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A debate with a non-Catholic
By Catholic apologist John Martignoni
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http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/168-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-119
This week, and probably for the next few newsletters, I’m going to be taking a break from the book I’m writing, and get back to some back and forth with a non-Catholic or two. The particular one I’m dealing with this week is Mike Patrick. 

Mike has taken it upon himself to expose me for the “fraud” that I am by putting up a website called, “MartignoniRevealed.com”. I tell ya what, I guess you know you’ve “arrived” when someone devotes a whole website to you – even if he is casting me in a less than flattering way. I need to write home and let mom know that her boy has hit the big time!

So, I will be responding to things that Mike has on his website and that he has put in some emails to me, but I invite you to take a look at his website and see if you can spot the myriad of problems with his logic, his interpretations of Scripture, his view of Church teaching, and his lack of understanding in regard to the arguments I use to defend Church teaching. 

Also, feel free to contact him and ask him to please put my website address on his website. After all, you would think that he would want to make it easy for folks to find my website so that they could see for themselves how “unscriptural” I am. I’ve already asked him to do so, but so far to no avail.

Below is an email exchange I am currently engaged in with him. The first is his email to me and then my response. I’ll simply print these as background and without comment. In his 2nd email, I’ll start adding some of my comments betwixt and between his. 

From Mike Patrick:
I was like you. Hearing Catholics such as yourself grind some personal axe against Protestants drove me to respond, just as your past experience with your local radio station did to you, as you got angry at those you felt were "attacking" your faith.
Then I realized something – You’re interested in "faith in faith" theology; that is – a love for faith more than anything else. Jesus didn’t call us to follow His Church, but to follow Him. Modern day Catholicism is basically spiritually bankrupt. It’s religious, but not spiritual. I think this is what has happened to you. It appears you’re driven by a love for the Catholic Church itself with all of its trappings and ceremony, nothing more. You’re interested in recruitment, and retention. You want to "win" the Catholic vs. Protestant war. If you’re honest with yourself, you’ll see this.
I’ll tell you what – if you can respond with the correct answer to this one simple question, I’ll consider you credible. Right now, I don’t believe you’re sincere with your apologetic ministry, and posting a site in rebuttal would be a waste of time. I think you’re more concerned with pushing and promoting the Catholic faith, than you are in giving your listeners a true, Christian, apologetic. You see yourself as a crusader for the Catholics. I think the Bible is the last thing on your mind with regard to your ministry – so, if you can answer this one simple question, then you’ll have shown yourself as a person that merits your platform, and I’ll consider it worth my time to help you see the truth. If you can’t, or if you refuse, I’ll have my answer, and I’ll see that I was right.
The question is this: Why did Jesus come?
There – one simple question, that should be easy for a seasoned Catholic apologist. You should be able to fire off a response no problem. But if you can’t answer this one simple and perhaps the most important question you or anyone else can ask before they profess to be a teacher or "apologist" as you do, you should reconsider your ministry, or at the very least, rename it to something like "The Catholic Promo Society." One thing though; answer the question yourself. Don’t go to your priest, or email Marcus Grodi. It’s doubtful he’d be able to answer it correctly anyway. 
Good luck – and may God show you the way.
In His grip,
Mike
John Martignoni:
Dear Mike,
Sorry for the delay in answering this email, it got "lost" in my inbox amongst the thousands of emails I get in each month.  


I love the way you assume things that you have no way of knowing.  First of all, I was never "angry" at those who were attacking my faith.  I simply believed it to be a matter of justice and fairness that they allow someone to have equal time to answer the spurious charges that were being made against Catholicism.  Maybe you’re an angry person, but I am not. Wanting justice and being angry are not the same thing.
Next, I find your assertion that, "Jesus didn’t call us to follow His Church, but to follow Him," quite an incredible assertion. What is Jesus’ Church, according to the Word of God?  Is it not the Body of Christ?  And in the Acts of the Apostles, does not Jesus very clearly identify Himself with the Church when it says that Saul persecuted the Church and later Jesus says to Saul, "Why do you persecute Me?"  In other words, you are in essence saying that Jesus did not call us to follow His Body, but to follow Him.  Is the Church the Body of Christ or not?  Why would Jesus found a Church if He did not mean for us to follow it?  With all due respect, but your reasoning leaves a lot to be desired.
"Faith in faith theology?"  What are you talking about?  Do you not have faith that faith will save you?  If so, then is that not "faith in faith theology"?  I am interested in truth.  No more…no less.  
Have you not read Scripture which says, "Judge not lest ye be judged."  Yet, you are judging me as being spiritually bankrupt.  And, you do this, without ever having met me.  I find that fascinating.  Has God somehow appointed you to be my judge?
Regarding whether or not you consider me "credible," is not something that I lose sleep over, as you obviously lose sleep over what I do.  I am indeed interested in "pushing" the Catholic Faith because it is the truth.  Nothing you have said is an argument against that truth, it is merely a personal attack on me.  
However, I will answer your one question, because I hope that by my answering your question, you will have the integrity to answer one question that I will pose to you.  
Your question: "Why did Jesus come?"  
My answer: To bear witness to the truth (John 18:37).
Did I pass?
Now, my question to you:
If you have faith, but do not have love, can your faith alone save you?  Yes, or no?
Actually, I have a second question: Are you seeking God in your life?
In Christ,
John Martignoni
P.S.  Thanks for getting that website back up…I’m excited about it.  Although, it would be helpful if you would put my website address on your site.  I’m hoping the folks who find your site will be able to easily get to mine.  After all, you don’t have anything to fear from them finding my site, do you?
Mike Patrick

Hi John – nice to hear from you.
I don’t think I’m assuming anything, since you’re quite clear on your assertions. What I’m going to say may seem harsh – don’t take it that way. I’ve never met you, but I like you, and I consider you a person after God’s heart – just a little lost.
Your presentations seem angry, especially your early ones, where you seem to hold a special, almost militant place in your heart for Protestants. I believe I heard you state that this had been brought to your attention, and you may be working on it, but it’s useful to point out that you seem to harbor that sentiment in your heart. I agree wanting justice is acceptable, which is why I’ve started my site.
My Comments:
He’s speaking here of either the 2nd or 3rd talk I ever gave – either the Sola Scriptura or the Sola Fide talk – where I mention that someone (a Catholic, not a Protestant) said something to me about the "tone" of the talk I had given the previous week.  They thought the tone may have been "harsh" for Protestant ears, and so I mention in my talk that I would not use the same "tone" were I talking to a group of predominantly Protestants.  It is quite natural to be more "fired up" when talking to your own team than when talking to the other team.  And this tone that I used was not a tone of anger or any such thing, but was simply a tone of being fired up and excited about my Catholic Faith – as most people, even Protestants, take it when they listen to my talks.  If it sounds "angry" to someone, well, not much I can do about that, people will hear what they want to hear.  I find, though, that people who find anger in anything I say are generally engaged in what the psychiatric profession calls transference – they are actually transferring their own anger onto me.   

Notice, though, that he says, "What I’m going to say may seem harsh."  Well, by his own words then, that must mean he’s angry, right?  I mean, he is essentially saying the same thing I said in my talk.  He realizes the possibility of someone seeing his words as being harsh.  When I say it, it makes me an "angry" person.  Of course, when he says it, I’m sure it simply means he is a kind, loving, sensitive and reasonable person.   I point all of this out, to show you that the double standards – in logic, in scriptural interpretation, and so on – many people use when it comes to a discussion about the Catholic Faith, can be applied to you personally as well.  But, remember, simply look at it as an opportunity.  Don’t get "angry" like I do.   

Lastly, notice that he mentions that I harbor that sentiment, anger, in my heart.  Yet, he will say below that he is not judging me.  He even mentions that "judging" someone is referring to judging their "heart condition" – which is exactly what he did – yet he maintains he is not judging me.   This guy is going to be good, folks.

Mike Patrick
As for following the Church, my assertion is that we are called to follow Jesus, and be members of the body, not to develop our faith on, and in the Church alone. Jesus’ Church is the body of Christ – I agree – but then the question becomes where is that Church, and who does it consist of? I believe Jesus was clear that His Church is comprised not of ritual and dogma, but of believers that have based their lives on God’s word. This is shown by Paul when he commends the Bereans for testing what they heard against the Scriptures. He didn’t bring the Body of Christ into it.  If a member of the body chases after traditions (the Bereans did not), or rituals (the Bereans did not), or theology developed over the ages (the Bereans did not), that person has lost his way. So – the question then becomes, are Catholics following the right church? That’s another article all together, but I think it’s safe to say that anyone who centers their life around a church without testing it against Scripture is committing the same error the Pharisees did, since it’s not the church that should define a person, but a personal relationship with Christ. I know Catholics that have been harmed by the Catholic Church – sexually abused, and their spirits broken by authoritative members of the Catholic "body." Are those people supposed to keep following a Church that Christ said could be identified by its "fruits?" No, those people need to develop a relationship with Christ – and then become part of His body. Relationship first, church body second. Catholics get it backwards.
My Comments:
He’s starting to dig himself a very deep hole here with his understanding, or lack thereof, of the Church.  I won’t comment on it here because it will be covered more in depth in the next newsletter, but see if you can spot where he has a problem.
Mike Patrick (where he quotes me I put a "JM quote" before the quote) 
JM Quote: "Faith in faith theology?"  What are you talking about?  Do you not have faith that faith will save you?  If so, then is that not "faith in faith theology"?  I am interested in truth.  No more…no less.  
No – I don’t have faith in faith. What’s that? Faith in faith will not save you – Christ will. Hindu’s have faith in their faith. Buddhists have faith in their faith. Even Satan has faith in something. Faith in the Catholic faith is misplaced, because it mistakenly believes that faith in the Catholic faith and all of its parts is what counts, when really it’s faith in Christ that counts. I can have faith in Christ and what He did for me without the Catholic Church, but as a Catholic, you can’t. It’s essentially bondage because you’re tied to the Church, not Christ. We are the "Bride" of Christ, and a Bride follows her husband, not herself.
My Comments:
Notice that he first used the phrase, "faith in faith theology," in his email above and I simply repeated it.  Yet, when I repeat his phrase he says, "What’s that?"  I thought I had bad short term memory loss.  And, again, I’ll get more into his view of the Church in the next newsletter.

Mike Patrick
JM Quote: "Have you not read Scripture which says, "Judge not lest ye be judged."  Yet, you are judging me as being spiritually bankrupt.  And, you do this, without ever having met me.  I find that fascinating.  Has God somehow appointed you to be my judge?"
No – you’re mistaken. I’m not judging you, nor your salvation, nor your heart condition – which is what the Bible is speaking of with regard to "judging." In fact, on my site I state in one of my articles that I believe you’re sincere, and that you believe you’re doing the right thing. I’m not judging you, but merely discerning that you’re sincerely wrong – you do the same with me. We’re called by Scripture to "discern."  What’s more, I never once claim you’re "spiritually bankrupt." Where did you get this? Be careful here. I also point out on my website that one of your apologetic techniques is to use a "red herring" approach with those who disagree with you. Here you do it again. By setting up a dishonest distraction, you’re hoping to disarm and lead the conversation elsewhere. It won’t work with me – I’m a Christian apologist. I can recognize the ploy – and I suspect you use it because you need to.
My Comments:

So, again, by his own definition of judging someone – passing judgment on their "heart condition" – he judged me when he said that I "harbor" anger in my heart.  Yet he denies judging me.  Also, he denies saying I’m "spiritually bankrupt."  Let’s go back to his first email above for this quote: "Catholicism is basically spiritually bankrupt. It’s religious, but not spiritual. I think this is what has happened to you."  He says Catholicism is spiritually bankrupt, and he defines spiritual bankruptcy as being "religious, but not spiritual," and then he says that is what has happened to me.  In other words, he said I was spiritually bankrupt, and yet he denies saying I’m spiritually bankrupt.  Do you see how easy it is, if you just keep track of what the other guy has said, to catch them in an inconsistency?  And we haven’t even gotten to doctrinal issues yet.  

