course, after saying that I was a "narcistic [sic] puke" who needed to be taken out into an alley and taught some respect.  But, even if he were to respond, I won't be answering him.  This conversation has served its purpose and I need to move on to greener pastures, as it were.
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By John Martignoni, March 21, 2017
This week I will be commenting on the responses to the last 5 of the 10 points by anti-Catholic Tony Thorne regarding chapter 3 of Romans (you can see the first 5 in last week's newsletter).  They are not in the form of a response to him because he withdrew from the field of battle before I ever responded to him on these particular points.  So, I'm going to post each of my initial points, then his response to those points, and then my comments on his responses.  And then I'll give a little summary of the conversation and the points I was trying to make with it.  

Challenge/Response/Strategy

John Martignoni

#6: If you want the context of this entire passage from Romans 3, you need to look to the Old Testament so that you don’t “topicalize.” In Romans 3:10-12, Paul is quoting from Psalm 14 and/or Psalm 53. In those Psalms, Paul states there is none that do good, no not one; that “all” have gone astray; all have fallen away. So, does that mean every single person? No, because the context of Psalms 14 and 53 is that there are the evildoers, the sons of men - those who deny God - and there are the people of God, the generation of the righteous. And it is about those who deny God that the psalmist says “all” have gone astray. In other words, the Old Testament, biblical-wide context for this passage of Romans, is that the word “all” simply does not mean every single person ever. If you miss the Old Testament context of the passage, then you miss the New Testament context of the passage, which you have done.

Tony Thorne

I gave you the context in the answer to your first rabbit trail. Remember, you are not in control here. I don't adhere to daddy John’s methodology, and quite frankly I think you’re a terrible bible expositor.

Comment

Sometimes, no comment is needed.  I will simply let his "argument" speak for itself. 

John Martignoni

#7: In Luke, chapter 1, verse 6, it states, “And [Elizabeth and Zechariah - John the Baptist’s parents] were both righteous before God, walking in all the commandments and ordinances of the Lord blameless.” So, if Elizabeth and Zechariah were blameless in “ALL” of the Lord’s commandments and ordinances, do you contend that they had sinned?

Tony Thorne  

They were both righteous before God Not as the Pharisees, only righteous before men, but in the sight of God, who sees the heart, and whose judgment is according to truth; and therefore were not justified by the deeds of the law; for by them no man can be justified in the sight of God; but were made righteous through the righteousness of Christ, by which the saints were made righteous before the coming of Christ, as those after it: see ( Acts 15:11 ) ( Revelation 13:8 ) . God beheld them in his Son, as clothed with that righteousness he engaged to bring in, and as cleansed from all sin in that blood of his which was to be shed: and they appeared to him, and in the eye of his justice, and according to his law, righteous persons: though this character may also regard the internal holiness of their hearts, and the truth and sincerity of grace in them: which God, who trieth the hearts and reins of the children of men, knew, took notice of, and bore testimony to: as likewise their holy, upright walk and conversation before men, and which was observed by God, and acceptable to him, though imperfect, as arising from a principle of grace, being performed in the faith and fear of him, and with a view to his glory, and for the sake, and through the righteousness of his Son.

Comment

My first question back to Tony, if he were still responding to me, would be: Since you admit to not being infallible, will you agree that what you just said could be wrong?  And, of course, we all know that he would never admit to that.  Fallible in theory, infallible in practice.  My second question to Tony would be: Where does the Bible say all of that stuff that you just said about Elizabeth and Zechariah?  Answer: Nowhere does it say what he said.  He just made all of that up. 

By the way, did you notice that he never answered my question?  This is a common thing that folks do when they can't answer a straightforward question in a straightforward manner because, if they did, then it would put the lie to their particular belief system.  All I asked Tony was, essentially, "Did Elizabeth and Zechariah sin?"  All he had to do was say, "Yes," or "No."  Well, he can't say, "No," because that would upset his theological apple cart that ALL have sinned.  But, he can't really say, "Yes," either, because how does he explain that the Bible says they walked in "all the commandments AND ordinances of the Lord BLAMELESS?"  Doesn't blameless mean without sin?  Either way, he has a problem. 

