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JUNE 30, 2018
The Sinlessness of Mary
By Catholic apologist John Martignoni

One can follow John on Twitter here, and visit the Bible Christian Society here.
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/415-apologetics-for-the-masses-323-the-sinlessness-of-mary    
This week is a homework assignment but there’s no need to send in your answers.  Just think about what you would say in response to the arguments, such as they are, of our anti-Catholic of the week: Mr. Steve Fitz.  He runs a Facebook page called: Protestants, Orthodox and Catholics Debate.  He got word to me through a 3rd party that he wanted to debate me.  So, I went on his FB page, and I think I was a "member" there for maybe half a day before it was made readily apparent to me that the word "Debate" in the name of the page is a misnomer.  They really didn't want to debate, they just wanted to rip into Catholics, call us names, condemn us to Hell, trash the Catholic Church, and so on.  

     No one would give answers to my questions, and one of the other administrators, named Eddie, couldn't make a post without an ugly, snide remark about Catholics or the Church or me, personally.  When I pointed out to the administrator, our Mr. Fitz, that I, as a Catholic, appeared to have a different set of rules being applied to me than the non-Catholics did, I was promptly muted.  That's when I decided I was not going to bother with that page any longer. (If you are tempted to try out that page, I would advise you not to waste your time... it's a toxic place.)

     Anyway, Mr. Fitz wouldn't let go of it, so he again contacted me through a 3rd party saying he wanted to debate the "sinlessness of Mary" with me on my Facebook page (John Martignoni and the Bible Christian Society - if any of you are interested in it).  I told the intermediary that I would do so under one condition - that Steve Fitz agree, and I quote: "to give direct answers to every one of my questions."  The intermediary responded back a few hours later that Mr. Fitz agreed to my condition.  So, I let him join my page and I posted what you see below about the Immaculate Conception and Mary's sinlessness as the "proposition" to be debated.  He then posted the comments below.  

     So, you guys read through what he said, and then think about how you would respond.  What would you say?  What arguments would you make?  What Bible verses, if any, would you use to respond to him?  What logical and/or scriptural problems do you see with his arguments?  I'll send out my response, and explanations for my response, next week.

A DEBATE ON THE SINLESSNESS OF MARY
The Affirmative: John Martignoni (Catholic)
The Negative: Steve Fitz (non-Catholic)

The most Blessed Virgin Mary was, from the first moment of her conception, by a singular grace and privilege of almighty God and by virtue of the merits of Jesus Christ, Savior of the human race, preserved immune from all stain of original sin. And, by the grace of God, Mary remained free of every personal sin her whole life long.

 

Steve Fitz - Response
      John, why was Jesus uniquely qualified to die on the cross for sin? Why was Jesus uniquely qualified where no other person could have paid for sin including Mary? Since the animal sacrifices of the Old Testament were a foreshadow to Christ's sacrifice, It might be a good idea to look at the requirements of the animal sacrifices.
     Leviticus 4:32 states "If someone brings a lamb as their sin offering, they are to bring a female without defect.
     Leviticus 22:21 states "When anyone brings from the herd or flock a fellowship offering to the Lord to fulfill a special vow or as a freewill offering, it must be without defect or blemish to be acceptable.
     This same phrase used in regard to animal sacrifice is found in Exodus 12:5, Exodus 29:1, Leviticus 1:3, Leviticus 1:10, Leviticus 3:1, Leviticus 4:3, Leviticus 4:28, Leviticus 4:32, Leviticus, Leviticus 5:15. I could go on but I won't.
     How does this phrase relate to Jesus and his unique qualification to die on the cross? 1 Peter 1:18-19 states "For you know that it was not with perishable things such as silver or gold that you were redeemed from the empty way of life handed down to you from your ancestors, but with the precious blood of Christ, a lamb without blemish or defect." So Jesus is described as "a lamb without blemish or defect" meaning of course He is without sin. The New Testament in several places teach that Jesus was without sin.

     1 Peter 2:22 says in regard to Jesus "Who committed no sin nor was any deceit found in His mouth". 2 Corinthians 5:21 "He made Him who knew no sin to be sin on our behalf so that we might become the righteousness of God in Him" So the Bible is clear Jesus was without sin!
     What about Mary? If Mary was sinless as the Catholic Church teaches, there would be like there is for Jesus, bible verses that would teach that Mary was sinless. But guess what? They’re not. 
Catholics claim that the when the angel says to Mary "Hail Mary full of grace" in Luke 1:28, he was acknowledging the fact that Mary was sinless. However I have two comments on this. First, the Greek New Testament never calls Mary "Full of Grace".Only Jesus in John 1:14 and Stephen in Acts 6:8 is called that. Secondly, what does grace mean? It means "unmerited favor" not sinless. So John give me a list of bible verses that teaches that Mary was sinless.
  
   So what is the biblical evidence that Mary was a sinner? The same verses that can be used to prove that I'm a sinner proves that Mary was a sinner also.
     First, Romans 3:23 states "For all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God" The only exemption of one being sinless is God himself. In fact Jesus said in Mark 10:18 ""No one is good--except God alone." If indeed Mary was sinless, she would be Good
     Secondly, in Luke 1:47, Mary said "and my spirit rejoices in God my Savior". The definition of the word Savior in Christianity is God or Jesus Christ as the redeemer of sin and saver of souls. John, 1 Peter 3:18, Romans 4:25, and Romans 5:8 teaches that Jesus died for sinners not sinless people. In fact the Gospel is the fact that Jesus died for sinners. 1 Corinthians 15:2-4 states "By this gospel you are saved, if you hold firmly to the word I preached to you. Otherwise, you have believed in vain. For I delivered to you as of first importance what I also received, that Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures, and that He was buried, and that He was raised on the third day according to the Scriptures". Im not going to tell you John what you believe but I am going to tell you what the Catholic Church believes. They believe that although Mary was sinless, Jesus died for her. Which is not true and no need for Mary to have a Savior if she was sinless.
     Third according to Luke 2:21-24, Mary went to the Temple with two doves or two young pigeons. One for the Burnt Offering and the other for the Sin Offering. I will go into this more in detail in my next post.
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/416-apologetics-for-the-masses-324-the-sinlessness-of-mary-cont-d 

This week I'm continuing my debate with anti-Catholic Steve Fitz on the Sinlessness of Mary. Last week I posted his opening round comments, and you guys had the assignment of thinking about how you would respond. This week I will post my response, with added commentary.  

So, I'll post his opening round comments again, in their entirety, and then I'll re-post them with my comments interspersed amongst his. See if you were thinking the same things that I was... 

Steve Fitz 

      John, why was Jesus uniquely qualified to die on the cross for sin? Why was Jesus uniquely qualified where no other person could have paid for sin including Mary? Since the animal sacrifices of the Old Testament were a foreshadow to Christ's sacrifice, It might be a good idea to look at the requirements of the animal sacrifices.
     Leviticus 4:32 states "If someone brings a lamb as their sin offering, they are to bring a female without defect.
     Leviticus 22:21 states "When anyone brings from the herd or flock a fellowship offering to the Lord to fulfill a special vow or as a freewill offering, it must be without defect or blemish to be acceptable.
     This same phrase used in regard to animal sacrifice is found in Exodus 12:5, Exodus 29:1, Leviticus 1:3, Leviticus 1:10, Leviticus 3:1, Leviticus 4:3, Leviticus 4:28, Leviticus 4:32, Leviticus, Leviticus 5:15. I could go on but I won't.
     How does this phrase relate to Jesus and his unique qualification to die on the cross? 1 Peter 1:18-19 states "For you know that it was not with perishable things such as silver or gold that you were redeemed from the empty way of life handed down to you from your ancestors, but with the precious blood of Christ, a lamb without blemish or defect." So Jesus is described as "a lamb without blemish or defect" meaning of course He is without sin. The New Testament in several places teach that Jesus was without sin.
     1 Peter 2:22 says in regard to Jesus "Who committed no sin nor was any deceit found in His mouth". 2 Corinthians 5:21 "He made Him who knew no sin to be sin on our behalf so that we might become the righteousness of God in Him" So the Bible is clear Jesus was without sin!
     What about Mary? If Mary was sinless as the Catholic Church teaches, there would be like there is for Jesus, bible verses that would teach that Mary was sinless. But guess what? They’re not. 
John Martignoni 