Mike Patrick
JM Quote: "Regarding whether or not you consider me "credible," is not something that I lose sleep over, as you obviously lose sleep over what I do.  I am interested in "pushing" the Catholic Faith because it is the truth.  Nothing you have said is an argument against that truth, it is merely a personal attack on me."
Not true – I lose no sleep. I’m simply called to defend the Christian faith. It’s a privilege, and nothing to lose sleep over. Are you personally attacking Protestants when you present your position? Are you attacking Mizzi when you disagree with him? 
Are you attacking Christians when you make fun of them for focusing on the Bible alone, or when you state that their beliefs are wrong? Of course not! You are commendably presenting your case as you believe it to be. Likewise, I have what I believe is a calling to show that you, while being sincere in your beliefs, are sincerely wrong. No offense, just my position.
JM Quote: "Your question: ‘Why did Jesus come?’  My answer: To bear witness to the truth. Did I pass?"
You did indeed pass. I wonder if you had to look it up, but I’ll assume you didn’t. I heard one of your presentations where you claimed Jesus came to build His Church – it makes me wonder why you didn’t mention that He came to bear witness to the truth. Only you know in your heart if you looked it up or not, and that will tell you how close you are to Christ. If you did look it up, consider how you’re being fed (or not being fed) spiritually in the Catholic Church. By the way – God put it on my heart to ask you that very specific question. I’m sure there was a reason.
My Comments:
I cannot begin to tell you what a relief it was that I passed his test!  Please don’t anyone tell him that I use that verse (John 18:37) at the beginning of my "One Church" talk, which he obviously has not listened to.  I want him to think that I had to look it up.  Notice very carefully that his reason for asking me that question is that "God put it on my heart to ask you that very specific question."  Really?  How does he know that it was God, and not his own ego, or possibly even the malevolent one?  And what proof can he give me that it was God’s doing?  None.  He is going to turn out to be another one in a long line of folks who claim not to be infallible, but who, when responding to what I have to say, act as if they are indeed infallible.

Mike Patrick

JM Quote: "Now, my question to you: If you have faith, but do not have love, can your faith alone save you?  Yes, or no?"
I assume you’re making a reference to the "Faith alone" doctrine of Sola Fide.  I’ll answer your question this way:
You destroy the Catholic Church with your implication. There is much more to the Catholic Church than faith and love combined that is required post initial justification to maintain a Catholic’s salvation. There are many legalistic requirements that are involved – just as there were with the Pharisees. The reality is that many people come to Christ BEFORE they have a love for their fellow person. It is AFTER Justification and saving by Christ that most people develop a Christ like love for one another through the Holy Spirit. Christians are commanded to love one another and others, but you can’t be a Christian without first coming to Christ and being saved. See your dilemma? Now, if a person becomes a true Christian, and they then love, their faith is authentic. A Christian that claims to have faith, but not love, does not have an authentic relationship with Christ because they don’t bear fruit, and in that case, their faith cannot save them. As a Catholic, you are not even required to love for your salvation, because you receive, through the sacraments, your saving grace. It’s all about you, not me, or anyone else. You get the sacraments, you’re good to go. Christianity, on the other hand, is all about self-sacrifice – not gain. 
My Comments:
Again, I’m going to leave off commenting on this until a future newsletter.  But, be thinking about how you would respond to what he says here.  Think particularly about how he has contradicted himself within the above paragraph regarding faith and love in relation to his explanation of salvation.  Also, what all is he saying about Catholic teaching that is not true?

Mike Patrick

JM Quote: "Actually, I have a second question: Are you seeking God in your life?"
Always – are you, or are you really seeking the Catholic Church? Is it giving you Christ? Are you in the Catholic Church, or are you in Christ? Is there a difference? You owe it to yourself to find out – and I’m willing to help you along the way.
Keep checking out my site – there’s more to come. Also – I’m praying for you, and that you come to Christ soon.
PS – I’m assuming I can post this conversation on my site. If you don’t feel that’s appropriate, let me know. I’ll wait for a period of time to hear from you. If I don’t, I’ll assume it’s OK.
In His grip,
Mike

My Comments:
I’ll bet I know what a lot of you were thinking when you read his question about the Catholic Church: "Is it giving you Christ?"  Now, if he had told me that God put it on his heart to ask me that "specific question," I probably would have believed that it was indeed God that did that.  This poor soul doesn’t realize that the answer to that question is, "Yes!  A million times, yes!"  Please keep him in your prayers.  More of my exchange with him in the next newsletter (in two weeks).

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/169-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-120
Introduction

In the last newsletter, I gave you some history about some exchanges I have had with a guy named Mike Patrick who started a website called: MartignoniRevealed.com. In this newsletter, I was going to continue my response to his previous emails, but after reading his response to my last newsletter, which he published on his website, I decided to change course temporarily. 

Ordinarily I might or might not respond to what he said – I catch so much garbage from people that it’s always a decision as to which piece of garbage to respond to and which to just let go – but I decided to respond to this particular one for three reasons: 

1) I’m the one who let you guys know about his website and I know that I would soon be getting emails from some of you asking me: “Aren’t you going to respond to what he said?” 

2) I think this can be used for what I call a “catechetical moment.” The way this guy not only gets it wrong about what I have said in the past, but also contradicts himself over and over and over again – sometimes in the same paragraph – is very instructive for what you will come across, sooner or later, when you go out there and start defending the Faith with folks. So, just expect it. Don’t let it discourage you or frustrate you or turn you into a “mad” and “angry” Catholic – which we all apparently are anyway. Just expect it, try maybe once or twice to deal with it, then move on. 

3) Let you see a prime example of how, if you just pay attention to what the other guy is saying, you can spot contradiction after contradiction in their words – quite often within just a few sentences and sometimes even within the same sentence. It’s not always this easy, but it’s pretty close.

His full response is below, but broken up by my comments. If you wish to read it uninterrupted, it’s on the “Articles” page and is entitled, “Email Sniper.” Again, the website is: www.MartignoniRevealed.com. 
Again, in the next newsletter, the plan is to go back and respond to the rest of the email that I posted in the last newsletter. 

John Martignoni

Mike,
I’ve just now checked out your "response," or rather, your lack thereof.  In all honesty, I’m trying to decide if you are being deliberately malicious, or just disingenuous, or wilfully ignorant, or you simply do not have the capacity to follow an argument from one page to another and therefore continually misrepresent not only what I said, but what you yourself said as well.  You deny saying things that you really did say, and then you say I said things that I never came close to saying.  
I will prove this to you by commenting paragraph-by-paragraph on your "non-response" below and giving exact quotes from me and from you.  
But, before I get to that, I want to ask you two questions:  You denied, in a previous email, that you called me "spiritually bankrupt."  In my last newsletter, Issue #119, I quote your email where you do indeed call me spiritually bankrupt.  So, my question for you is: Do you still deny saying I am spiritually bankrupt?  Yes or no?  I hope that’s not too theologically complex of a question for you.  You also deny judging me, yet; did you or did you not say that I have anger in my heart?
Now, on to your "non-response."  I will put your words in italics.
 

Mike Patrick

Email Sniper
Sometimes you think you’ve got the bases covered, and then someone throws you a curve you didn’t expect. John throws a great curve ball – or was it a screwball?

John Martignoni
Oh, please!!!  I published an email exchange between us, which you had already informed me you were going to publish on your website – which, by the way, is dedicated solely to trashing the Catholic Faith, in general, and me, in particular – and you have the audacity to feign offense?  

Mike Patrick
After my first email to John notifying him of my site, and asking him to visit sometime, he wrote back to me. He made some points, and he asked me to answer a few questions. Sometime later, I started to receive hundreds of angry emails from Catholics saying they were mad because they thought I was “attacking” John. I had to ask a student where he found my site. It was in BCS newsletter # 119, along with our email exchange! I found this strange, because I politely asked John if it would be alright if I posted our exchange on my site, but I never heard back from him. I felt asking was the Christian thing to do, and besides it’s always been kind of creepy to me when someone knows that they’re going to post your conversation publicly, but they don’t mention it to you. It’s kind of like recording a conversation on the phone without telling the other person, and then bringing it out later – it’s too Hollywood for me. I think phone recording is illegal in most states without notifying the other party – but maybe some people think that sort of thing is okay by email. I don’t.

John Martignoni
You leave out quite a few facts here, don’t you, Mike?  Let’s go back through the process step-by-step, shall we?
Fact #1 – You had sent me a number of emails, in regard to my newsletters, over a period of several months, beginning in 2007, to which I never responded, before you ever put up your website.  In those emails you tried to goad a public response from me.  
Fact #2 - It was well over a year ago that you sent me an email in which you first mentioned your site.
Fact #3 - When you first mentioned your site to me, I checked it out, and there was basically nothing substantial on it at that time.



Fact #4 – Just a few weeks later, though, your site was down.  I did not hear from you that it was down.  In fact, I did not hear from you for many months after that.
Fact #5 – You then sent an email towards the end of last year, in response to one of my newsletters, which I responded to on January 2, 2009.  In your email, you mentioned nothing at all about your site – which was still not up and running.
Fact #6 – In my January 2nd email to you, I bemoaned the fact that your website was not up because I had been looking forward to reading it.
Fact #7 – You responded by saying that you were not sure you were going to put it back up because you did not know if I was "credible" or not.  And you asked me a question, which you said, if I answered correctly, you would then "consider it worth your time to help me."  
Fact #8 – I emailed an answer to you; and then, only after you had asked me your question and I had answered it, did I ask you some questions of my own.
Fact #9 - You put the website back up, but you did not email me to let me know.  I found out about it because Google has a service that lets me know when my name is used on someone’s website, and it notified me that my name had appeared on your website, which you had apparently recently put back up.
Fact #10 - You emailed me a response on May 21, 2009, in which you gave answers to my questions.  In this email, you stated the following: "I’m assuming I can post this conversation on my site.  If you don’t feel that’s appropriate, let me know.  I’ll wait for a period of time to hear from you.  If I don’t I’ll assume it’s OK."
Fact #11 - I posted our email conversation on my website only after you stated to me that you were going to post it on your website – a few weeks after, as a matter of fact – and after having received a number of emails from you over the previous 1-2 years in which you tried to get a public response from me. 
Now, read back through what you wrote, and then read through the facts – and I have your emails to me, so please don’t try to deny this sequence of events – and see if that changes the perspective a bit.
And one other very big fact, in your last email to me, sent after I published our email exchange, you said the following about my posting that exchange: "Very flattering indeed!" and, even better: "Thanks again for bringing so much attention to my website. I’m sure it would have remained buried had it not been for the generous attention you gave it!"  
So, publicly on your website you say one thing – I threw you a "curveball," or a "screwball," and it’s "kind of creepy" and you likened it to illegal wiretapping, and you don’t think "that sort of thing" is okay.  But, privately, you tell me you are flattered by what I did, and that you appreciate all the attention I gave to your website and you recognize fully that it would have "remained buried" except for the "generous attention" I gave it.  You ought to run for office, son.
Seems to me, Michael, that you don’t hesitate to speak out of both sides of your mouth.  If you address nothing else in this email – please address this one paragraph. Again, I honestly don’t know if you are being deliberately malicious or if you’ve simply got a screw loose somewhere.  Did you think I wouldn’t see your public response and that somehow I would not notice that you characterized my actions one way publicly, and in a completely different way privately?  
So, just to summarize a few points about the "non-response" you posted on your website: You stated one thing publicly, quite another privately.  You did not mention that you had emailed me as far back as 2007 in response to my newsletters, trying to get me to make a public response to you.  Which means you also did not mention that you knew that I frequently post in my newsletters the emails I receive from people.  You also did not mention that you had indeed notified me of your website well over a year ago, but that there was pretty much nothing on it at the time and that you did not notify me when it was taken down after being up for only 2-3 weeks; and you neglected to mention that it was down for about a year and that you did not notify me when it had come back online.  You also failed to mention that you initiated the question and answer sequence, and that I asked you questions only after I had proven myself "worthy" of your help. You also neglected to mention that your request to me to post our conversation on your website was worded in such a way that my non-response would be taken by you as tacit approval. Which means that I gave you my approval to post our conversation by not responding.  
So, when I do exactly what you have been wanting me to do for two years – give you some public attention; and when I do exactly what you were going to do – post our conversation on your website; you try to act as if you’re somehow offended?  There’s a line from the French guy guarding the castle in Monty Python’s "Holy Grail" that strikes me as being wholly appropriate right now, but I don’t use that kind of language any more.  
The one big difference, Mike, between my website and yours, and really my website and just about any non-Catholic apologetics website that I’ve come across, is that I publish the full contents of what someone sends to me.  There are a number of people out there who snipe at my newsletters and at my talks, and in pretty much every case that I know of, they never – ever – give the full context and content of what I write or of what I say – you most definitely included.  I am more than fair and above board with folks like you, because I publish every single one of your words – because I have nothing to fear from you.  That’s why I can let, without hesitation, 21,000 + Catholics know all about your site.  My readers have nothing to fear from you.  Why, I probably increased traffic to your site by over a hundredfold.  
And, why is it that you characterize those who wrote you emails simply challenging you to post my website address as "angry" and "mad"?  You put up a website that indirectly attacks the Catholic Faith, and directly attacks me personally – and I assume you see that as being kind and gracious and charitable; yet when someone sends you an email, simply challenging you to do something which fairness demands you do anyway – that is being "angry" and "mad"?  Double standard, old boy.