So, what does he do?  He answers a question that was never asked.  He starts talking about salvation not coming through the law but by grace.  Great.  But, if Elizabeth and Zechariah were blameless in ALL of the Lord's commandments and ordinances (and we know ALL means every single one of them that has ever existed, right?), then the question is: Did they ever sin?  He can't answer directly because he can't explain away the words "ALL" and "BLAMELESS".

John Martignoni

#8: John the Baptist was filled with the Holy Spirit his entire life, even from his mother’s womb (Luke 1:15). Do you contend that he sinned?

Tony Thorne

All have sinned

1. (Romans 3:9-10)--"What then? Are we better than they? Not at all; for we have already charged that both Jews and Greeks are all under sin; 10as it is written, "There is none righteous, not even one."

2. (Romans 3:23)--"for all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God."

3. (Psalm 14:3)--"They have all turned aside; together they have become corrupt; there is no one who does good, not even one."

All have not sinned

1. (Job 1:1)--"There was a man in the land of Uz, whose name was Job, and that man was blameless, upright, fearing God, and turning away from evil."

2. (Genesis 7:1)--"Then the Lord said to Noah, "Enter the ark, you and all your household; for you alone I have seen to be righteous before Me in this time."

3. (Luke 1:5-6)--"In the days of Herod, king of Judea, there was a certain priest named Zacharias, of the division of Abijah; and he had a wife from the daughters of Aaron, and her name was Elizabeth. 6And they were both righteous in the sight of God, walking blamelessly in all the commandments and requirements of the Lord."

The Bible clearly teaches that all people have sinned--except Jesus (1 Peter 2:22). Romans 3:23 clearly condemns all under sin. But when it mentions people like Job, Noah, Zacharias, and Elizabeth as people who were "blameless" and "righteous," it is not saying that they are not sinners. It is saying that they were godly people, who kept the commandments of God; and in that sense, they were righteous. But of course, we realize that no one can keep the commandments of God perfectly which is why all people are deserving of damnation (Eph. 2:3), and why we need a savior. If righteousness can come through the Law, then Christ died needlessly (Gal. 2:21).

Comment

I love how he gives verses supporting both the "All have sinned" and the "All have not sinned" sides and then states - clearly, unequivocally, and apparently infallibly - that the Bible "clearly" teaches all have sinned.  He then goes on with more of the Law vs. grace argument...which is not at all pertinent to the question I asked, which is, essentially: Can a person who is filled with the Holy Spirit sin?  The word is "filled."  The Holy Spirit is all in him, with him, and through him.  Filled!  If he is filled with God, where is the room for sin? 

And, here is the other thing Tony needs to consider: If a person who is filled with the Holy Spirit can sin - as Tony apparently believes - then how easy must it be for a person who is not filled with the Holy Spirit, but simply "guided" by the Holy Spirit, to wrongly interpret the Bible when they read it?  I mean, if a person can act against the Holy Spirit - even when He "fills" their entire being - and sin; then how easy it must be to simply make a mistake when you are being guided - from the outside - by the Holy Spirit.  In other words, being guided by the Holy Spirit when you are reading the Bible would guarantee nothing at all in terms of correct interpretation. 

Did you notice how tangled up Tony gets in his own words?  Because he's making this stuff up as he goes, he tends to contradict himself.  Noah, Zechariah, Elizabeth, and so on are blameless and righteous and godly, but, of course, they are still sinners.  So, we now have various categories of sinners, thanks to Tony.  We have righteous sinners, and blameless sinners, and godly sinners.  Ever heard of a blameless sinner?  Do you see how people, when they rely on their own fallible opinions to form their own personal belief system, can really get twisted around in a hurry and say things that don't make a whole lot of sense?

One last thought on this, do you see where Tony states that "no one can keep the commandments of God perfectly?"  I guess he has never read that verse of Scripture that states, "For all things are possible with God."  Tony limits what God can do and he makes God conform to what Tony believes, rather than conforming what Tony believes to God.  Plus, how does that statement fit with Elizabeth and Zechariah being blameless in keeping ALL of God's commandments and ordinances? 