     First, Mr. Fitz, I want to make a general point: Is it fair to say that everything you have said here, outside of quoting Scripture, are the words of a fallible man who has no authority whatsoever outside of that which you have vested in yourself? I ask that because you rest a crucial point of yours, not on the Word of God, but on your fallible, non-authoritative opinion - the Word of Steve, as it were. 
When you state: “If Mary was sinless...there would be...bible verses that teach that Mary was sinless,” will you agree that is nothing more than your fallible opinion? And, would you further agree that when I disagree with your fallible opinion, as I do, that you have no authority, outside of your fallible opinion, to declare me wrong? 
     Okay, on to your question: “Why was Jesus uniquely qualified to die on the cross for sin?” Your answer - because He was sinless - is right, but doesn’t go nearly deep enough. Basically, I have no problem with your use of the passages from Exodus and Leviticus regarding the sacrifice of an unblemished lamb. Yes, I agree. Particularly with the example of the Passover lamb (Exodus 12:5) - a male lamb, unblemished, whose bones will not be broken, and whose blood will be spilled so that Israel may escape slavery. (By the way, you may not be aware that the Israelites were ordered to eat the flesh of the lamb that was sacrificed. Catholics do that!) 

     Now, why did I say your point doesn’t go nearly deep enough? Because you seem to not be aware that His sinlessness wasn’t the only reason He was qualified to die on the cross for sin. The main reason was, and is, that He is God! 

     2 Cor 5:18-19, “All this is from God, Who through Christ reconciled us to Himself...that is, God was in Christ reconciling the world to Himself...” 

     When we finite human beings sin, we sin against an infinitely good God. The demands of justice preclude that any finite being, even one who is sinless, could pay the price for the sins mankind has committed against infinite goodness. God was "in Christ!" That is why His sacrifice can redeem all of mankind. Not simply because He was sinless. 

     The reason Christ was sinless is because He is God. The reason Mary was sinless is because God saved her, a human being, from sin. Therefore, Mary, even though she was sinless, would not have been able to pay the price to cover the sins of mankind, since she is a finite being. She isn't God!  So, on this point, your argument is moot. 

 

Comments 

     As long-time readers of this newsletter know, I have said numerous times that the number one issue in any discussion between Catholic and Protestant is...authority!  Whether you're talking about Mary, the Pope, Purgatory, the Eucharist, prayer to the saints, etc. - it all comes back to...authority.  Who has the right, the authority, to decide what is and is not authentic Christian doctrine on all of these issues?  Does each individual person, interpreting the Bible for themselves, by their own private authority, have the right to decide what is or is not authentic Christian doctrine?  Or, did Jesus leave us a church that has the authority to decide such matters? 

     So, that is the first thing I want to establish in this "debate" - that the only authority Steve Fitz has, is the authority that he has granted to himself, and that that authority is not binding on anyone, particularly Catholics, and that I do not recognize his private authority as binding nor do I grant him any authority over me.  I also want to make it very plain, from the outset, that everything he says in this debate - outside of quoting Scripture - is his fallible opinion.  

     You need to do the same in any discussion, dialogue, debate, argument, etc. that you have with any non-Catholic Christian.  Make it clear to them, and try to get them to admit - right from the beginning - that they have no binding authority over you and that their words, other than when they quote Scripture, are nothing more than the words of a fallible man, giving his non-authoritative fallible opinion, as to what this or that verse of the Bible means.  This is a crucial point to make and you need to make it every time and you need to make it over and over and over again.  I am making it here at the beginning of the debate because I plan on coming back to it time and time again to drive that point home. 

     Now, what Mr. Fitz is trying to do with his comments in this section, is to say that if Mary was sinless, then the Bible would have said so.  He is also trying to claim that if she was sinless, then she could have died on the Cross to redeem mankind from its sins and there would be nothing special about Jesus.  But that is a specious argument.  First of all, to say that the Bible being silent about something means it didn't happen, or that it isn't worthy of belief by Christians, is a bad argument.  That's what is known as an argument from silence.  Arguments of that type are very weak - do not fall for them.  If you accept the premise that if it's not in the Bible then it didn't happen, then you can make an argument that Jesus never went to the bathroom.  After all, the Bible never says that He did, so that must mean He never did.  Bad logic.  Bad argumentation technique.  Common technique used by folks like Mr. Fitz. 

     So, to conclude that Mary was not sinless because the Bible nowhere states, "Mary was sinless," is a very poor argument and rests solely and completely on Mr. Fitz's personal, non-authoritative, fallible opinion.  That's why it is so important to establish the authority issue right from the beginning.  

     The other part of his argument is, essentially, that if Mary was sinless, she could have died on the Cross in Jesus' stead and she could have redeemed all of humanity; therefore, Jesus' sacrifice is not unique and He did not have to become man and die for us.  This is where he goes badly wrong.  He is completely ignorant of the fact that the reason Jesus, and Jesus alone, had to die on the Cross for us is because He is not just a man, but also God.  No human being - even a sinless one - could pay the price for the sins of all of mankind.  Every human person, even a sinless one, is finite.  The sins mankind - beginning with Adam and Eve - has committed are against an infinite God Who is infinitely good.  So, only an infinite being could pay the necessary price.  Mr. Fitz's theology is exceedingly shallow on this point.  

 

Steve Fitz 

Catholics claim that the when the angel says to Mary "Hail Mary full of grace" in Luke 1:28, he was acknowledging the fact that Mary was sinless. However I have two comments on this. First, the Greek New Testament never calls Mary "Full of Grace".Only Jesus in John 1:14 and Stephen in ACTS 6:8 is called that. Secondly, what does grace mean? It means "unmerited favor" not sinless. So John give me a list of bible verses that teaches that Mary was sinless. 

 

John Martignoni 

    Your comment regarding grace: “What does grace mean? It means ‘unmerited favor’ not sinless.” Really?! You missed the point - and badly - of why Catholics believe Luke 1:28 points to Mary being sinless. It isn’t because we think the word, “grace,” means “sinless.” We know that grace doesn’t mean “sinless.” You must not be doing a whole lot of research on Catholic belief to make that mistake. I hope you will do better in the future. It’s because Mary is said to be “full” of grace. Filled with grace. The cup is full of grace, so there is no room for sin. That’s why we believe that verse is evidence of Mary’s sinlessness. Not because we think "grace" = "sinless". Mistake on your part. 

 

Comments 

      As I pointed out in my comments, he completely missed the fact as to why Catholics believe the phrase, "Hail, full of grace," is evidence of Mary's sinlessness.  He focused on the word "grace" rather than on the word "full."  And he thinks we believe grace = sinless.  Again, a pretty ignorant argument.  No Catholic thinks the word "grace" = "sinless."  He needs to do a bit more homework on Catholics.  

     Now, something in his comments that I did not reply to this time around, was his point about the "Greek New Testament" never calling Mary "full of grace."  I was planning to come back in the next round of comments to address this particular argument.  But I wanted to first focus on how horribly off the mark he was with his comment about how Catholics think "grace" = "sinless."  I wanted to see if he would admit his mistake.  What do you think the odds of that happening are? 

     Anyway, I will tell you here exactly how I would address his comment about the "Greek New Testament" and "full of grace."  Here's the thing with the Greek in this verse (Luke 1:28) - it uses a word that is used once, and only once, in the entire Bible - "kecharitomene".   In fact, I believe its use here in Luke is the only time it is used in all of Greek literature.  So, that can make coming up with an accurate English translation a little bit difficult.  But, here is an analysis of the word from the EWTN website that I would give Mr. Fitz: 

    

chaire kecharitomene 

“chaire” - Means "hail” or “rejoice” 

"charis" – The root word of ke- chari -to-mene, means “grace” 

"charitoo" – Greek verb ending in omicron omega (“oo”) means to put the person or thing into the state indicated by the root. The root being "charis" or “grace,” "charitoo" means “to put into a state of "grace.” 