Mike Patrick

Anyway, many of his students were angry that I didn’t have a link on my site to John’s site. That was correct – I didn’t. John had asked me to put a link on my site to his, but he never put one on his site to mine, so it just never happened. Traded links are often called “reciprocal,” because each site exchanges them in a “you scratch my back, I’ll scratch yours” fashion. Maybe John figures he doesn’t need to reciprocate. 

John Martignoni
Uhmm…did you ever ask me to reciprocate?  Besides, I never asked for a link to my site, that is an outright lie.  I simply asked that you give out the site address so that everyone could easily find it.  But, even more importantly, my entire website is not devoted to personally attacking you and your faith.  If it was, then the first thing I would have done, to be fair – to be a Christian – would have been to post very clearly and very plainly, the address to your website.  I believe in letting people see for themselves.  You were not doing that until my "mad" and "angry" readers "chastised" you for your gross oversight.  Whenever I am discussing something about anyone else, and they have a website that I know of, I always, without exception, give out their website address – whether or not they "reciprocate." It is the only fair and Christian thing to do when talking about someone else – let the people hear or read for themselves what the other guy is saying instead of just relying on your opinion of what he is saying.  Where does Jesus say, "If someone takes your coat, do not give them your shirt until they reciprocate?"  
Furthermore, why did you finally put the link on your site?  Was it because I had already told 21,000+ people about yours…even though I had no promise of reciprocation from you?  Or, were you just afraid of a bunch of "angry" Catholics? In other words, did I or did I not post your website address on my website – which is much more heavily trafficked than yours – without first obtaining a guarantee from you that you would reciprocate?  In other words, I did for you what you refused to do for me, correct?  Yet, I’m the bad guy in all this in your worldview, right?

Mike Patrick
The funny thing was that many of his students chastised me, called me a “coward” and beat me into the ground for not having a BCS link, but ignored John not linking to me. Even newsletter #119 didn’t link to my site, it just referenced it. Go figure. I have since posted a link to John’s site under “Who is the Bible Christian Society?” I want to be Christian, and fair about it. It doesn’t matter to me if he posts mine or not. I want people to see what John is doing.

John Martignoni

The fact of the matter is, dear Michael, that every single person who emailed you found out about your website because of me.  So I did do for you exactly what I had asked you to do for me.  How is it that that fact eludes you?  Again, I did not ask you to link to my site, I simply asked you to give out the address to it.  Here is the quote from my email to you: "Thanks for getting that website back up, I’m excited about it.  Although, it would be helpful if you would put my website address on your site…After all, you don’t have anything to fear from them finding my site, do you?"  And, this is what I said to my readers in Issue #119: "Also, feel free to contact him and ask him to please put my website address on his website." Never did I ask you to link to my site nor did I ask my readers to ask you that.  That is something of your own contrivance.
And, let’s look at what you say above – once again you contradict yourself within just 2-3 sentences: First you say that you didn’t put my website address up because I had not reciprocated; then you say that "It doesn’t matter to me if he posts mine or not."  But, it did matter to you, according to your own words, that’s why you didn’t post my website address.  You say that you "want people to see what John is doing."  Well, if that’s the case, why didn’t you post the website address to begin with?  I want people to see what I’m doing, too.  Once again, talking out of both sides of your mouth. 

Mike Patrick 
Since the email exchange from newsletter #119, I’ve challenged John to a more formal and structured debate with a “one subject at a time” format. I did this for a couple of reasons:
1: Loose email exchange debate is less efficient, and more prone to misunderstanding than formal debating is. Pick a topic, set the playing rules, and debate – don’t just argue.

John Martignoni
So, if we had been in a formal debate, you wouldn’t have misquoted me and you wouldn’t have misquoted yourself, and you wouldn’t have said one thing about me publicly, but quite another thing to me privately? 

Mike Patrick 
2: There’s less chance of anyone getting away with a “shot-gun” approach. In my article “The Apologetics of John Martignoni” I describe an email exchange John had with pastor Matt Johnson. In that exchange, I sensed that John knew he was losing the debate. Apparently I was correct. At one point, John bulldozed Johnson by insisting he answer 42 fairly complex theological questions. He insisted that Mr. Johnson answer “yes or no” to each question first, and provide scriptural references for the questions specific to the Bible. Any other questions were to be answered with simple “one” or “two” word answers should Mr. Johnson have chosen to expand his answers. The point is that Martignoni didn’t want Johnson to answer, so he setup impossible requirements and rules so that Johnson was shut-down. Since Martignoni owns the platform, he calls the shots, but it’s poor instruction for his students. You can find the newsletter debates with Matt Johnson at biblechristiansociety.com.


John Martignoni
Once again, a gross distortion of the facts, and those who have been around for a while reading my newsletter know it.  In the exchange with Matt Johnson, which you reference, where I gave him more "airtime" than I’ve ever given anyone else, he was the one who took the shotgun approach.  I merely followed his lead and did not try to narrow our conversations as I normally would.  One of the reasons was to show my readers what happens when you try to answer every single question someone asks you without narrowing down the topics.  The conversation gets pretty convoluted.
By the way, Mr. Johnson, in his last response to me stated: "Bravo. I am so glad you published the bulk of our exchange so far. Actually, I’m impressed. Good for you. So far I have been wrong about what you would publish…I also recognize that you are the one who has been gracious enough to make our exchange available to a greater audience than my own humble congregation. Thank you."  I didn’t just publish the "bulk" of the exchange, I published all of it.  And, once again, an example of my giving a non-Catholic much more exposure than you guys usually give to me.  
What you didn’t say in your public "non-response," Mike, is this: Those 42 questions had almost all been asked of Mr. Johnson in previous emails, published in previous newsletters, yet he had not answered a single one of them.  Not one.  I had answered pretty much every single question of his, and he had avoided almost every single question of mine.  So, I got tired of giving answers but not getting them and so I put all those questions in one email and basically said, "Until you answer these, we are not going any further."  
I did indeed ask him to answer with a "yes" or "no" or with a Bible verse.  But, first of all, they were not "fairly complex theological questions."  For example: 
"Where in the Bible does it list the books which should be part of the Bible? Scripture verse?"  Theologically complex?
"Where in the Bible does it say that public revelation ended with the death of the last apostle? Scripture verse?"  Theologically complex?
"Do you believe the writer of the Gospel of Mark was inspired by the Holy Spirit? Yes or no?"  Theologically complex?
"Do you interpret the Bible? Yes or no?"  Theologically complex?
"Did the Apostles teach different doctrines to different people? Yes or no?"  Theologically complex?
And, second of all, your statement that, "Any other questions were to be answered with simple “one” or “two” word answers should Mr. Johnson have chosen to expand his answers," is, again, an outright lie.  Here is the exact quote from my newsletter: "Now, after you have answered all of the yes-no questions, with a yes or no answer; and after you have answered all of the Bible verse questions with a Bible verse answer, you may then expound on your answers if you wish to do so."  Is that demanding that if he expands on his answers it can only be with "‘one’ or ‘two’ word answers?" 

Furthermore, I went on to say this: "And, you may also provide a list of all the questions you have asked me that you feel I have not answered, and I will be happy to answer them in my very next communication."  In fact, Mr. Johnson then chose not to respond to my email even though he sent me an email saying he would indeed do so.  He didn’t complain about any theological complexity, in fact, he stated that he would send me his own set of "Yes-No" questions.  I told him to bring it on, that I couldn’t wait.  Never heard from him again, even though he guaranteed me that I would end the conversation long before he would.  
And this statement: "The point is that Martignoni didn’t want Johnson to answer, so he setup impossible requirements and rules so that Johnson was shut-down,"  is absolutely laughable.  Everyone who reads my newsletters knows that I can’t wait for someone to answer my questions because that’s when the hammer comes down.  That’s when the logical and theological disarray of their beliefs are able to be exposed.  Why, if I didn’t want someone to answer my questions, would I keep asking them? 

Mike Patrick 
If John Martignoni is going to be honest with his students, he needs to be honest with himself first. He knows he did an end run around me with the sneaky emails, and he knew how his students would react. I’ve notified Martignoni that I won’t loosely debate by email anymore, and I’ve suggested to him that we conduct a debate with a structured format, and with ground rules. Maybe with questions asked by his students. We’ll see what he does. It’s possible he’ll be up for the challenge choosing to help his students learn, but if not, at least you’ll know he had the opportunity to get in on a fair and balanced debate, with no sneak attacks, and no “shotguns in the closet.”

John Martignoni
Uh, Mike, are those "sneaky emails" the ones that you were "flattered" that I published and that you thanked me for publishing, or are you referring to some other sneaky emails?  Mike, there will be no structured debate with you, as it would be nothing but an exercise in futility.  You have proven yourself to be incapable of even the simplest of tasks in a debate – going back and reading what you yourself have already written and what the other guy has already written so that you can: 1) Be  consistent in your answers; and 2) accurately represent what the other guy is saying.  
I will close by asking you, one more time, that if you do not respond to anything else, please respond to this paragraph:
"So, publicly on your website you say one thing – I threw you a "curveball," or a "screwball," and it’s "kind of creepy" and you likened it to illegal wiretapping, and you don’t think "that sort of thing" is okay.  But, privately, you tell me you are "flattered" by what I did, and that you appreciate all the attention I gave to your website and you recognize fully that it would have "remained buried" except for the "generous attention" I gave it.  You ought to run for office, son."
May God give you the grace to remove the scales from your eyes.
John Martignoni
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For those of you who were concerned about this guy, Mike Patrick, “getting to me,” while I appreciate the concern, there is no need to worry. The things that he has said to me and about me don’t even come close to what some folks have said to me in some of the emails that I have hanging on my wall – I call it my “Wall of Shame” – “Yellow-bellied,” “A voice on the airwaves of Hell,” “blatant liar,” “blasphemous,” and some that I can’t print. But, my all-time favorite was: “You are dumb. I just wanted you to know.” I’ve even had a complaint lodged with a Church tribunal against me – which was summarily dismissed. So, no need to worry about him “getting to me” or “upsetting” me – I simply do not cede to him, nor to anyone else, the power and control over my emotions that is necessary to get under my skin. If I did, I would get out of the apologetics business in a hurry and go back to working in the bank.