John Martignoni

#9: Have babies sinned?

Tony Thorne

We cannot simply assume that children are “innocent” and are therefore exempt from the penalties of sin. The Bible teaches clearly that infants are in a state of sin and need to be regenerated. They, like all humanity, can be saved only through Christ. Ps. 51:5 — “Behold, I was brought forth in iniquity; and in sin did my mother conceive me.” John 3:6 — “That which is born of the flesh is flesh.”

Comment

Technically, Tony is correct.  Every human being is brought into this world in a state of original sin and, therefore, needs to be regenerated, or born again, in Christ.  Which is exactly what happens in Baptism, and which is why Catholics baptize babies.  Tony would, apparently, believe that any child who dies before they are capable of even speaking, much less of understanding who Jesus is and accepting Him into their hearts as their "personal Lord and Savior," is bound for Hell.  That there is no way for them to be saved until the reach the age of reason.  How very sad.  But, at least he is being consistent. 

However, once again, he did not answer the question.  The question is: Have babies sinned?  Since to commit a sin requires knowledge of good and evil, and an act of the will, babies cannot sin.  They are born into a state of original sin, but that is not a personal sin that they have committed.  So, the only rational and reasonable answer to my question is, "No," babies have not sinned.  But, he can't answer that way because it would blow up his interpretation of Romans 3:23.

John Martignoni

Now, #10, to answer your question about Mary in a simple and direct manner, per your request - I believe Mary was sinless her entire life because the Church founded by Jesus Christ - and guided by the Holy Spirit - which is the pillar and ground of the truth, tells me so. And, the Word of God supports that teaching 100%. You believe she sinned based on your fallible, man-made, non-authoritative, private interpretation of the Bible. Who should I believe - the Church founded by Jesus, or you?

Tony Thorne

Again please, show me this teaching that doesn't exist!

Many sincere Catholic people believe in the sinless Mary image, of the mother of Jesus because that is taught in the Catechism of the Catholic Church. What a shock it is to read something entirely different about her in the Bible. The Catholic sinless Mary is not the Mary of the Catholic Bible! Scripture reveals that everyone, except the Lord Jesus, has sinned. Jesus was sinless (2 Cor. 5:21; 1 Pet. 2:22; 1 John 3:5) and he alone was sinless:

First things first. Matthew 22:29 But Jesus answered and said to them, "You are mistaken, not understanding the Scriptures nor the power of God.

Comment

If we read "something entirely different" about Mary in the Bible, as Tony says we do, then I would expect to find passages that talked about Mary doing something sinful, right?  So, exactly where in the Bible do we read that Mary commits a sin?  Well, we don't.  What do we read, though?  We see in Genesis 3:15 that God puts "enmity" between "the woman" and Satan.  What woman is that?  The woman whose "seed" [Jesus] will crush the head of the serpent.  Mary.  If there is enmity between Mary and Satan - enmity put there by God Almighty Himself - then how can we say Mary ever sinned?  Because if she sinned, that would mean Mary had taken Satan's side...no more enmity. 

And, in Revelation 12:13-17, we see the dragon [Satan] pursuing "the woman" but he doesn't ever catch her because God, by a special grace, keeps her out of Satan's clutches.  What woman is that?  The woman who brought forth the male child that was to rule all the nations with a rod of iron (Rev 12:5).  Well, what woman brought forth that child [Jesus]?  Mary.  So, if Satan never catches Mary, how can someone say she sinned?  If she had sinned, wouldn't that be a good argument for saying he had caught her? 

We also read that "all generations" will call Mary "blessed" and that she is "blessed" among women.  Well, if Eve was created without sin, then in order for Mary to be more blessed than Eve, wouldn't she also have to be created without sin? 

Finally, Tony's quote of Matthew 22:29 is most appropriate.  Tony understands neither the Scriptures nor the power of God.  After all, he doesn't believe God could grant someone the grace necessary to be conceived without sin and to live their entire lives without committing a sin.  He believes it is not possible for someone to keep the commandments of God perfectly, yet, the Bible tells us all things are indeed possible with God. 