"ke" – Greek perfect tense prefix indicates a perfected, completed present state as a result of past action. Thus, a perfected, completed present state of "charis," or “grace,” as a result of past action. 

"mene" – Greek passive participle suffix indicates action performed on subject by another. Thus, a perfected, completed present state of "charis," or “grace,” as a result of the past action of another. As the speaker is the angel Gabriel, the "other" is God. 

Therefore, "chaire kecharitomene" means: “Hail, who has been perfectly and completely graced by God.” The common Catholic rendering, "full of grace," while good, may actually fall short! 

     So, for Mr. Fitz to say that the Greek New Testament never refers to Mary as "full of grace," when the root word of "kecharitomene" means "grace," and the rest of the word indicates she is perfectly and completely put into a state of grace, is either a bit disingenuous, or is, again, simply ignorant. 

 

Steve Fitz 
    So what is the biblical evidence that Mary was a sinner? The same verses that can be used to prove that I'm a sinner proves that Mary was a sinner also.
     First, Romans 3:23 states "For all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God" The only exemption of one being sinless is God himself. In fact Jesus said in Mark 10:18 ""No one is good--except God alone." If indeed Mary was sinless, she would be Good
     Secondly, in Luke 1:47, Mary said "and my spirit rejoices in God my Savior". The definition of the word Savior in Christianity is God or Jesus Christ as the redeemer of sin and saver of souls. John, 1 Peter 3:18, Romans 4:25, and Romans 5:8 teaches that Jesus died for sinners not sinless people. In fact the Gospel is the fact that Jesus died for sinners. 1 Corinthians 15:2-4 states "By this gospel you are saved, if you hold firmly to the word I preached to you. Otherwise, you have believed in vain. For I delivered to you as of first importance what I also received, that Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures, and that He was buried, and that He was raised on the third day according to the Scriptures". Im not going to tell you John what you believe but I am going to tell you what the Catholic Church believes. They believe that although Mary was sinless, Jesus died for her. Which is not true and no need for Mary to have a Savior if she was sinless.
     Third according to Luke 2:21-24, Mary went to the Temple with two doves or two young pigeons. One for the Burnt Offering and the other for the Sin Offering. I will go into this more in detail in my next post. 

 

John Martignoni 

Your biblical “evidence” that Mary was a sinner. 

A. Romans 3:23, “For ALL have sinned and fallen short of the glory of God.” And, you stated, “The only exemption of one being sinless is God Himself.” 
So, you believe the word “ALL” means absolutely every person with a human nature, except for Jesus. What about babies? Have they sinned? What about the mentally handicapped? Have they sinned? What about Elizabeth and Zechariah? In Luke 1:6, the Word of God states that Elizabeth and Zechariah were both “righteous” before God, “walking in ALL the commandments and ordinances of the Lord blameless.” Does "ALL" mean "ALL"? Or do you contend that they, in fact, did not walk in ALL the commandments and ordinances of the Lord blameless? 

B. Question: Are you, Steve Fitz, seeking God in your life? Yes or no? 

C. You point to Mark 10:18 to prove your point that if Mary was sinless she would be called “good,” because God alone is “good.” First of all, an argument from silence is not much of an argument. Secondly, for your point to hold, that would mean that no one else in the New Testament should be called “good,” because that would mean they were indeed without sin. Well, what about Matt 12:35 that mentions a “good” man bringing forth good things from the good treasure of his heart? And the servants in Matt 22:10 who gathered both bad and “good” people for the wedding feast? And the two servants who the Master calls “good” and faithful in Matthew 25? What about Barnabbas who was described as a “good” man in Acts 11:24? And there are many other examples I could point to. Do you contend that all of those people are sinless because they are called “good”? So, it doesn’t necessarily follow that Mary is not sinless because she isn’t referred to as being “good.” So, your example is without merit. By the way, can you point to the Scripture passage that says, "Mary was a sinner?" 

D. “Luke 1:47, Mary said 'and my spirit rejoices in God my Savior.' The definition of the word Savior in Christianity is God or Jesus Christ as the redeemer of sin and saver of souls...I’m not going to tell you John what you believe but I am going to tell you what the Catholic Church believes. They believe that although Mary was sinless, Jesus died for her. Which is not true and no need for Mary to have a Savior if she was sinless.” 

I also believe that Jesus died for Mary and that she was "saved" by His death. Now, you contend that since Jesus is Mary’s Savior, that definitively means Mary sinned - “No need for Mary to have a Savior if she was sinless.” Once again, I feel it my duty to point out that you are giving your fallible opinion here - the word of Steve as opposed to the Word of God. Secondly, may I ask if it is possible to save someone from something before they succumb to it? For example, have you ever been an alcoholic? If you answer, “No,” would you agree that Jesus saved you from alcoholism? Did you have need of Jesus to save you from alcoholism? How about from drug addiction? 

If a person falls into a deep hole and gets hurt, and someone pulls them out...that person saved them - after the fact. However, if that person is stopped from before they actually fall in the hole, then the person that stopped them from falling in... also saved them - before the fact. Just so Jesus saved Mary from sin - before the fact, before she ever sinned. 

E. I will gladly await your arguments regarding the third scriptural reason which you began to mention but did not finish. 

 

Comments 

     His comment: "The same verses that can be used to prove that I'm a sinner proves that Mary was a sinner also," is not a quote from the Bible, is it?  In other words, it is his fallible, non-authoritative, personal opinion.  The Word of Steve as opposed to the Word of God.  I will point that out pretty much everytime he makes these grand sweeping assumptions.  Not a single one of those verses "prove" that Mary was a sinner.  They don't even come close.  

      I asked him several questions in points A, B, C, and D.  These are set up questions for showing that the logic behind his interpretations of the Scripture passages he uses is faulty.  If you can demonstrate that the logic behind his interpretations are faulty, then it casts his interpretations in doubt.  I will delve into why I asked what I did in the next newsletter, so stay tuned...   
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/417-apologetics-for-the-masses-325-the-sinlessness-of-mary-cont-d
Continuing the debate on "The Sinlessness of Mary" with anti-Catholic Steve Fitz.  Last week was my response to his first round of comments.  This week is his response to what I said.  

     Again, I'm going to give it to you as a homework assignment - how would you respond to what he says?  What would you say?  The first person to send in a response that has the same main point as my response, will get a free copy of all the DVD's we offer here at the Bible Christian Society - Blue Collar Apologetics, Season 1 and Season 2, and the 2 DVD's on the Genesis and Evolution conference I sponsored.  Don't send me a full response, just send me what argument/comment you would make the main thrust of your response.  If it's the same as my main argument, then the first person gets the DVD's. (One caveat - if you already know my response because you saw it on Facebook, you are not eligible to win the DVD's.  I'll trust you guys to be honest on that one!)

     So, I'll first post my response (the one that was in last week's newsletter) to his 1st round comments, and then I'll post Mr. Fitz's 2nd round comments after that.  
John Martignoni

     Point #1: General point: Steve Fitz - is it fair to say that everything you post here, outside of quoting Scripture, are the words of a fallible man who has no authority whatsoever outside of that which you have vested in yourself?  I ask that because you rest a crucial point of yours, not on the Word of God, but on your fallible, non-authoritative opinion - the word of Steve, as it were.  When you state: “If Mary was sinless...there would be...bible verses that teach that Mary was sinless,” will you agree that is nothing more than your fallible opinion?  And, would you further agree that when I disagree with your fallible opinion, as I do, that you have no authority, outside of your fallible opinion, to declare me wrong?  