Also, for those who thought I was angry, I will say again, as I have occasionally in the past, be very careful about discerning “tone” in an email. It’s a very difficult thing to do. When I wrote that last newsletter I was in a very good mood, rather jovial actually, and put a decent amount of my humor into it. Now, I admit, you may need to be a bit warped to fully appreciate my humor, and/or you may have needed to read my newsletters for a while to better understand it, so you folks who are more on the straight and narrow and who are newer to this audience may not have taken it the way it was intended, but there’s not a whole lot I can do about that. 

To the one person who wrote to say it was “childish,” I will respond with the immortal words of that brilliant third-grade philosopher, Kenny Jones: “I’m rubber and you’re glue, it bounces off me and sticks to you.”

One last comment along these lines. I welcome constructive criticism. But, if you write me to criticize, back up what you say. Don’t just say, “You seem angry,” or, “That was childish,” give me some detailed comments about why you think that way. Everything I do in this newsletter is geared towards teaching you how to form better arguments to defend your faith – well, if you write me with a complaint, give me the arguments behind the complaint. What words or phrases conveyed anger or childishness? How would you have worded something differently, and so on. If you’re willing to teach, I’m willing to learn. But if you wish to just complain, I will pay no attention to you, whatsoever. 

For example, I had one gentleman who wrote last week to say that I seemed “hot under the collar” with that last newsletter. Well, he wrote in such a way that was honest and reasoned and seemed to be well-intentioned. So, I wrote him back to ask him some questions and we had an exchange of a few emails in which we came to a better understanding of each other. That’s the kind of thing that I appreciate and is most useful and constructive.

One thing to say as introductory remarks to this week’s newsletter, which dovetails with what I just said above, is that I think it is important for any reader of this newsletter to know that I do not have a wimpish view of Christ, as so many Christians, and so many Catholics in particular, seem to have these days. 

Jesus spoke the truth, in season and out, and it made a lot of people mad. He wasn’t concerned about whether or not He would hurt someone’s feelings or about their self-esteem. He called a spade and spade and He gave people verbal kicks in the teeth on more than one occasion – especially when dealing with the religious leaders of the day, but also sometimes when dealing with the regular folks of the day, as well. He used words like, “hypocrites,” “vipers,” “dogs,” “blind guides,” “fools,” “liar,” and more. 

All of which is to say that just because I am perfectly blunt with someone, and just because I might give someone a verbal kick in the teeth, does not necessarily mean that I am being uncharitable. It could be that I am actually being very charitable. Most of the folks that I deal with in these newsletters are “religious leaders” of one sort or another – some self-appointed. And, as I said, Jesus was very blunt with them and very “in their face.” So I am often blunt, direct, and in their face, because it seems to me, based on my past experiences with many such folks, that that might be the only way to get one or two of them to wake up and smell the piles of Martin Luther that they’ve been stepping in, theologically speaking. 

So, if you’re a bit squeamish and not at all comfortable with directness and bluntness, you may not want to read this newsletter when I’m having a back-and-forth exchange with someone. Let the buyer beware, so to speak…

And one last thing. Several people wrote to say that Mike Patrick “isn’t worth your time,” or some such thing. Well, he is worth my time for two reasons: 1) He has an immortal soul which could very well be in danger of eternal perdition, and God wants him to be saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth; 2) He is a very useful example in teaching you what you will probably run into sooner or later – if you haven’t already. Someone who, knowingly – or usually unknowingly – talks out of both sides of their mouth; their arguments are as inconsistent as an argument can be; they pay no attention to what you say and they do not answer your questions; and they have one set of rules for themselves, and an entirely different set for you. 

Now, with most folks you encounter these things may not be as blatantly obvious as they are with this guy, but I can guarantee you that the folks you deal with will, usually without realizing it, be exhibiting one or more of these characteristics. You need to recognize it as soon as possible and bring it out into the open and deal with it. If someone refuses to recognize inconsistencies that you point out; if they refuse to answer your questions and your arguments directly – even though you are answering theirs; if they expect you to listen to them but they do not wish to listen to you; then you need to simply tell them that you want no part of what is essentially a “rigged” discussion.

I’m going to pick up here where I left off dissecting Mike Patrick’s original emails in Issue #119.  I want to get into Mr. Patrick’s theology of the Church, as I had previously promised.  (By the way, don’t bother emailing Mr. Patrick anymore, as I have heard from a number of you that he is apparently blocking the emails of many of the Catholics that have tried to engage him in conversation.  Hmmm….)

Mike Patrick
As for following the Church, my assertion is that we are called to follow Jesus, and be members of the body, not to develop our faith on, and in the Church alone. Jesus’ Church is the body of Christ – I agree – but then the question becomes where is that Church, and who does it consist of? I believe Jesus was clear that His Church is comprised not of ritual and dogma, but of believers that have based their lives on God’s word. This is shown by Paul when he commends the Bereans for testing what they heard against the Scriptures. He didn’t bring the Body of Christ into it.  If a member of the body chases after traditions (the Bereans did not), or rituals (the Bereans did not), or theology developed over the ages (the Bereans did not), that person has lost his way. So – the question then becomes, are Catholics following the right church? That’s another article all together, but I think it’s safe to say that anyone who centers their life around a church without testing it against Scripture is committing the same error the Pharisees did, since it’s not the church that should define a person, but a personal relationship with Christ. I know Catholics that have been harmed by the Catholic Church – sexually abused, and their spirits broken by authoritative members of the Catholic "body." Are those people supposed to keep following a Church that Christ said could be identified by its "fruits?" No, those people need to develop a relationship with Christ – and then become part of His body. Relationship first, church body second. Catholics get it backwards.
John Martignoni
What he is doing here, is making a mistake that I find all too common among Protestants – he is separating Christ’s Head, from Christ’s Body.  This is particularly common when discussing prayer to Mary and the Saints.  People will say that we are praying to Mary instead of to Jesus.  Well, if Mary is part of Jesus’ Body, and she is perfectly united to Him in Heaven, then it is impossible to pray to Mary – or to any other Saint – and leave Jesus out of the equation.  Unless, of course, Jesus has been decapitated…unless His Head has been separated from His Body…which is exactly what many Protestants do – they decapitate Christ.  All abilities that Mary has to hear our prayers and to then intercede with Jesus on our behalf come from Him, to her, as a member of His Body.  Anytime we ask Mary or a Saint to pray for us, we have to go through the Head to get to the Body.  Mary, a part of the Body, can hear no prayer, save by the will and grace of the Head.  Mary can do nothing if she is separated from the Head.  Mary does not act of her own accord as if separate from the Head, she acts perfectly in accordance with the will of God.  It is not an either-or situation, it is a both – and situation, since Mary is a part of Christ’s Body.

Let’s dissect a little more thoroughly what Mike Patrick says about the Church and also compare it to what the Bible says about the Church:

1) Mike Patrick: "As for following the Church, my assertion is that we are called to follow Jesus, and be members of the body, not to develop our faith on, and in the Church alone."
First of all, what does Mr. Patrick do at the outset here?  He decapitates the Body of Christ.  He separates Jesus Christ, the head, from the Church, which is His body (Ephesians 1:22-23; Col 1:24).  Unless Jesus’ head is indeed somehow separated from His Body, then when one is following the Body, one is following the Head, Jesus Christ.  So, to follow the Church, is to follow Christ.  Unless, Mr. Patrick believes that the Church Jesus Christ founded and gave authority to can lead someone away from Christ?  He has developed a false dichotomy between Jesus and the Church.  As if one can follow Jesus without following Jesus’ Body, and as if one can follow Jesus’ Body without following Jesus.  He has rent asunder what God has joined together.

On the flip side, exactly how is it that Mike Patrick believes one follows Jesus?  Well, he believes that you read the Bible for yourself; come to some understanding of what is and is not true Christian doctrine and practice based upon your own fallible interpretation of the Bible; and then you follow what you yourself have determined – by your own authority – to be the teachings of Jesus.  Mike Patrick does not follow the Church alone, he follows Mike Patrick alone.  In fact, he does not follow the Church at all, except where the Church agrees with him.  I would be very interested to see if he ever offers anything on his website that tells us what Church he belongs to, and what authority he submits to, in his understanding of exactly how it is one follows Jesus.  I’ll give you the answer regarding what authority he submits to: None.

2) Mike Patrick: Jesus’ Church is the body of Christ – I agree – but then the question becomes where is that Church, and who does it consist of? 
Excellent question.  Where is that Church?  "That Church" is connected to Jesus Christ, as the Body is connected to the Head.  So, find the Church, and you find Christ.  You cannot have Christ without the Church, and you cannot have the Church without Christ.  They are one (Ephesians 5:31-32).  

Who does the Church consist of?  Another excellent question.  The Church consists of all those who are members of Christ’s Body.  So, the question is: How does one become a member of Christ’s Body?  Is it by accepting Jesus Christ into your heart as your personal Lord and Savior?  If so, where does it say such a thing in the Bible?  It doesn’t.  So, what does the Bible say about how one becomes a member of the Body of Christ?  "For by one Spirit we were all baptized into one body," (1 Cor 12:13).  "For as many of you as were baptized into Christ have put on Christ," (Gal 3:27).  Baptism makes us members of the Body of Christ.  So, all those who have been validly baptized are members of the Church.  If you have not been baptized, you are not a member of the Church.

3) Mike Patrick: I believe Jesus was clear that His Church is comprised not of ritual and dogma, but of believers that have based their lives on God’s word. This is shown by Paul when he commends the Bereans for testing what they heard against the Scriptures. He didn’t bring the Body of Christ into it.
Notice, first of all, by what authority he calls us to accept what he is saying: "I believe…"  He believes, so we are to accept.  He bases his whole theological system on his belief, which he has come up with, based on his personal, fallible interpretation of the Bible.  Nowhere does he call upon the authority of the Church established by Jesus Christ – whichever Church he might believe that to be.  He calls upon his own authority. 

And, once again, he sets up a false dichotomy.  According to Mike Patrick, if you have ritual and dogma, you can’t have the Church.  Christ makes it clear, according to Patrick authority, that there is no ritual or dogma in Jesus’ Church.  So, if your Church has a dogma that says Jesus Christ died for our sins and was raised from the dead, then that cannot be Jesus’ Church because His Church is not comprised of dogma.  If your Church has a dogma that says there is one God, but three Persons in God – Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, then that cannot be Jesus’ Church because His Church is not comprised of dogma.  And, if your Church has a ritual that fulfills the commandment of Jesus at the Last Supper, to "do this" in remembrance of Him (Matt 26, Mark 14, Luke 22), then then that cannot be Jesus’ Church because His Church is not comprised of rituals.  And, if your Church has a ritual of "laying on of hands" to ordain elders (1 Tim 4:14, 5:22; 2 Tim 1:6), then that cannot be Jesus’ Church, because His Church is not comprised of ritual.  I could go on, but I think you get the picture – Mike Patrick’s words are just that…Mike Patrick’s words. 