Strategy

Okay, what has been the purpose of all of this going round and round with Tony?  I wanted to do two things: 1) Show you a way to plant a seed with someone in regards to the Catholic belief in the sinlessness of Mary; and 2) Show you to what lengths some Protestants will go to in order to keep from admitting they are wrong...or that there is even just a chance they could be wrong.

1) In order to "prove," from the Bible, that Mary did indeed commit a sin, the Protestant will almost always go, first and foremost, to Romans 3:23 - "For all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God."  The argument is that "all" means absolutely every human being who has ever lived, and Mary is a human being who lived, so Mary sinned.  Period.  End of story.   

My questions to Tony were meant to show that "all" is not necessarily an absolute.  The first question to him, is the first one I ask anyone who tries to use Rom 3:23 to "prove" that Mary sinned, was: "Are you seeking God?"  Every Christian I have ever asked that question of has replied in the affirmative.  "Yes, I am seeking God."  I then take them to Rom 3:11 and show them that they are contradicting Scripture because Scripture states that "no one" is seeking God.  The Bible says "no one."  And, if "all" is an absolute, then "no one" is an absolute.  So, going by how this person interprets the Bible - their methodology! - then either this person is wrong when they say they are seeking God, or the Bible is wrong to say no one is seeking God.  It has to be one or the other.

Or, maybe there is a third possibility.  Maybe their way of interpreting the Bible isn't quite right.  Maybe "no one" is not an absolute.  Which means maybe "all" is not an absolute.  Which means maybe, just maybe, what Catholics teach could possibly be true...possibly.  That's where the seed is planted.  When you can get them to either realize that they have a consistency problem - unless they want to admit that they are not seeking God - which means that there is at least a possibility that "all" isn't necessarily an absolute.

This is why I also bring up the examples of Elizabeth and Zechariah and John the Baptist.  I'm not saying that they were necessarily sinless, and neither does the Church say it as far as I know, but the Bible seems to give a strong indication in that direction.  And these folks go by the Bible and the Bible alone, so make them explain how Elizabeth and Zechariah were blameless if "all" have sinned.  And how John the Baptist, being filled with the Holy Spirit, could sin.  Ask, ask, ask, and make them defend, defend, defend. 

Also, the verse from Matthew 3 - verse 5 - which states that all Judea went out to see John the Baptist and all the region around the Jordan River did as well.  And verse 6 says they were all baptized by John.  Ask folks if "all" is an absolute here.  Ask them if "all" means absolutely everyone in Judea and the region around the Jordan.  Common sense of course tells you that it's not.  But, if they say, "No," then, once again, they have a consistency problem.  They take "all" as an absolute in one verse, but not in another.  However, if they say, "Yes," then they have an even bigger problem.  You see, in Luke 7:29-30, the Bible tells us that the Pharisees and the lawyers were not baptized by John.  So, Matthew 3:5-6 says "all," but Luke 7:29-30 says not all.  Which means, "all," as used in Matthew 3:5, does not mean absolutely everyone.  Very interesting.  We didn't get to see how Tony would deal with that particular dilemma, but I guarantee it would be to switch the subject and use a lot of words to say something that had nothing to do with the question at hand.  That is his modus operandi.  As it is of many who attack Catholic teaching.

2) The other point I wanted to make, which is why I stayed with Tony for so long, was to show you to what lengths an anti-Catholic like Tony will go to keep from having to admit that they just might be wrong in what they believe - either about their own beliefs or about what they believe of Catholic teaching.  Did he ever respond to a direct question with a direct answer?  I don't think so.  Did he have to invent a whole lot of stuff that is nowhere found in the Bible to try and prove his points?  Yes indeed.  Did he have to twist and distort Scripture to get it to say what he wants it to say and to avoid the obvious meanings of passages that do not fit his theology?  Yes indeed. 