     Point #2: To your question: “Why was Jesus uniquely qualified to die on the cross for sin?”  Your answer - because He was sinless - is right, but doesn’t go nearly deep enough.  I have basically no problem with your use of the passages from Exodus and Leviticus regarding the sacrifice of an unblemished lamb.  Yes, I agree.  Particularly with the example of the Passover lamb - a male lamb, unblemished, whose bones will not be broken, and whose blood will be spilled so that Israel may escape slavery.  (By the way, you may not be aware that the Israelites were ordered to eat the flesh of the lamb that was sacrificed.  Catholics do that!)

     Now, why did I say your point doesn’t go nearly deep enough?  Because you seem to not be aware that His sinlessness wasn’t the only reason He was qualified to die on the cross for sin.  The main reason was, and is, that He is God!  

     2 Cor 5:18-19, “All this is from God, Who through Christ reconciled us to Himself...that is, God was in Christ reconciling the world to Himself...”  

     When we finite human beings sin, we sin against an infinitely good God.  The demands of justice preclude that any finite being, even one who is sinless, could pay the price for the sins mankind has committed against infinite goodness.  God was in Christ!  That is why His sacrifice can redeem all of mankind.  Not simply because He was sinless.  

     The reason Christ was sinless is because He is God.  The reason Mary was sinless is because God saved her from sin.  Therefore, Mary, even though she was sinless, would not have been able to pay the price to cover the sins of mankind.  So, on this point, your argument is moot.  

     Point #3: Your comment regarding grace: “What does grace mean?  It means ‘unmerited favor’ not sinless.”  Really?!  You missed the point - and badly - of why Catholics believe Luke 1:28 points to Mary being sinless.  It isn’t because we think the word, “grace,” means “sinless.”  We know that grace doesn’t mean “sinless.”  You must not be doing a whole lot of research on Catholic belief to make that mistake.  I hope you will do better in the future.  It’s because Mary is said to be “full” of grace.  Filled with grace.  The cup is full of grace, so there is no room for sin.  That’s why we believe that verse is evidence of Mary’s sinlessness.  

     Point #4: Your biblical “evidence” that Mary was a sinner:

     A. Romans 3:23, “For ALL have sinned and fallen short of the glory of God.”  And, you stated, “The only exemption of one being sinless is God Himself.”  So, you believe the word “ALL” means absolutely every person with a human nature, except for Jesus.  What about babies?  Have they sinned?  What about the mentally handicapped?  Have they sinned?  What about Elizabeth and Zechariah?  In Luke 1:6, the Word of God states that Elizabeth and Zechariah were both “righteous” before God, “walking in ALL the commandments and ordinances of the Lord blameless.”  Do you contend that they, in fact, did not walk in ALL the commandments and ordinances of the Lord blameless?

     B. Question: Are you, Steve Fitz, seeking God in your life?  Yes or no?

     C. You point to Mark 10:18 to prove your point that if Mary was sinless she would be called “good,” because God alone is “good.”  Well, for your point to hold, that would mean that no one else in the New Testament should be called “good,” because that would mean they were indeed without sin.  Well, what about Matt 12:35 that mentions a “good” man bringing forth good things from the good treasure of his heart?  And the servants in Matt 22:10 who gathered both bad and “good” people for the wedding feast?  And the two servants who the Master calls “good” and faithful in Matthew 25?  What about Barnabbas who was described as a “good” man in Acts 11:24?  And there are many other examples I could point to.  Do you contend that all of those people are sinless because they are called “good”?  So, it doesn’t necessarily follow that Mary is not sinless because she isn’t referred to as being “good.”  Your example is without merit.  I think you haven’t done enough research...into Scripture this time.

     D. “Luke 1:47, Mary said "and my spirit rejoices in God my Savior". The definition of the word Savior in Christianity is God or Jesus Christ as the redeemer of sin and saver of souls...I’m not going to tell you John what you believe but I am going to tell you what the Catholic Church believes. They believe that although Mary was sinless, Jesus died for her. Which is not true and no need for Mary to have a Savior if she was sinless.”  

     I also believe that Jesus died for Mary.  And you contend that since Jesus is Mary’s Savior, that definitively means Mary sinned - “No need for Mary to have a Savior if she was sinless.”  Once again, I feel it my duty to point out that you are giving your fallible opinion here - the word of Steve as opposed to the Word of God.  Secondly, may I ask if it is possible to save someone from something before they succumb to it?  For example, are you an alcoholic?  If you answer, “No,” would you agree that Jesus saved you from alcoholism before you were ever an alcoholic?  Did you have need of Jesus to save you from alcoholism?  From drug addiction?  Even though, I assume, you were never an alcoholic or a drug addict?  

     If a person falls into a deep hole and gets hurt, and someone pulls them out - that person saved them, after the fact.  However, if that person is stopped from falling into the hole before they fall in, then the person that stopped them from falling...saved them, before the fact.  Just so Jesus saved Mary from sin, before the fact.

     E. I will gladly await your answers to these questions and arguments, as well as the third scriptural reason which you began to mention but did not finish.  
Steve Fitz Response

     1) Would it also be fair to say that your words are the words of a fallible man? John I have a feeling you did not read my post very clearly. My post relied mainly on the word of God! I feel like you John, when you were writing your post, was looking in the mirror. It’s your post that was based on opinion, assumptions, and made up stories. In fact your first post did not even quote the Bible even one time!! All this I will get back to later in this post!

     John why were the Bereans of more noble character then the Thessalonians according to ACTS 17:11? The verse states "Now the Berean Jews were of more noble character than those in Thessalonica, for they received the message with great eagerness and examined the Scriptures every day to see if what Paul said was true." They did not blinding accept something being taught to them, they examined the scriptures to see what Paul was teaching. Very different then Catholics who blindly believe whatever they are told by your church. Could it be that this is exactly what the Catholic Church wants from you? For you to be reliant on them to get the truth thus being dependant on "fallible men"?

     CCC 100 states "The task of interpreting the Word of God authentically has been entrusted solely to the Magisterium of the Church, that is, to the Pope and to the bishops in communion with him." Tell me John, how many times have you tried to interpret the Bible knowing you had no authority to do so? In fact, I just had a conversation with a Catholic in your group who stated that the Catholic Church has interpreted very few passages from the Bible. That’s sad knowing that 2 Timothy 3:16 states "All Scripture is God-breathed and is useful for teaching, rebuking, correcting and training in righteousness." John how are Catholics going to get training in righteousness when your church forbids them to interpret the Bible? "John can you give me the official list of Bible verses that have been interpreted by the magisterium and under what pope particular verses were interpreted?

     Although interpreting the Bible according to your church is up to the Magisterium, Catholics interpret it all the time. The problem is they take Bible verses out of context in order to justify the false doctrine of the Catholic church. There are two ways to interpret the bible. These two ways are exegesis and eisegesis.

     The word exegesis means to "To lead out of" In other words, the interpreter is lead to conclusions by the text itself. Eisegesis on the other hand means "to lead into". In other words, the interpreter of the Bible injects his own ideas into the text, making it mean whatever he wants. This is what you and other catholics do all the time. You go to the Bible to find verses that will uphold the doctrine of your church even though they were taken out of context. This way of study leads to false doctrine such has Purgatory which Catholics claim is taught in 1 Corinthians Chapter 3 and the conclusion that Mary was sinless. Which leads me back to the debate topic.

     2) Jesus was uniquely qualified to die on the cross because he was sinless!! It just so happens that only God is without sin!! Again, the animal sacrifices being without defect is a foreshadow of Christ's sacrifice.

     John you tried to use the example of Passover in which the Israelites eat the flesh of the lamb and tie it to Catholic communion. The verse that you and other Catholics sight in the New Testament is John 6:54. The verse states "Whoever eats my flesh and drinks my blood has eternal life, and I will raise them up at the last day." John, do you see what is missing from the passover feast? The blood of course!!! Were the Jews drinking blood along with eating the flesh of the Lamb John? Of course not, eating blood was forbidden by the law. Leviticus 17:10-12 states "I will set my face against any Israelite or any foreigner residing among them who eats blood, and I will cut them off from the people. For the life of a creature is in the blood, and I have given it to you to make atonement for yourselves on the altar; it is the blood that makes atonement for one’s life.Therefore I say to the Israelites, “None of you may eat blood, nor may any foreigner residing among you eat blood.” John what saved the Jews from death the night of passover? It was the blood again!! It was not the flesh of the Lamb that spared them, it was was the blood around the door frames of their houses. So John, comparing your Catholic communion with the Passover is comparing apples to oranges

     John you stated "The reason Mary was sinless is because God saved her from sin". I asked you to give me verses that Mary was sinless. I gave you plenty of verses that stated Jesus was sinless. So in your next post, list those verses for me!!!! Or is this just your opinion coming from a fallible man???