Regarding Paul not "bring[ing] the Body of Christ into it" – into his evangelization of the Bereans (Acts 17:10-12), how does Mr. Patrick know that?  To argue from silence is not at all a good argument.  Apparently, using Mr. Patrick’s line of reasoning, Paul did not bring the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ "into it" either.  Nowhere is that mentioned in regard to Paul and the Bereans.  Also, the Bereans being Jews, what Scriptures were they "searching"?  The Old Testament.  So, the part of God’s Word that the Bereans based their lives on, according to Mike Patrick, was filled with what?  Rituals.  Very interesting.  Plus, Paul was a member of the Church.  He was speaking as a leader of the Church.  And, the Bible is very clear, that we need to listen to the leaders of God’s Church, not simply rely upon our own fallible understanding and interpretation of God’s written Word. 

For example, Luke 10:16 – "He who hears you hears Me, and he who rejects you rejects me."  The leaders of the Church speak for Christ Himself.  1 John 4:6, "Whoever knows God listens to us, and he who is not of God does not listen to us.  By this we know the spirit of truth and the spirit of error."  How do we know the spirit of truth from the spirit of error?  By picking up the Bible and reading and deciding for ourselves?  Not according to the Bible. 

4) Mike Patrick: If a member of the body chases after traditions (the Bereans did not), or rituals (the Bereans did not), or theology developed over the ages (the Bereans did not), that person has lost his way.
Again, this is according to Patrick authority.  Nowhere does the Bible ever say such a thing.  For example: 2 Thes 2:15, "So then, brethren, stand firm and hold to the traditions which you were taught by us, either by word of mouth or by letter."  I guess St. Paul had "lost his way," because he was teaching those horrible traditions to people, and commanding that they be followed.  1 Cor 11:2, "I commend you because you remember me in everything and maintain the traditions even as I have delivered them to you."  Again, that poor Paul.  And those poor Corinthians.  They had all "lost [their] way" by following the traditions that lost soul Paul taught to them. 

Regarding rituals, again, at the Last Supper, Jesus commanded the Apostles to "do this" in remembrance of Him.  Jesus commanded that ritual be followed.  And, again, the laying on of hands is a ritual.  

And, once more, the Bereans were searching the Old Testament – to see if what Paul was telling them was in there was really in there – and what did the Old Testament contain?  "Theology developed over the ages."  Besides, what an absolutely ridiculous thing to say.  Christian theology was only 25-yrs. old or so, so how could any of the Bereans who converted to Christianity have followed a "theology developed over the ages," in the strict sense of the phrase as Mr. Patrick means it.  Christian theology has indeed "developed over the ages," as we gain greater understanding and greater insights into what Christ taught to us through the Apostles and through their successors, the Bishops.  Just because a theology has developed doesn’t mean, however, that it is something that contains novelties or "new" teachings.  An acorn develops into an oak tree, but that doesn’t mean that anything, other than nutrition, has been "added to" the acorn.  Just so theology that has been "developed" over the ages.  There is nothing "new," or "added to" it, except greater understanding and greater insight.  The teachings on the Trinity that we receive from the Councils of Nicea and Carthage was "theology developed over the ages," yet I assume Mr. Patrick believes in the Trinity being One God in Three Persons, each consubstantially God?  If so, then he is, once again, not fully understanding what it is he is saying.

Plus, in a broader sense, the Bereans did indeed follow a theology developed over the ages, because the Word of God they were reading from – the Old Testament – was written over a thousand years or so.  And, the Old Testament is fulfilled in the New Testament, "…the law has but a shadow of the good things to come instead of the true form of these realities," (Hebrews 10:1).  Which means that what we believe and practice now is a development from what they believed and practiced in the Old Testament.  So, what the Christian Bereans believed, as can be said for all Christians, was indeed a theology developed over the ages. 

5) Mike Patrick: So – the question then becomes, are Catholics following the right church? That’s another article all together, but I think it’s safe to say that anyone who centers their life around a church without testing it against Scripture is committing the same error the Pharisees did, since it’s not the church that should define a person, but a personal relationship with Christ.
Excellent question once again.  Are Catholics following the right Church?  Well, whatever Church your following, and I believe that Mike Patrick follows no church, should be a Church that can trace its roots back to Jesus Christ through the Apostles.  And, the primary way one can do that is to trace the line of authority that their leadership has.  Can the laying on of hands – the ritual by which authority is passed on in the Church founded by Jesus Christ – can the laying on of hands of your pastor be followed back through the man or men that laid hands on him through the men or men that laid hands on them and so forth and so on back to the Apostles?  If not, then you definitely should not follow that church, because guess what?  It’s not really a church.  It’s simply a tradition of men. 

Read very carefully what he says here and let’s substitute some words from the Bible into Mike Patrick’s words and see if they make any sense: "It’s not the [Body of Christ] that should define a person, but a personal relationship with Christ." Again, he is cutting the Head off of the Body.  You cannot have a personal relationship with Christ, without also having a personal relationship with His Body.  Christ and His Church are one…at least, according to the Bible.  Plus, where are his words coming from…the Bible?  No.  From Mike Patrick’s own fallible interpretation of the Bible.  Notice in this whole paragraph from him, the only Bible passage he even references, is about the Bereans, and he adds a whole lot of words to that passage that are actually nowhere to be found in that passage.  He is actually adding words to the Bible. 

He states: "I think it is safe to say…"  Again, he "thinks" it is safe to say.  Well, Mike, you think wrongly.  What is his test that he outlines for us here?  The individual has to test what the church teaches against the Bible.  Which means, the individual has to test what the church teaches against his own fallible, non-authoritative interpretation of the Bible.  In other words, it is the individual who has authority over the Church, not the other way around.  It is as I said earlier, Mike Patrick, if he is a member of any church, allows that church authority over him only unto the extent that that church agrees with Mike Patrick.  Is that how it is in the Bible? 

In Acts 15, when the Council of Jerusalem made a decision that circumcision was no longer necessary, and sent letters to the individual churches of their decision, was that decision based upon the Bible?  No.  Which means, that was a tradition that the members of the Church had to listen to because it came from the leaders of the Church.  Not because they read their Bibles and came to that conclusion on their own.  The leaders of the Church had authority over the rest of the members of the Church.  It was true then in the Church of Christ, it is true now in the Church of Christ.

6) Mike Patrick: I know Catholics that have been harmed by the Catholic Church – sexually abused, and their spirits broken by authoritative members of the Catholic "body." Are those people supposed to keep following a Church that Christ said could be identified by its "fruits?" 
Let Mr. Patrick name his church that doesn’t have a sinner as the pastor, or sinners as members of that church, and I will join it tomorrow.  Oops – if I joined it, then it would have a sinner as a member, so I guess I can’t join Mr. Patrick’s church.  Let him name the Christian faith tradition that has never had any "bad fruit" coming from it.  For example, can he name me a Christian faith tradition where the pastors and members did not own slaves before and during the Civil War?  If not, then what Christian faith tradition does his line of thinking leave as a possibility for being the Church founded by Jesus Christ?

Did the Catholic Church teach as doctrine that it was a sin to molest children?  Yes.  Did some members of the Catholic clergy defy Catholic teaching and molest children and did other members of the clergy defy Catholic teaching and cover up that molestation?  Yes.  But, again, name me the Christian faith tradition that hasn’t had a pastor who molested a child, or who cheated on his wife, or who beat his wife and children, or who committed theft from the collection plate, or any one of any number of other sins?  He cannot do it, so his reasoning here means that no one can join any church – because every church is filled with sinners and is pastored by a sinner.  So the answer is, "Yes," they are supposed to keep following the church founded by Jesus Christ even though it is filled with sinners.  After all, let’s look at the 12 Founders of Jesus’ Church – one betrayed Him; one denied Him; and 9 of the other 10 abandoned Him in His hour of greatest need.  Should anyone follow a Church founded by these guys?

7) Mike Patrick:  No, those people need to develop a relationship with Christ – and then become part of His body. Relationship first, church body second. Catholics get it backwards.

Bible verse for that, Mike?  Again, a teaching authoritatively given according to Patrick authority.  And, once again, we see a false dichotomy.  So often the Protestant sees things as either – or, whereas the Catholic sees them as both – and.  According to Mike, you develop a relationship with Christ, apparently all on your own, not needing anyone else, then you go and find a church.  Of course, it needs to be a church that teaches about Jesus in the same way that you already believe about Jesus.  So, you develop this relationship with Christ, all by yourself, then you check a church’s teachings against the Bible, as you have come to understand the Bible based on your own fallible, non-authoritative interpretation of the Bible, and if the church passes your test, then you can join it.  So, relationship with the Head, which has apparently been severed from the Body, then go and find the Body and develop a relationship with it.  Makes sense to me, how ’bout you guys?

Now more from Mike Patrick’s email that I had in the last newsletter:
Mike Patrick
I can have faith in Christ and what He did for me without the Catholic Church, but as a Catholic, you can’t. It’s essentially bondage because you’re tied to the Church, not Christ. We are the "Bride" of Christ, and a Bride follows her husband, not herself.
John Martignoni
Again, what’s wrong with this statement?  Let’s again insert biblical language into what he says and see if it makes sense: "I can have faith in Christ and what He did for me without the [Body of Christ], but as a Catholic, you can’t.  It’s essentially bondage because you’re tied to the [Body of Christ], not Christ."  We are tied to the Body of Christ, but not Christ.  Do you see how easy it is to take someone who is sounding all biblical and all authoritative and scholarly and make their words look foolish when you look at them through the prism of the actual words of Scripture?

Yes the Bride follows her husband.  But, if the Bride is following the husband, then if you’re following the Bride, are you not then also following the husband?  Paul tells us to imitate him as he imitates Christ (1 Cor 11:1).  Why didn’t he just say, "Read the Bible?"  Paul says in other places to be imitators of him.  Why did he say that?  Why didn’t he say, "Be imitators of Christ," or "Read the Bible?"  Why Paul and then Christ?  Why not just Christ?  And in 1 Cor 4:17, Paul tells us that he sent Timothy to the Corinthians to remind them of Paul’s "ways in Christ," which he, Paul, says he teaches everywhere and in every church.  What strange language, at least, from Mike Patrick’s theological perspective:  "No, Paul, you got it wrong.  We aren’t supposed to follow you or imitate you or any of the other leaders of the Church.  The Bride can’t imitate herself or follow herself, you need to be saying we should imitate Christ and follow Him.  We need to establish a relationship with Christ before establishing a relationship with you." 

Paul, unlike Mike Patrick, does not separate the Head from the Body, so when he says to imitate him, he is saying to imitate Christ, because he is imitating Christ.  And, what are these "ways in Christ" of Paul’s?  Shouldn’t Paul be teaching the churches everywhere to read the Bible for themselves and not about his "ways in Christ"?  Sounds like he was teaching folks some [say it very quietly] "traditions."   
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This week I want to try and finish up with Mike Patrick, although his response to my newsletter has left me with just so much to talk about that I might not be able to get it all in this week and it might spill over into the next issue. If so, then that will definitely be the last focused on him. 

I want to look at a number of the things that he says and respond to them, but in particular I want to look at his view of the Church. He has a very stunted, or possibly warped is a better word, view of the nature of the Church that I want to highlight because it will give you some background on how a bunch of the folks you deal with think about the Church and how that affects their theology – because Patrick’s views are not at all uncommon amongst a number of Protestants. 

I’ll start by drawing attention to a very common technique that a lot of folks use when dealing with Catholics, and which is used in almost every paragraph of Mike Patrick’s response to me. They read what you say and then give you their own personal interpretation of what you said. And, if their own personal interpretation is nothing like what you actually said, well, that’s just too bad for you. Their interpretation is all that matters. This is the same thing they do with the Bible. What the Bible actually says does not matter to them as much as what they say it says. Their interpretation is all that matters. If you interpret a passage of the Bible differently than they do, well that simply means that you are not truly a believer in Christ, or that the Holy Spirit is not guiding you as it is guiding them, or that you are spiritually bankrupt, or some such thing. 