The main point in my discussion with Tony - over and over again - was that if "all" is an absolute "all" in Romans 3:23, then "no one" has to be an absolute "no one" in Romans 3:11.  You can't have it both ways.  Yet, he wanted it both ways so badly that he went to what I would call extreme ends - twisting and contorting logic and Scripture and plain ol' common sense - to avoid admitting that he was being inconsistent in his interpretation of this passage and to avoid admitting that his interpretation could be wrong.  He wouldn't even admit the possibility that he could be wrong!

Now, did Tony admit that he was not infallible?  Yes he did.  Good for him.  But, as I've stated before, every single Protestant will admit that they are not infallible, but then they will rarely admit, when you ask them, that something they said about their interpretation of the Bible could actually be wrong.  Fallible in theory, infallible in practice.  To admit that you are not infallible means that you could make a mistake when it comes to something like interpreting the Bible all by yourself, without any reference to any authority outside of your own intellect and will.  Yet, it absolutely amazes me how many people have admitted to me that they are not infallible when it comes to interpreting the Bible, and then in the very next breath they claim they are guided by the Holy Spirit in their interpretation of the Bible.  And they do not see the inherent contradiction in those two statements.

So, the moral of the story is: You can, with just a little common sense and some simple logic, plant a seed or two with folks on this whole sinlessness of Mary issue.  You don't need to be a theologian to do it. 

The other moral of the story is: There are lots and lots of Tony's out there - not necessarily as ill-mannered and ill-tempered - and you will run across them time and time again when defending your faith.  Do not waste an undue amount of time with them, unless, of course, you have an audience.  My general rule of thumb is to have 3 exchanges, and in each exchange you should be asking a question or two - and in exchange #2 repeat any unanswered questions from exchange #1, and do likewise in exchange #3 - and if none of your questions have been answered directly and rationally after the third go-round, then simply say, "Thanks, but no thanks," and shake the dust from your shoes and move on.

If there is an audience, you can go another round or two so that they can see the Catholic answering questions, but having none of their questions answered.  That quite often has an impact on those who are not directly involved in the exchange.  But, even then, I wouldn't go more than another round or two. 

Finally, one last observation.  Over the last few weeks I've had folks write to me to say they think it's much better to bring up other Scripture verses and passages in regard to Mary to "prove" that Mary was without sin and that I should have said this or that to Tony instead of doing what I did.  To those who did such, all I have to say is, "Folks, one size does not fit all."  I am just showing you what I do when Romans 3:23 is brought up.  If you want to, you can trade Bible verses all day long with someone...that's fine.  My approach here is to simply try and show the illogic and/or inconsistency in how they use and interpret a particular Scripture verse or verses.  Because, if you can, with just a little common sense, break down the logic behind someone else's argument, you can start planting seeds.  
RELATED FILES

CATHOLIC APOLOGETICS SERIES-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://CATHOLIC_APOLOGETICS_SERIES-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
TWO MINUTE APOLOGETICS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TWO_MINUTE_APOLOGETICS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
APOSTOLIC AUTHORITY AND THE POPE-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://APOSTOLIC_AUTHORITY_AND_THE_POPE-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
BEING SAVED DOES GOD WANT EVERYONE TO BE CATHOLIC-JOHN MARTIGNONI

http://BEING_SAVED_DOES_GOD_WANT_EVERYONE_TO_BE_CATHOLIC-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc 

MORAL RELATIVISM-WHAT IS TRUTH-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/MORAL_RELATIVISM-WHAT_IS_TRUTH-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE RAPTURE AND THE BIBLE-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_RAPTURE_AND_THE_BIBLE-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
MARY AS THE ARK OF THE COVENANT-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/MARY_AS_THE_ARK_OF_THE_COVENANT-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
QUESTIONS CONCERNING MARY-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUESTIONS_CONCERNING_MARY-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE ASSUMPTION OF MARY INTO HEAVEN-JOHN MARTIGNONI
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_ASSUMPTION_OF_MARY_INTO_HEAVEN-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE IMMACULATE CONCEPTION OF MARY-JOHN MARTIGNONI
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_IMMACULATE_CONCEPTION_OF_MARY-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE PERPETUAL VIRGINITY OF MARY-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_PERPETUAL_VIRGINITY_OF_MARY-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