     3)  John, You stated that Mary being "Full of grace" actually means that the cup is "filled with grace" and there is no room for sin. So using your fallible opinion, I want to compare it to the Catholic "Morning Consecration prayer to Mary" The prayer goes like this "My Queen and my Mother, I give myself entirely to you; and to show my devotion to you, I consecrate to you this day my eyes, my ears, my mouth, my heart, my whole being without reserve. Wherefore, good Mother, as I am your own, keep me, guard me, as your property and possession. Amen." John in the same way the cup is full of grace and no room for sin, is it the same when a catholic, as the prayer says "I give myself entirely to you" no longer has room for Jesus because they have given themselves "entirely" to Mary?

     John while we are on the topic of Mary being "full of grace", can you explain why Catholic bibles such as the New American Bible (NAB) nor the New Jerusalem Bible (NJB) do not use the term "full of grace" in
Luke 1:48. Only two people in the Bible are called "full of grace". Jesus in John 1:14 and Stephen i ACTS 6:8.

     Here are two Catholic sources that explain the term "full of grace" used in your church.

     1. But the term kecharitomene (full of grace) serves only as an illustration, not as a proof of the dogma. (New Advent Catholic Encyclopedia, under “Immaculate Conception”)

     2. The words of Gabriel, “Hail, full of grace” (Lk. 1.28), have also been appealed to as a revelation of the Immaculate Conception, on the grounds that to be truly full of grace, Mary must have had it always. This interpretation, [kecharitomen however, overlooks the fact that the Greek term is not nearly so explicit as the translation full of grace” might suggest. It implies only that God’s favor has been lavished on Mary, without defining the degree of grace. (New Catholic Encyclopedia, Volume VII, Page 378)

     4)  John you asked me if babies or mentally disabled persons have sinned. Again, instead of you using your fallible emotions or opinion, Lets look at the Bible. Psalms 58:3 states "Even from birth the wicked go astray; from the WOMB they are wayward speaking lies" John, we are more sinful then we can imagine. If you don't believe me, let’s see what Paul again wrote on this matter. Romans 3:9-12 states "What shall we conclude then? Do we have any advantage? Not at all! For we have already made the charge that Jews and Gentiles alike are all under the power of sin. As it is written: “There is no one righteous, not even one; there is no one who understands; there is no one who seeks God. All have turned away, they have together become worthless; there is no one who does good, not even one.” John do you see that? It says "Not even one". If you still not convinced, Ecclesiastes 7:20 states "Indeed, there is no one on earth who is righteous, no one who does what is right and never sins." That verse makes it even clearer that only God is sinless and that is what Jesus said in Mark 10:18.

     John there are lots of people who were called "Good" in the Bible. John you mentioned Elizabeth and Zechariah in Luke 1:6. The verse states "Both of them were righteous in the sight of God, observing all the Lord's commands and decrees blamelessly." Do you notice the phrase "In the sight of God"? That's how they were righteous intrinsically, they were righteous because kept Gods law blamelessly. Blameless is not the same as sinless. In fact, Paul calls himself blameless in Philippians 3:6 and the "worst of sinners" in 1 Timothy 1:15. In fact John do you know that the Bible says that the Christian is perfect? Hebrews 10:14 states "For by one sacrifice he has made perfect forever those who are being made holy." How long has the Christian been made perfect? FOREVER!!!!"

     John, you posted "If a person falls into a deep hole and gets hurt, and someone pulls them out...that person saved them - after the fact. However, if that person is stopped from before they actually fall in the hole, then the person that stopped them from falling in... also saved them - before the fact. Just so Jesus saved Mary from sin - before the fact, before she ever sinned." John can you prove this from the bible or is this your fallible opinion?

     Here is more specific evidence from the Bible that Mary was a sinner. What is it? Mary went to the Temple with two doves or two young pigeons according to Luke 2:21-24 and why she did so according to Leviticus 12. She did so in order to made atonement for her sin thru the Sin Offering and Burnt Offering. However, Roman Catholics continue to claim that Mary did so because it was part of Jewish culture and not because she sinned and keeping the Law was required by all Jews. John, did you ever think that maybe all the Jews did these offerings because all Jews were guilty of sin? Did that ever cross your mind?

     John did you ever read the book of Leviticus, specifically chapter 4 and 5 to see when the Sin offering was actually offered? Maybe if you did, you would learn something and not just continue to believe everything your church teaches you!!

     One you thing you will notice in Leviticus 4, the Sin offering was done when the person bringing it is "made aware of sin” This phrase may be different depending on what Bible translation you are using. I'm using the NIV translation. This phrase is in Leviticus 4:14, 23, and 28.
Leviticus 5:2-3 talks about being unclean. Now where in the Bible do I remember "being unclean" being discussed? I remember!! In Leviticus 12. According to Luke 2:21-24, Mary brought two doves or two young pigeons to the Temple and Leviticus 12 explains why. Mary was unclean after giving birth.

     Roman Catholics claim that being unclean is not sinful. Leviticus 5:2-3 states that being unclean is sinful. Leviticus 5:5-6 states "when anyone becomes aware that they are guilty in any of these matters, they must confess in what way they have sinned. As a penalty for the sin they have committed, they must bring to the Lord a female lamb or goat from the flock as a sin offering; and the priest shall make atonement for them for their sin.

     Mary and Joseph were poor and could not afford a Lamb. Leviticus 5:7 states that if one could not afford a Lamb they could use "two doves or two young pigeons" instead. Wow!!! That's exactly what Mary and Joseph did. That why we read in Luke 2:21-24 that Mary brought two doves or two young pigeons. Also, Leviticus 12 states the same thing, if they could not afford a lamb they could use two doves or two young pigeons instead!!!

     John, you have to either be blind to believe that Mary was sinless, or have not read your Bible. In my next post, I will show from the Old and New Testament that being "unclean" was sinful and -Mary was indeed "unclean".
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Continuing now with my "debate" with anti-Catholic Steve Fitz on "The Sinlessness of Mary."  Last week, I gave you Mr. Fitz's 2nd round comments, which were in response to my reply to his 1st round comments.  The homework assignment I gave you last week was to try and determine what the main thrust, or the main point, of my response to his comments would be. 

     Well, what most of you did not seem to hone in on, was the fact that Mr. Fitz, for the most part, failed to answer my questions.  He either did not answer them - at all! - or he responded to them in such a way that you could call it anything but a direct answer.  Yet, the one condition I had asked him to agree to before the debate was this: That he answer all of my questions with direct answers.  He agreed.  So, what does he do when I start asking him questions?  He dodges them.  

     So, I told him that I was not going to respond to his comments until he gave direct answers to my questions and I listed the questions that he had not given answers to.  He refused to answer them.  He even went so far as to send me a private message through Facebook to say that he had not agreed to my condition, even though his best buddy from his Facebook page said that he had indeed agreed to my condition.  So, his witness agreed with me!  
     Since he did not live up to his agreement to answer all of my questions in a direct manner, I ended the "debate."  And that's what you need to do each and every time you are talking to someone about the faith and it is a situation where you are asking question after question that goes unanswered, while you are answering most, if not all, of the questions being asked of you.  DO NOT waste your time with people who want to preach to you, but who do not want to listen and learn.  

     Below is the exchange I had with him.  First is the list of questions, and then his responses.  After the last of his responses, I will go through each of the questions and explain why he didn't want to answer them.  Then, in the next issue, I will respond to his 2nd round comments so that you can see how feckless they truly are as arguments against the sinlessness of Mary.  