Next, I’ll make some general comments about different parts of his response, and then wrap it up with an overall look at Mr. Patrick’s view of the Church vs. the Bible’s view of the Church.

If you wish to read Mr. Patrick’s entire response to my last newsletter, which I did not print here for brevity’s sake, you can find it under the “Newsletter” tab on his website: www.martignonirevealed.com. I would suggest you read my last newsletter first (the “Newsletter” page at www.biblechristiansociety.com), and then read his response. And please note that he pretty much never directly answers my questions or directly responds to my arguments…surprise, surprise!

I want to start by listing a number of statements that Mr. Patrick puts in my mouth, yet they are statements that I have never made nor even implied.  Again, I do this so that you can see his interpretive method, which is similar to that of many Protestants.  You need to always make sure that the words coming out of the other guy’s mouth, or from his pen or keyboard, actually match what it written in the Bible…or, in this case, what is written in my newsletter.  The purpose is to ask the question: If he has trouble interpreting what I have written, how can he claim that his interpretations of Scripture are infallible?  After all, he claims to be guided by the Holy Spirit.  How could the Holy Spirit have interpreted my newsletter so badly?  And, if he doesn’t claim his interpretations of Scripture are infallible, then how can he claim the Holy Spirit is guiding him unto a "perfect" understanding of the Bible?  If he cannot properly interpret what I’ve written, how can he claim to properly interpret what is written in Scripture? 

Here are some examples:

1) "According to John Martignoni, asking Jesus to come into your heart is a silly thing to do." 
Nowhere have I ever stated or even implied such a thing.  Give me the quote from my writings where I say such a thing, Mr. Patrick.

2) "He’s stated that no where do we find that concept in the Bible."
Okay, to quote Mike Patrick, I have "stated" – which means I have written – that nowhere is the concept of asking Jesus to come into your heart in the Bible.  Again, give me the quote from my writings where I say such a thing, Mr. Patrick.

I have stated in a talk of mine, and in my writings, that we do indeed need to have a close, and very personal, relationship with Jesus Christ.  In fact, there is no relationship with Christ that is closer or more personal than being united with Him as one in the reception of the Eucharist, which I have also stated in one of my talks. 

What I have said, that Mike Patrick has so grossly misinterpreted, is that nowhere in the Bible does it say one becomes a "member of the Body of Christ" by "accepting Jesus into your heart as your personal Lord and Savior."  I will ask him again to give me book, chapter and verse that states such a thing.  However, just because I stated that Mr. Patrick’s belief about how one becomes a member of the Body of Christ is not in Scripture, does not mean I regard asking Jesus to come into your heart as a "silly thing to do."  It’s just that the Bible is very clear that one becomes a member of the Body of Christ through Baptism (1 Cor 12:13, Gal 3:27, Col 2:11-12). 

3) "The Bible actually tells us how that all works, but one needs to read it to find that out what it says; a practice Mr. Martignoni has taught us shouldn’t be done since we’ll come away with a “fallible” interpretation."
Again, another distortion based upon his fallible and biased interpretation of what I have written.  I have never said one should not read the Bible.  In fact, I have frequently stated that we need to read, meditate, pray, and soak in the Scriptures.  In 2 Peter 3:16, Peter talks about those who "twist" the Scriptures.  After seeing how Mr. Patrick has twisted my words, imagine what he can do to Scripture – well, you don’t have to imagine, you can just read his own words to find out.

4) "Evidently, Mr. Martignoni, believes the Holy Spirit has decided to withhold the ability of God’s children to personally understand His Holy Word."

I’ve never said nor implied such a thing.

5) "Mr. Martignoni’s assertion that it’s impossible for anyone to personally interpret things correctly."

Where have I ever asserted such a thing?  Mr. Patrick takes my statement about his "fallible interpretations" of the Bible and translates that into a general statement that I believe it is "impossible for anyone to personally interpret things correctly."  And his egregious errors in interpreting my words are simply a preview of what can happen when he turns his "Holy Spirit-inspired" interpretive abilities to Scripture. 

My assertion is that Mr. Patrick is not infallible when it comes to interpreting the Bible, although he seems to believe he is.  So I ask you, Mr. Patrick, point blank: Are you an authoritative interpreter of Scripture?  Yes or no?  Does the Holy Spirit guide you into an infallibly correct understanding of each and every verse of Scripture?  Yes or no?  And please, answer "yes" or "no" before explaining your answer, so there is no doubt as to what your answer is.

The point is, Mr. Patrick, that you keep telling us how Catholics are wrong, and how I am wrong, in what I believe and in how I interpret the Bible.  Yet, what we read in the Bible does not correspond in many instances with your personal interpretation of what the Bible says.  So, if you’re interpretations are fallible, why should we trust what you say the Bible says vs. our own understanding of what the Bible says?  (And, by the way, nothing in my beliefs contradicts anything in the Catechism of the Catholic Church – your interpretation of what I believe might contradict something in the Catechism, but not my actual belief.)  The point I’m leading to is this: What if two people, both of whom are "saved" in accord with your theological system, both of whom are diligent in reading the Bible and in prayer; read the same passage of Scripture and come to conflicting conclusions as to what it means…how do we determine which one, if either one of them, is correct in their interpretation?  Who decides disputes between two saved, Bible-reading, Holy Spirit-praying people over what a particular passage of the Bible means?  
6) "What I’m saying is that Mr. Martignoni’s point – that you and I can’t come to valid conclusions by reading the Bible, and by way of the Holy Spirit helping us to understand – is false." 
And what I’m saying is that Mr. Patrick’s statement about "Mr. Martignoni’s point," is false on the surface of it.  I have never made such a point.  Again, the point is, who decides disputes about the meaning of Scripture?  Is it Mr. Patrick because he is infallibly guided by the Holy Spirit?  Did Jesus give us anyone who could decide disputes between Christians on such matters?

7) "It’s notable that Martignoni vehemently disagrees with the idea that we, as believers in Christ, can gain an understanding of Scripture by reading it alone with the Holy Spirit aiding us." 
Not only do I not "vehemently" disagree with the idea, but I believe in it 100%.  However, as Scripture states, there are some things in Scripture that are difficult to understand.  And, nowhere does the Bible say that we, as individuals reading Scripture on our own, of our own authority, will come to a complete, 100% infallibly correct understanding of each and every passage of Scripture.  Again, I have stated in my talks that we can indeed come to some knowledge of the truth by reading Scripture on our own, but, as I have also said in my talks, it is very scriptural to have an infallible guide when reading Scripture to help us understand the parts of Scripture that are difficult to understand (see Acts 8:30-31).

Now that I have shown that Mr. Mike Patrick does not, and apparently cannot, properly interpret what I have written; I think it is very safe to say that it is entirely possible that, as he has made egregious errors in interpreting my writings, he can also make, and has made, egregious errors in interpreting the Scriptures. 

Now, just some general comments on several different parts of his response. 

Mike Patrick: "There are many who profess to be in true communion with Christ and claim to be members of the Body, but who aren’t."
I absolutely love it when someone says this.  Of course, only the people who are "really" and "truly" the members of the Body of Christ would say something like this.  If a person is able to deceive themselves into thinking that they are a member of the Body of Christ, when they really are not a member of the Body of Christ, then how can anyone "really" know that they are a member of the Body of Christ and not simply suffering from self-delusion?  Think about it.  If you were to ask someone if they are a member of the Body of Christ, or if they’re "saved," and it was a person who thought they were saved but really weren’t, how would their answer differ from that of someone who thought they were saved and supposedly really were?

Are you saved?  Yes.  How do you know?  I just know.  Do you believe there are people who think they’re saved but really aren’t?  Yes.  So, how do you know you’re not one of those people?  I just know.  How do you know?  I know in my heart…the Holy Spirit tells me so.  Wouldn’t someone who thought they were saved but really weren’t say the same thing?  I suppose so.  So, how do you know you’re not one of those people?  I just know.  Uh, huh. 

Mike Patrick: "I don’t come to an understanding of Scripture based on my own fallible interpretation of the Bible, but rather by God’s promise of help from the Holy Spirit, and lots of prayer."
Catch that, folks?  He isn’t interpreting the Bible when he reads it, the Holy Spirit is interpreting it for him.  Now, how can he claim not to be infallible when interpreting the Bible if it’s the Holy Spirit that’s helping him to understand the Bible?  But, if he claims to be able to infallibly interpret the Bible, then how come he couldn’t infallibly interpret my newsletter?  And, if he claims the gift of infallibility for himself, how can he then turn around and say the Pope cannot also have the gift of infallibility?  Or that I cannot have the gift of infallibility?  Or that every Christian does not have the gift of infallibility?  And isn’t it convenient that the Holy Spirit is on his side, but not mine? 

Mike Patrick: "It’s interesting to note that both of these religions [Jehovah’s Witnesses and Mormons] share a common ground with the Catholic Church, in that they all three require us to turn, at some point, away from Scripture, and to their own interpretations and teachings cloaked in their self-declared authority."
He forgot to say, "In my opinion."  Mr. Patrick is seemingly incapable of understanding that the Catholic Church turns away from Scripture only in Mike Patrick’s warped interpretations of Catholic teaching and of Scripture.  The Catholic Church never turns away from Scripture.  Not one example has Mr. Patrick offered of such a thing.  Again, the Church turns away quite often from Mike Patrick’s fallible, man-made, non-authoritative interpretation of Scripture, but never does she turn away from Scripture itself.

It’s interesting to note that what Mike Patrick’s church and the JW’s and Mormons have in common, is that they are all no more than about 150-200 years old, and I’ll bet Mike’s church, which he so far has refused to identify, is probably a lot younger than either of the other two just mentioned. 

Mike Patrick: "There are metaphorical statements making the comparisons Martignoni is talking about, but Christ remains God, and nowhere do we find that we, the members of the Body, turn into God. The Bible is clear that the Church will rule “with” Jesus, not “as” Jesus, when He returns to establish His kingdom on earth."
Talk about another huge misinterpretation of what I’ve said.  I have never anywhere said that we become God or that we rule "as" Jesus.  Just as there is one God, yet three distinct Persons, each consubstantially God, we are one with Christ yet still individuals.  However, Mike seems not to be aware of the verse from 2 Peter 1:4 that says we "become partakers of the divine nature."  Exactly what does that mean, Mr. Patrick?

Mike Patrick: "Again, Martignoni assumes that the Catholic Church is the true Bride of Christ, but I submit he cannot know the true Bride of Christ without Scripture – the very thing he shuns. The true Church is utterly dependent on the Bible."
Book, chapter, and verse on that, Mr. Patrick?  You said, "I submit he cannot know the Bride of Christ without Scripture."  You submit?  Why didn’t you quote a Bible verse on that?  And, again, what is the implication of what he is saying?  He claims at some points in his response to "need" the Church for teaching and such and that the Church has some authority, but what authority does it have over him, if he gets to decide, based on his own authority, whether or not that Church is in accord with the teachings of Christ?  He has placed himself, with his personal interpretation of the Bible, over whatever church he might attend.  