In response to Steve Fitz's 2nd round comments see last week's newsletter: http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/417-apologetics-for-the-masses-325-the-sinlessness-of-mary-cont-d:
 

John Martignoni
     Steve Fitz, when I agreed to this debate, I had one condition - that you answer any questions I ask with a direct answer. You gave your word that you would do so. Yet, you have not done so. So, I will ask them again. If I do not receive direct answers to these questions, then I will assume that you have no intention of honoring your word, and this "debate" will be over. 
     Here are those questions once again:
1) Is it fair to say that everything you post here, outside of quoting Scripture, are the words of a fallible man who has no authority whatsoever outside of that which you have vested in yourself?
2) When you state: “If Mary was sinless...there would be...bible verses that teach that Mary was sinless,” will you agree that is nothing more than your fallible opinion?
3) Would you further agree that when I disagree with your fallible opinion, as I do, that you have no authority, outside of your fallible opinion, to declare me wrong?
4) Have babies sinned?
5) Have the mentally handicapped sinned?
6) Do you contend that Elizabeth and Zechariah, in fact, did not walk in ALL the commandments and ordinances of the Lord blameless, in spite of what Scripture says?
7) Are you seeking God in your life?
8) You agree that just because the Bible calls someone "good," it doesn't mean they are sinless, even though Jesus said, "there is none good but one, that is, God"?
9) Do you agree that your statement: “No need for Mary to have a Savior if she was sinless,” is nowhere found in the Bible and, therefore, is nothing more than your fallible opinion?
10) Can you point to a single Scripture passage that says, "Mary was a sinner?"
11) Is it possible to save someone from something before it happens to them?
12) Have you ever been an alcoholic? If you answer, “No,” would you agree that Jesus saved you from alcoholism?
     Once you answer these questions, with direct answers - a simple "yes" or "no" will suffice - then I will respond to the arguments you have posted above. 

 

Strategy
     When engaged in a debate/dialogue/discussion about the faith, I always ask questions.  It's the "How to Be Aw-fensive Without Being Uh-fensive" strategy from Blue Collar Apologetics.  I ask questions so as to lead the discussion to a logical conclusion, rather than to just throw Bible verses at each other ad infinitum.  So, when I ask the questions, I expect answers.  I'll answer your questions, why won't you answer mine?

     You need to have the same basic attitude.  I'll answer anything you ask, but I expect you to answer my questions in return.  And I expect you to answer them with clear, direct answers.  That's why I ask so many yes or no questions.  A yes or a no is clear and direct.  If someone wants to explain their yes, or their no, after giving it...fine!  But give me a yes or a no first so that I don't have to guess what your answer ultimately means.  I have discovered that yes-no questions are to anti-Catholics like garlic is to vampires.  They hate them and they recoil in horror at the asking...

     Every one of the above questions can be answered with a simple yes or no - one of them also requires a Scripture verse if the answer is yes.  I can answer all 12 questions in less than a minute.  Yet, Mr. Steve Fitz avoided them like the plague.  

 

Steve Fitz 
You are deflecting from the debate
 

John Martignoni
Those questions were part of my arguments and you need to answer them - directly - in order for this to qualify as a "debate."
 

Steve Fitz 
John those questions do not help you prove Mary was sinless. What does alcoholism have to do with Mary being sinful? Nothing
 
John Martignoni
Steve Fitz, are you choosing not to answer my questions, then? Yes or no? Final chance.
 

Steve Fitz 
I answered those questions John in my debate
 

John Martignoni
Not with direct answers. I don't want to wade through your verbosity and have to assume which of your many words might apply to which question.
 

Steve Fitz 
John your [sic] the one not answering questions.
 

John Martignoni
I responded to every one of your arguments. If you have specific questions from your first response that you feel I did not answer...lay them out. In the meantime, answer the questions that I have laid out. A simple "yes" or "no" will do.
Are you going to give direct answers to the questions I have laid out or not? Yes or no?
[He refused to answer.]
 

Strategy
     I gave him 3 chances - he refused to answer.  I gave him the opportunity to list all of his questions he believed I did not answer.  He wouldn't do it.  Although, in a PM through Facebook, he pointed out that I had not answered his question as to whether or not there were any Scripture verses that said Mary was sinless.  So, right here and right now, I will answer that question: No, there is no passage in all of Scripture that states: "Mary was sinless."  Just as there is no passage in all of Scripture that states: "Mary was a sinner."  

     Now, what was Steve Fitz so afraid of that he refused to answer the questions I asked him?  Well, here's the thing.  Every question I asked him, led away from his private, fallible conclusion that Mary was a sinner.  So, instead of trying to argue against the logic of the arguments, he chose to ignore them.  Why?  Because he cannot argue against the logic of the arguments - logic is not on his side in this debate, and neither is the Bible.

     Folks, you can defeat arguments from people like this using the Bible, but you can also defeat arguments from people like this by attacking the assumptions and conclusions they make with some plain ol' common sense and simple logic.  You can destroy the foundation of their arguments with logic...simple logic.  

 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

     Now, let's go through those 12 questions to see what exactly it was that he didn't want to deal with:

 

     1) Is it fair to say that everything you post here, outside of quoting Scripture, are the words of a fallible man who has no authority whatsoever outside of that which you have vested in yourself?
Analysis
     I ask the question because, when it comes to authority, Steve Fitz is a nobody.  He has no authority - none whatsoever! - when it comes to deciding issues of doctrine, discipline, morality, biblical interpretation, and so on.  He does not claim to be infallible.  He does not even claim to be a fallible church.  His name nowhere appears in the Bible.  So, when it comes to religion, he has ZERO authority over anyone or anything.  So, I ask the question because I want to see if he will admit that he is fallible and that he has no authority over me or any other Catholic in matters of faith.
     All Protestants have a problem with Catholic teaching on the infallibility of the Pope.  If they admitted the Pope was infallible, then they would, to be logically consistent, have to become Catholic. So, they will say, "No man is infallible, including your Pope!"  So, I always (!) take advantage of that by asking anyone I'm talking to: "Are you infallible?"  They answer, "No."  But then, when you dispute with them over doctrine and interpretations of the Bible, they won't even admit of the possibility...the possibility! ... that they could be wrong.  It's a condition I like to call: "Fallible in Theory, Infallible in Practice."  
     So, Mr. Steve Fitz wants to stay away from this question because he does not want to be forced to admit, particularly in a discussion with a Catholic, that he is fallible and that he has no authority whatsoever and the logical conclusions that admission leads to - there is the possibility that he could be wrong, and he has no authority to tell any Catholic, or anyone else for that matter, that they are wrong in what they believe.

     2) When you state: “If Mary was sinless...there would be...bible verses that teach that Mary was sinless,” will you agree that is nothing more than your fallible opinion?
Analysis
     Basically the same reasoning as that behind question #1 above.  He does not want to admit that he could be wrong, and he knows that if he admits he is fallible, then the next question I will ask him is: "So, since you are fallible, then the things you're telling me could be wrong, right?"  He will run from that question 24/7/365.  

     3) Would you further agree that when I disagree with your fallible opinion, as I do, that you have no authority, outside of your fallible opinion, to declare me wrong?
Analysis
     Hammering the above points home.

     4) Have babies sinned?
     5) Have the mentally handicapped sinned?
Analysis     
     These questions are in response to him trying to use Rom 3:23, "For all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God," to "prove" that Mary did indeed sin since the word "all," in his line of argumentation, is an absolute.  Absolutely everyone - all - have sinned.  But, he will then make an exception for Jesus.  Fine, no problem there.  Many times, though, Protestants will also make exceptions for babies and the mentally handicapped, since they do not have the capacity to commit sin.  Well, if there are exceptions to "all," for babies and others, then that means "all" is not an absolute, and there could be other exceptions as well...like Mary, maybe?  It's just pointing to the possibility...
     There are those, however, like Mr. Fitz, who will say, "Yes, babies have sinned, and, yes, the mentally handicapped have sinned."  They will point to the total deprivation of man, as they see it, and say something along the lines of all flesh being sinful.  But, there is a problem with that.  There is a difference in being created in a state of sin, in the flesh - outside of covenant with God - as we all are when we are born and before we are baptized, and "having" sinned.  "Having" sinned implies that one has committed personal sin.  Romans 3:23 says that "all HAVE sinned."  Babies have not sinned.  The mentally handicapped have not sinned.  They may be in a state of original sin, but they, personally, HAVE NOT sinned.  
     The other thing about Romans 3:23 is this: Paul is not talking about individuals when he says "all."  He is talking about groups of people. Specifically, he is talking about the Jews vs. the Gentiles as a whole, not as individuals.  The Jews thought they were better than the Gentiles.  So, in verse 3:9, Paul states specifically that he is referring to Jews and Gentiles and tells the Jews that they are not better than the Gentiles as they are not above sin just because they are Jews.      

     6) Do you contend that Elizabeth and Zechariah, in fact, did not walk in ALL the commandments and ordinances of the Lord blameless, in spite of what Scripture says?
Analysis
     In Luke 1:6, it says that Elizabeth and Zechariah walked in ALL (there's that word "all" again) of the commandments and the ordinances of the Lord "blameless."  If they are blameless, in "ALL" of the Lord's commandments and ordinances, then I've got a pretty good argument that they were without sin (personal sin).  So, this question was asked because it also points to exceptions to the rule of "ALL" being an absolute in Romans 3:23.  Which would mean that interpreting "ALL" in Romans 3:23 as an absolute, is problematic.

     7) Are you seeking God in your life?
Analysis
     Why did I ask this question?  Because in Romans 3:11, it says that "no one" seeks for God.  Well, if you ask every Protestant if they are seeking God in their lives, what do you think their answer will be?  "Yes!"  But, Rom 3:11 says the answer is, "No!"  I mean, if "all" in Rom 3:23 is an absolute, then "no one" in Rom 3:11 must be an absolute.  So, the Protestant who says Rom 3:23 means everyone, without exception, has sinned, cannot be seeking God in his life because Rom 3:11, according to his methodology of interpreting Scripture, says that absolutely no one is seeking God.  
     So, either the Protestant is not seeking God in his life, or the Bible is lying...at least, according to the Protestant interpretation.  The only other possibility, is that the words, "no one," are not being used in an absolute sense.  And, if they are not being used in an absolute sense, then it can be argued that the word "all" in 3:23, is also not being used in an absolute sense.  Which shoots a hole in their argument about Mary.
     Steve wants no part of that.
 

     8) You agree that just because the Bible calls someone "good," it doesn't mean they are sinless, even though Jesus said, "there is none good but one, that is, God"?
Analysis
     In his first round comments, Mr. Fitz, pointed to Mark 10:18, which says that only God is "good," and essentially argued that Mary can't be sinless because if she was, then she, too, would have been called "good."  Well, I pointed out in my reply to him that there are a number of places in the New Testament where people are called "good," but they aren't God and they aren't sinless.  Which, first of all, points to problems with his method of interpreting the Scripture.  Secondly, it shows that his argument about Mary not being called "good" is meaningless.  Even if Mary was called "good" somewhere in the New Testament, he would still say she was still a sinner.  
     His argument is completely without merit and I asked him that question to highlight that fact.  Which is why he doesn't want to respond to it because it makes him look to be not as smart as he could be.

     9) Do you agree that your statement: “No need for Mary to have a Savior if she was sinless,” is nowhere found in the Bible and, therefore, is nothing more than your fallible opinion?
Analysis
     When you're dialoguing with someone, remember that everything they say - every assertion, every assumption, every conclusion - if it is not a direct quote from the Bible, is their private, fallible, non-authoritative opinion.  Everything!  And you need to remind them of that over and over and over again, by asking simple questions like the one above.  
     Steve Fitz does not want to be reminded of that and he definitely does not want to admit that, so he will not ever - ever - answer such a question.  And that eats at the craw of an anti-Catholic like him.  It's not that he can't answer the question, it's that he won't answer the question.  And he won't answer the question, because it exposes the holes, the huge gaping holes, in his theology.

     10) Can you point to a single Scripture passage that says, "Mary was a sinner?"
Analysis
He cannot.  Why not?  Because there is no such verse in all of Scripture.  I asked that question to force him to admit that Scripture nowhere says what he so desperately wants it to say.  Which means he is left with nothing but his own fallible, private, non-authoritative interpretations of the Bible in order to "prove" Mary was a sinner.  And what is the value of Steve Fitz's private, fallible, non-authoritative interpretation of Scripture to a Catholic - diddly squat!  So, he will not answer this question because, once again, it runs contrary to his fallible opinion.

     11) Is it possible to save someone from something before it happens to them?
Analysis
     This whole thing about Mary needing a Savior "proving" that she was a sinner is built on the logic that if one is saved from something, they necessarily have to have been saved after the fact.  My question attacks that logic.  No, someone can be saved from something before the fact.  He does not want to admit that, so has to ignore the question.

     12) Have you ever been an alcoholic? If you answer, “No,” would you agree that Jesus saved you from alcoholism?
Analysis
     Making the same point as in #11 above, but this time making it personal.  Did Jesus save him from alcoholism before he was ever an alcoholic?  He has to say, "Yes."  He knows answering that question destroys the logic of his argument about Mary being a sinner because she needed a Savior.  So, he runs away from it.  Will not answer it. 

     Again, there is a good reason why he refused to directly answer my questions. The reason is that he knows exactly what the logic behind my line of questioning is, and he knows that if he gives direct answers to those questions, the lack of logic in his arguments will be made plain for all to see.
In the next issue I will respond directly to his 2nd round comments and then that will be that for Mr. Steve Fitz...
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Introduction 

Wrapping up this "debate" with anti-Catholic Steve Fitz on "The Sinlessness of Mary." In this issue I will respond to his 2nd round comments for the sole purpose of showing you how void of merit his arguments against the sinlessness of Mary are.  I did not respond to these comments in our actual debate because, as I have previously stated, he never answered the questions I had asked in my first response to him.  If you don't answer the questions I ask, after I have answered your initial questions and responded to your initial arguments, you have no right to expect me to answer any further questions you may ask or to respond to any further arguments you make. 

So, immediately below is my response to his 1st round comments.  I'm including that here so that you guys can have an easy reference to what Fitz is responding to.  Following my 1st round comments, is his response to those comments (his 2nd round) - in italics.  I will reply to his remarks on a paragraph by paragraph basis.   

Challenge/Response/Strategy 

John Martignoni (1st Round) 

     Point #1: General point: Steve Fitz - is it fair to say that everything you post here, outside of quoting Scripture, are the words of a fallible man who has no authority whatsoever outside of that which you have vested in yourself?  I ask that because you rest a crucial point of yours, not on the Word of God, but on your fallible, non-authoritative opinion - the word of Steve, as it were.  When you state: “If Mary was sinless...there would be...bible verses that teach that Mary was sinless,” will you agree that is nothing more than your fallible opinion?  And, would you further agree that when I disagree with your fallible opinion, as I do, that you have no authority, outside of your fallible opinion, to declare me wrong?   

     Point #2: To your question: “Why was Jesus uniquely qualified to die on the cross for sin?”  Your answer - because He was sinless - is right, but doesn’t go nearly deep enough.  I have basically no problem with your use of the passages from Exodus and Leviticus regarding the sacrifice of an unblemished lamb.  Yes, I agree.  Particularly with the example of the Passover lamb - a male lamb, unblemished, whose bones will not be broken, and whose blood will be spilled so that Israel may escape slavery.  (By the way, you may not be aware that the Israelites were ordered to eat the flesh of the lamb that was sacrificed.  Catholics do that!) 
     Now, why did I say your point doesn’t go nearly deep enough?  Because you seem to not be aware that His sinlessness wasn’t the only reason He was qualified to die on the cross for sin.  The main reason was, and is, that He is God!   