Furthermore, how can the "true Church" be utterly dependent on the Bible?  Does that mean that there was no such thing as a "true Church" for at least 50 or 60 years after Jesus’ death?  Because it wasn’t for around 60 years or so that the entire Bible was written.  And, who wrote the Bible, at least, the New Testament?  Wasn’t it members of the Church?  How can the Church be "utterly dependent" on the Bible, when the Bible came after the Church and when the Bible was written (speaking of the N.T. here) by members of the Church?  It seems to me that Mr. Patrick got it backwards, the Bible is utterly dependent on the Body of Christ, the Church, as guided by the Holy Spirit.  Can you have the Church without the Bible?  Yes.  We did have the Church without the Bible.  Can you have the Bible without the Church?  No.  Mr. Patrick’s statement not only makes no scriptural sense, but it makes no logical sense either. 
Mike Patrick: "The obvious answer to the first comment is that the Bible had not yet been fully put together. Most reasonable people understand that we can’t imitate something we can’t see, so Paul suggests we imitate his actions in following Christ because it’s what the Church at the time had to go on." 
So, in one place in his response he states the Church is "utterly dependent" upon the Bible, but then in another place he says that Paul’s actions were all "the Church at the time had to go on."  How, Mr. Patrick, did the Church survive without the Scriptures that it is "utterly dependent" upon?  And if, in Scripture, we have an example of people following the guidance and teaching of the leaders of the Church, as Mr. Patrick correctly points out the early Christians followed the actions and teachings of Paul, rather than reading the Bible for themselves to decide true and false doctrine, why does Mr. Patrick claim I am being unbiblical when I follow the leaders of the Church established by Jesus Christ to guide me in my understanding of Scripture and in my knowledge of true and false doctrine?
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First, I’ll point out a few things that Mr. Patrick has done that you will come across pretty much every time you talk about the Catholic Faith with someone, so you know what to keep an eye out for and what not to let the other guy get away with; and then I’ll get into a comparison of Mike Patrick’s view of the Church vs. the Bible’s view of the Church.
What I’m going to do first is quote from Mike Patrick’s response to Issue # 121.  I’ll give you a paragraph from Issue #121, then his response to that paragraph, and then I’ll point out some things in his response that you need to pay attention to, because you will be faced with similar circumstances almost every time you engage someone about the Faith: 
John Martignoni from Issue #121:
"On the flip side, exactly how is it that Mike Patrick believes one follows Jesus? Well, he believes that you read the Bible for yourself; come to some understanding of what is and is not true Christian doctrine and practice based upon your own fallible interpretation of the Bible; and then you follow what you yourself have determined – by your own authority – to be the teachings of Jesus. Mike Patrick does not follow the Church alone, he follows Mike Patrick alone. In fact, he does not follow the Church at all, except where the Church agrees with him. I would be very interested to see if he ever offers anything on his website that tells us what Church he belongs to, and what authority he submits to, in his understanding of exactly how it is one follows Jesus. I’ll give you the answer regarding what authority he submits to: None."

Mike Patrick’s response to Issue #121:
I knew that sooner or later John would prove my previous email point on spiritual bankruptcy, and here it is. It’s telling that John teaches that it’s not possible for anyone to come to a correct understanding of doctrine from reading the Bible. This is tacit admission that the Holy Spirit does not, or cannot work in the lives of the followers of Christ – spiritual bankruptcy. Because some people don’t really believe what they say they believe, it’s possible to claim spirituality, but not really believe that the Holy Spirit can, and does help us understand the Bible.
We read in 2 Tim 3:16-17 the following: 
“All Scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness; that the man of God may be perfect, thoroughly furnished unto all good works.” KJV.
And we also read in 1 Cor 2:10:12
“…these things God has revealed to us through the Spirit. For the Spirit searches everything, even the depths of God…Now we have received, not the spirit of the world, but the Spirit who is from God, that we might know the things freely given to us by God, and we impart this in words not taught by human wisdom but taught by the Spirit, interpreting spiritual truths to those who are spiritual.”
If Martignoni is correct, and no one but the Catholic Magisterium can understand the Scriptures, he’ll have to answer some questions:
1: Why can’t he see from the passages above that the Holy Spirit touches every believer and imparts clear understanding that leads to “training in righteousness”, and makes us “perfect – and “thoroughly furnished unto all good works,” so that we can understand the things freely given to us by God?
2: Does Mr. Martignoni believe, that the Holy Spirit is active in nearly every other aspect of our lives, and gives us gifts such as wisdom, understanding, counsel, fortitude, knowledge, piety and fear of the Lord, but then refrains from giving us an understanding of the Scriptures? Is this a heavenly “meanie joke?” Why did God give us His word in written form and place it in the hands of everyone, only to then make it impossible to understand it by reading it? Does this make any sense? We see above that the Bible teaches the Holy Spirit gives us understanding and knowledge, but looking at it from Mr. Martignoni’s point of view, we can only guess at what “knowledge” the Scriptures are talking about, since he’s already informed us it can’t be a knowledge of God’s Word.
John Martignoni
Okay, what’s the first thing you notice about his response?  The first thing you should notice is that it in no way responds to the argument I was making.  Did he mention what church authority he submits to or what church he attends?  No, of course not.  Why?  Because he does not submit to any church authority.  The second thing you should notice is that, as I pointed out in the last issue, he claims I said a whole lot of things that I didn’t even come close to saying.  Nowhere did I say that no one can understand the Bible, nor did I say that the Holy Spirit does not work in the lives of Christians.  Yet, that’s how he "interpreted" what I said. 

Again, this can, and will, happen to you.  Do not let it cause you to get thrown off balance or cause you to get off topic.  Stay with the point you are making and keep hammering away with the questions you have asked that have not been answered, or with the arguments you have made that have not been responded to.  Do not try to answer the arguments he has brought up that are based on his misinterpretation of what you have said.  That will simply lead to one frustration after another.  Just simply say, "I never said, nor did I imply, such a thing.  Please re-read what I said a little more closely," and then go on to repeat or re-emphasize what you said and repeat any questions you had asked that have gone unanswered, and point out that your questions have gone unanswered.

The whole point of what I said in that part of Issue #121 that Mr. Patrick quoted here, which is a point you can make in every single one of your conversations with a non-Catholic Christian, is this: Mike Patrick is telling me that my interpretation of the Bible is wrong; and he is telling me that Catholic teaching (where it disagrees with him) is wrong.  Which leads one to quite naturally ask, "Who is Mike Patrick to say that his interpretation of the Bible is right and mine is wrong?  By what authority does he make his claim?  On what does he base his assertions?"  The answer is, he bases his assertions on his own personal, private reading of the Bible.  (By the way, this is the "But That’s MY Interpretation" strategy that I discuss in my talk, "Apologetics for the Scripturally-Challenged."

Now, he goes on to say this:

"We see Martignoni make the point on the ‘flip side’ as he puts it, that I follow Jesus wrongly. When speaking of me he says: 
from Issue #121: "…[Mike Patrick] believes that you read the Bible for yourself; come to some understanding of what is and is not true Christian doctrine and practice based upon your own fallible interpretation of the Bible; and then you follow what you yourself have determined – by your own authority – to be the teachings of Jesus.”

John is incorrect, and unfair in his statement. I don’t come to an understanding of Scripture based on my own fallible interpretation of the Bible, but rather by God’s promise of help from the Holy Spirit, and lots of prayer. 
Okay, what can we conclude about Mike Patrick, based on what he has said here?  Well, I was "unfair" in my statement about him because, according to him, his understanding of the Bible is not based on his own fallible interpretation of the Bible, but rather, is apparently based on the Holy Spirit’s interpretation of the Bible.  This statement would logically lead one to conclude what about Mr. Patrick’s reading of the Bible?  That’s right…he believes he is infallible in his interpretation of the Bible.  Now, he didn’t come right out and say that he is, and he will probably claim that he is not infallible when it comes to reading the Bible, but he has stepped too far into this pile of Martin Luther to get out without a horrific smell.

Let’s examine what he said more closely.  His understanding of the Bible is not based on his own "fallible interpretation," but rather it is based on the help provided by the Holy Spirit.  Well, we all know the Holy Spirit is infallible – He makes no mistakes.  Therefore, if Mike Patrick’s understanding is based on what the Holy Spirit has guided him into, then his understanding of the Bible has to be infallible.  So, whether he comes out and claims it directly or not, his words have already betrayed him – he believes his understanding of the Bible is infallible.  Which means he believes he is infallible – incapable of teaching error – when it comes to Christian practice and doctrine.

But this presents a problem for him because, as I said, I doubt he will actually claim infallibility (he might, but I know of only one other Protestant I’ve come across who has actually been so bold as to do so).  Yet, if he protests that he is not infallible, then how can he claim such direct guidance from the Holy Spirit in his interpretation of the Bible?  After all, where does the Holy Spirit get it wrong?  Or, does the Holy Spirit guide him some times, but not other times?  If that’s the case, then how do we know, and how does he know, when the Holy Spirit is guiding him and when the Holy Spirit is not guiding him?  And, if the Holy Spirit only guides him some of the time, then the rest of the time his understanding of the Bible is indeed based on his own personal fallible interpretation.  Which gets us back to square one.

And, if he does indeed claim to be infallible, then that presents a whole other set of problems for him.  If he is infallible, why would he have to submit to the authority of any church, which he claims he does (even though, in reality, he doesn’t).  Also, where does the Bible say that Mike Patrick will have the gift of infallibility?  And, if he is infallible, why can’t I be infallible?  I mean, when I read the Bible I always pray to the Holy Spirit for guidance.  Why does he believe the Holy Spirit helps him, but not me, or not anyone else who disagrees with him?  And, if Mr. Patrick is indeed infallible, then does that mean that every other person in the world who disagrees with him over the meaning of any particular passage in the Bible, or over any particular Christian doctrine or practice is wrong?  Also, in one place on his website, Mr. Patrick claims the church is necessary for such things as teaching.  Well, if a believer is taught by the Holy Spirit, then what need does the believer have for the church to teach him anything?  I would also ask Mr. Patrick if he is able to read the original Greek and Hebrew that the Bible is written in.  I mean, after all, can’t the Holy Spirit read Greek and Hebrew?  I can think of dozens more questions along these lines, but I think these convey the point I’m making quite well.

The fact of the matter is, that Mike Patrick, like so many of those you will come across, believes that he is infallible in his understanding and interpretation of the Bible, whether he actually admits to it or not.  This is why, when I ask non-Catholic Christians if they are infallible or not in their interpretation of the Bible – which is one of the first questions you should ask someone who is questioning Catholic teaching – I seem to never get a direct answer.  Why do I not get a direct answer?  Because I believe somewhere in their psyche – consciously or subconsciously – they recognize the dilemma posed by my question.  On the one hand, they have never claimed to be infallible and they have always scoffed at the thought of the Pope being infallible; on the other hand, if they do not claim infallibility, then they are tacitly admitting that they could indeed be wrong in what they are telling you in regards to the Bible. 

The whole point of this is to get them to at least have to think about exactly why it is they believe their interpretation of the Bible is right, and yours is wrong.  

After all, they believe every one can, and should, pick up the Bible to decide things for themselves.  Yet, when you pick up the Bible, read it, and come to a conclusion that disagrees with their interpretation of the Bible, all of a sudden you shouldn’t be reading the Bible.  You are wrong.  Your interpretation doesn’t count.  You are not guided by the Holy Spirit.  You don’t really have faith.  You don’t understand the Greek behind the text.  You are not interpreting Scripture with Scripture, and so on.  Oh, really?  Says who?

This is the problem with Mike Patrick.  When I first started this conversation with him, I said this in Issue #119: "He is going to turn out to be another one in a long line of folks who claim not to be infallible, but who, when responding to what I have to say, act as if they are indeed infallible."

And we have seen just that. 
He has definitely acted as if he is infallible and he has even indirectly claimed that he is infallible in his interpretation of the Bible, because it is not his interpretation, but the Holy Spirit’s interpretation, according to him.  So the question to ask from here is:  By what authority do you claim that you are guided by the Holy Spirit and that I am not?  After all, I pray to the Holy Spirit for guidance when I read the Bible, do you not believe the Holy Spirit can guide followers of Jesus Christ other than yourself? And, if the Holy Spirit is guiding you, does that mean that He is not guiding anyone who disagrees with you?

The other question I would ask is this: Is your pastor guided by the Holy Spirit?  He should answer, "Yes," since he attends this particular pastor’s church and he wouldn’t be attending any church that has a pastor he has determined is not guided by the Holy Spirit, would he?  Then, when he says his pastor is indeed guided by the Holy Spirit, ask this question: If you and your pastor got into a dispute as to a particular meaning of Scripture, would you both be guided by the Holy Spirit at that point?  Does the Holy Spirit guide people into contradictory meanings of the same passage of the Bible?  If not, how could you tell who was and was not guided by the Holy Spirit in that instance?  Who could you and your pastor turn to in order to definitively and authoritatively decide the dispute as to what a particular passage of Scripture means?  Did Jesus not leave us any way of solving disputes about Scripture that occur between Christians?

I am going to end this section by simply asking Mr. Mike Patrick a few questions.  These are questions taken straight out of Issue #38 of this newsletter, and which have appeared in one way or another in several other issues as well.  Which means they are questions that you can, and should, ask of just about anyone you discuss the Catholic Faith with:

1) Do you interpret the Bible? Yes or no?

2) If the answer to #1 is yes, is your interpretation infallible? Yes or no?

3) If the answer to #2 is no, then will you admit that your interpretations of the Bible could be wrong in one or more places? Yes or no?

4) If the answer to #1 is yes, then does anyone have the authority to tell you, Mike Patrick, that your interpretations of the Bible are wrong? Yes or no?

5) If the answer to #4 is yes, then who? Just one name please.

Or, another set of questions with the same basic thrust:

6) Are you an authentic interpreter of Scripture? Yes or no?

7) If #6 is yes, is your interpretation of Scripture infallible? Yes or no?

8) Am I an authentic interpreter of Scripture? Yes or no?

9) If you are not an authentic interpreter of Scripture, then who is?

Mike Patrick, and anyone else for that matter, would have a difficult time answering these questions in a consistent and logical, and scripturally-based, manner.   Make sure you get yes or no answers.  Tell them they can expand on their answers all they want, but insist on a yes or no first, so that there is no doubt as to what their answer is.  I’ve had people answer these questions in such a way that I had no clue what their answer was.  So, insist on yes or no and then explanation, rather than explanation without a yes or no.

—————————————————————

Now, on to Mike Patrick vs. the Bible in regards to the Church:

In the Bible we see a church that has the authority to bind believers to its teachings (Acts 15).  Mr. Patrick has stated that one must first judge the church by the Bible before becoming a part of that church.  Where is the authority of the church to bind believers in Mr. Patrick’s view of the church?  It’s nonexistent because if a believer has the authority to first determine whether the church is the true church based on his personal assessment of that church vis-a-vis the Bible, then the church has no authority to bind the individual.  Under Mr. Patrick’s system of theology, it is the individual that binds the church to his teachings, and if the church doesn’t listen, then the individual can declare the church apostate at any time and leave that church. 

In one of my previous responses to Mr. Patrick, I mentioned the Council of Jerusalem, and how it had not followed Scripture to arrive at its decision to not hold the practice of circumcision, nor most of the practices of the Mosaic Law, binding any longer.  This is what I said about the Council of Jerusalem:

Issue #121: “In Acts 15, when the Council of Jerusalem made a decision that circumcision was no longer necessary, and sent letters to the individual churches of their decision, was that decision based upon the Bible? No. Which means, that was a tradition that the members of the Church had to listen to because it came from the leaders of the Church. Not because they read their Bibles and came to that conclusion on their own. The leaders of the Church had authority over the rest of the members of the Church. It was true then in the Church of Christ, it is true now in the Church of Christ.”

Here is Mr. Patrick’s response to that:

"Martignoni clouds and confuses the issue. How does he know that the Council didn’t consult Scripture before making their decision? 

After all, the Old Testament did exist, and most likely would have played a role on a decision regarding circumcision. Again, John should not go beyond the written word. His conclusion is without foundation. I’m not saying there’s no place for Church leadership – there absolutely is. God has given authority to church pastors and teachers though the priesthood of all believers. We even have things to learn from the early Church Fathers." 
How do I know the Council didn’t consult Scripture in order to do away with circumcision?  Well, Mr. Patrick, first of all, I want to make clear that I am not saying they did not consult Scripture at all at the Council.  I am saying specifically that their decision to cut out circumcision was not based on Scripture.  Two reasons I say that: 1) Acts 15:28 has the Council Fathers saying this, "For it has seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us…"  They give us the reasons for their decision and Scripture is not one of them.  And, even more importantly: 2) Exactly what verse of the Old Testament says to do away with the practice of circumcision and most of the practices of the Mosaic Law?  Would that be found in Genesis 17:9-14?  No, that’s where God institutes the practice of circumcision.  Where in the Old Testament does God un-institute circumcision so that the Council of Jerusalem could have consulted that particular passage to make their decision?  What I’m saying is that since there is no verse of the Old Testament that says to do away with circumcision, their decision to do away with circumcision could not have come from Scripture.  So, despite Mr. Patrick’s claim, my conclusion does indeed have a very solid foundation.  His, however, does not. 

I would be very interested in knowing which verse of the Old Testament calls for the repeal of the practice of circumcision and the repeal of most of the Mosaic Law?  Maybe Mr. Patrick can tell us.  If he can’t, then that means his whole system of theology, which is based on the individual reading the Bible on his own to test what the church teaches, is directly contradicted by a very huge example in the Bible.  So I repeat what I said in Issue #121 that the Christian teaching on the practice of circumcision: "Was a tradition that the members of the Church had to listen to because it came from the leaders of the Church. Not because they read their Bibles and came to that conclusion on their own. The leaders of the Church had authority over the rest of the members of the Church. It was true then in the Church of Christ, it is true now in the Church of Christ.”  Which blows one huge hole in Mr. Patrick’s theological system.

Also, in Matthew 18:15-17, what does it say?  Look at verse 17 where it is the church that is the ultimate arbiter in a dispute between Christians.  Does this fit very well with Mr. Patrick’s system of theology?  No, it doesn’t.  Nowhere does it say that if your brother sins against you, you and he need to sit down and read the Bible so that you can show him he’s wrong.  You take it to the Church.  In Mr. Patrick’s system of theology, you don’t take it to the Church, you take it to the Bible.  And listen to verse 18: "Whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in Heaven and whatever you loose on earth shall be loosed in Heaven."  Same words that Jesus said to Peter in Matthew 16:19.  Mr. Patrick’s system of theology does not allow for a church with such authority.  It does apparently allow for Mr. Patrick to bind and loose on earth, but not the church…unless, of course, the church is following the Bible as determined by Mr. Patrick.

1 Timothy 3:15 describes the church as the pillar and bulwark (or "ground" in some translations) of the truth.  Nowhere does it say the individual reading the Bible on his own is the pillar and ground of the truth. 

What kind of authority do the leaders of the church in Mr. Patrick’s theological system have?  Let’s read some quotes from Scriptures about the leaders of the early church and see if Mr. Patrick would admit such for the leaders of his church:

Luke 10:16 – "He who hears you, hears Me, and he who rejects you rejects Me…"  Do you think Mr. Patrick would cede that type of authority to his pastor?  I mean, if Mr. Patrick disagreed with his pastor, wouldn’t he tend to think, based on what he has said on his own website, that instead of Jesus referring to Mr. Patrick’s pastor – the leader of Mr. Patrick’s church – with these words from Luke 10:16, that Jesus was actually referring to Mr. Patrick?  Think about it.  Mr. Patrick believes that if we disagree with him, we are not actually disagreeing with his fallible interpretation of the Bible, but rather with the Holy Spirit’s infallible interpretation of the Bible as given to Mr. Patrick.  Even though he probably will not admit it, he in practice believes that in Luke 10:16, Jesus was talking to him!  Because if I disagree with Mike Patrick, I am not disagreeing with his personal fallible interpretation of the Bible, I am disagreeing with the infallible interpretation of the Holy Spirit, according to Mike Patrick.

1 John 4:6 – "We are of God.  Whoever knows God listens to us, and he who is not of God does not listen to us.  By this we know the spirit of truth and the spirit of error."

Would Mr. Patrick claim that one can know the Spirit of truth and the spirit of error simply by listening to or not listening to the leaders of the church?  No.  He claims one can know the Spirit of truth and the spirit of error by reading the Bible on your own.

Here is what he said in regard to 1 John 4:6:

"In 1 John 4:6, we see St. John (not Martignoni) addressing the church with regard to presenting Christianity as the only vehicle by which the Holy Spirit works among men. I have no quarrel with this, but it doesn’t make Mr. Martignoni’s point for apostolic succession, and the supremacy of the Catholic Church. He’ll have to show how it does (if that’s indeed the point he’s making) in order to be credible. In addition, the passage does not at all work against my assertion that we can know God and have a relationship with Him through His Word, without the trappings of the Catholic Church, or any other formal religion. We need the Church for many things: to learn, grow in Christ, and provide us with the corporate structure to exist as the Body, but we can still know Christ even if we don’t have access to the Church itself."
Once again, he answers claims that I did not make.  Nowhere did I use the verse in 1 John 4:6 to argue for apostolic succession nor the supremacy of the Catholic Church – both of which I believe in, but did not argue for using this verse.  The whole point of my using 1 John 4:6 was to show that the Bible tells us we can know the Spirit of truth and the spirit of error, not by reading the Bible on our own as Mr. Patrick claims, but rather by seeing who listens and doesn’t listen to the leaders of the Church.  He made absolutely no attempt to answer that argument. 

1 Tim 4:11 – Paul tells Timothy to "command and teach these things."  In other words, Timothy has authority to "command" the members of his flock.  Does Mr. Patrick’s pastor have authority to "command" him to do anything?  No.  He cannot command Mr. Patrick to do anything without Mr. Patrick first saying, "Excuse me, Pastor, but I must decide for myself, based on my own personal reading of Scripture, as I believe the Holy Spirit is guiding me, whether or not what you are commanding me to do or believe is scriptural."  Nowhere do we see any such thing in the Bible. 

Oh, I know, Mr. Patrick will say, "Wait a minute, look at the example of the Bereans."  The problem is, the Bereans were not interpreting the Bible for themselves to see if what Paul was saying was true or not, they were simply seeing if the passages Paul was telling them were in the Bible were actually in the Bible.  Paul was teaching the Bereans what the Scriptures actually meant.  He was giving them an authentic interpretation of the Old Testament scriptures – He was interpreting the Old Testament in the light of Jesus Christ – an interpretation which they obviously did not already have.  So they got the correct interpretation of the Old Testament, not from their own personal understanding and interpretation of it, rather they got the correct interpretation of the Old Testament from one of the leaders of the Church, which is in direct contradiction of how it’s supposed to be – according to Patrick authority..

Again and again we find that Mr. Patrick’s view of the Church, which infects his entire theological system, is not found in the Bible.  It is a view which is a tradition of men.  And, particularly, it is a tradition of men which runs counter to the Word of God.

I will close with a few questions you can ask anyone who believes as Mr. Patrick does – that we need to test what the Church teaches against what the Bible tells us:

1) Do you believe the writer of the Gospel of Mark was inspired by the Holy Spirit? Yes or no?

2) If yes, where in the Bible does it say that the writer of the Gospel of Mark was inspired by the Holy Spirit? Scripture verse?

You see, the Church teaches that Mark was inspired by the Holy Spirit when he wrote his gospel.  Yet, if we test this teaching of the Church against the Bible, what are we left to conclude?  The Church must be wrong, because nowhere does the Bible say that Mark was inspired by the Holy Spirit when he wrote his gospel.  Hmmm…bit of a problem for Mr. Patrick’s system of theology, wouldn’t you say?
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