     2 Cor 5:18-19, “All this is from God, Who through Christ reconciled us to Himself...that is, God was in Christ reconciling the world to Himself...”   

     When we finite human beings sin, we sin against an infinitely good God.  The demands of justice preclude that any finite being, even one who is sinless, could pay the price for the sins mankind has committed against infinite goodness.  God was in Christ!  That is why His sacrifice can redeem all of mankind.  Not simply because He was sinless.   

     The reason Christ was sinless is because He is God.  The reason Mary was sinless is because God saved her from sin.  Therefore, Mary, even though she was sinless, would not have been able to pay the price to cover the sins of mankind.  So, on this point, your argument is moot.   

     Point #3: Your comment regarding grace: “What does grace mean?  It means ‘unmerited favor’ not sinless.”  Really?!  You missed the point - and badly - of why Catholics believe Luke 1:28 points to Mary being sinless.  It isn’t because we think the word, “grace,” means “sinless.”  We know that grace doesn’t mean “sinless.”  You must not be doing a whole lot of research on Catholic belief to make that mistake.  I hope you will do better in the future.  It’s because Mary is said to be “full” of grace.  Filled with grace.  The cup is full of grace, so there is no room for sin.  That’s why we believe that verse is evidence of Mary’s sinlessness.   

     Point #4: Your biblical “evidence” that Mary was a sinner: 

     A. Romans 3:23, “For ALL have sinned and fallen short of the glory of God.”  And, you stated, “The only exemption of one being sinless is God Himself.”  So, you believe the word “ALL” means absolutely every person with a human nature, except for Jesus.  What about babies?  Have they sinned?  What about the mentally handicapped?  Have they sinned?  What about Elizabeth and Zechariah?  In Luke 1:6, the Word of God states that Elizabeth and Zechariah were both “righteous” before God, “walking in ALL the commandments and ordinances of the Lord blameless.”  Do you contend that they, in fact, did not walk in ALL the commandments and ordinances of the Lord blameless? 

     B. Question: Are you, Steve Fitz, seeking God in your life?  Yes or no? 

     C. You point to Mark 10:18 to prove your point that if Mary was sinless she would be called “good,” because God alone is “good.”  Well, for your point to hold, that would mean that no one else in the New Testament should be called “good,” because that would mean they were indeed without sin.  Well, what about Matt 12:35 that mentions a “good” man bringing forth good things from the good treasure of his heart?  And the servants in Matt 22:10 who gathered both bad and “good” people for the wedding feast?  And the two servants who the Master calls “good” and faithful in Matthew 25?  What about Barnabbas who was described as a “good” man in Acts 11:24?  And there are many other examples I could point to.  Do you contend that all of those people are sinless because they are called “good”?  So, it doesn’t necessarily follow that Mary is not sinless because she isn’t referred to as being “good.”  Your example is without merit.  I think you haven’t done enough research...into Scripture this time. 

     D. “Luke 1:47, Mary said "and my spirit rejoices in God my Savior". The definition of the word Savior in Christianity is God or Jesus Christ as the redeemer of sin and saver of souls...I’m not going to tell you John what you believe but I am going to tell you what the Catholic Church believes. They believe that although Mary was sinless, Jesus died for her. Which is not true and no need for Mary to have a Savior if she was sinless.”   

     I also believe that Jesus died for Mary.  And you contend that since Jesus is Mary’s Savior, that definitively means Mary sinned - “No need for Mary to have a Savior if she was sinless.”  Once again, I feel it my duty to point out that you are giving your fallible opinion here - the word of Steve as opposed to the Word of God.  Secondly, may I ask if it is possible to save someone from something before they succumb to it?  For example, are you an alcoholic?  If you answer, “No,” would you agree that Jesus saved you from alcoholism before you were ever an alcoholic?  Did you have need of Jesus to save you from alcoholism?  From drug addiction?  Even though, I assume, you were never an alcoholic or a drug addict?   

     If a person falls into a deep hole and gets hurt, and someone pulls them out - that person saved them, after the fact.  However, if that person is stopped from falling into the hole before they fall in, then the person that stopped them from falling...saved them, before the fact.  Just so Jesus saved Mary from sin, before the fact. 

     E. I will gladly await your answers to these questions and arguments, as well as the third scriptural reason which you began to mention but did not finish.   

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

 

Steve Fitz (2nd Round) 
1) Would it also be fair to say that your words are the words of a fallible man? John I have a feeling you did not read my post very clearly. My post relied mainly on the word of God! I feel like you John, when you were writing your post, was looking in the mirror. Its your post that was based on opinion, assumptions, and made up stories. In fact your first post did not even quote the Bible even one time!! All this I will get back to later in this post! 

 

John Martignoni 
     This is Steve's desperate attempt to not answer my question in regard to him being fallible in matters of faith and morals, and thus having absolutely no authority to tell me, or any other Catholic, anything about the teachings of our Church being right or wrong.  I had asked Mr. Fitz this question: “Is it fair to say that everything you post here, outside of quoting Scripture, are the words of a fallible man who has no authority whatsoever outside of that which you have vested in yourself?”  
     He can’t say, “Yes,” which is an honest and truthful answer, because then he would be admitting that he could be wrong in what he says about Catholic belief and practice and, in particular, in what he says about Mary not being sinless.  And there is no way on God’s green earth that he would ever admit even the possibility of the Catholics being right - on anything!  But, he can’t answer the question with a, “No,” because then he would be claiming to be infallible, and we all know that Protestants believe that no man is infallible.   
     So, what is he to do when backed into a corner from which there is no logically or scripturally consistent answer that can get him out of his predicament?  He doesn’t answer!  He can’t!  At least, not without shooting himself in the foot. 
     Okay, what about his claim that he “relied mainly on the word of God” in his comments?  FALSE!  Yes, he did quote Scripture in his comments.  However, he did not rely directly on Scripture for his conclusions, he relied on his fallible, man-made, non-authoritative, private interpretation of Scripture to reach his fallible, man-made, non-authoritative, private conclusions.  This is what he, and every Sola Scriptura Protestant, fails to understand.  They do not actually believe in Sola Scriptura, they believe in Sola [Fallible, Man-Made, Non-Authoritative, Individual Interpretation of] Scriptura!  Huge difference. 
     Also, he stated that my comments did not quote Scripture “even one time!!”  FALSE!  I quoted and/or referenced Scripture 7 or 8 times in my response.  Which shows that he was not paying much attention to what I actually said. 
     Now, I will be happy to answer his question about my fallibility.  Unlike Mr. Steve Fitz, and most of the Protestants I have dialogued with in the last 15-20 years, I am not afraid to answer questions in a direct and clear manner.  I am not infallible.  Which means, when John Martignoni teaches his own private conclusions on matters of doctrine and morals, then that teaching is fallible, man-made, and non-authoritative.  When John Martignoni interprets Scripture on his own, without any regard for any authority outside of John Martignoni’s own imagination, then those interpretations are fallible, man-made, and non-authoritative.  Will Steve Fitz admit the same?  Ain’t no way. 
     However, when John Martignoni teaches what the Church founded by Jesus Christ and guided by the Holy Spirit teaches on matters of doctrine and morals, then those teachings are indeed infallible.  Why?  Because they are not based on John Martignoni’s authority - they are not John Martignoni’s teachings.  They are the teachings of the Church founded by Jesus Christ and guided by the Holy Spirit and based on the authority of that Church - which is the authority of Jesus Christ Himself. 
     And, for those who would say, as Mr. Steve Fitz would, that since I have admitted to being fallible, I cannot know anything with certainty, therefore I cannot know the Catholic Church is true, well, that is being disingenuous to the nth degree. 
     You see, Mr. Fitz does not believe that fallibility means man cannot know anything with certainty.  For example: Ask him if he is infallible, and he will say no (even though he will then turn around and not actually admit to being fallible - Fallible in Theory, Infallible in Practice - as he has demonstrated in this dialogue).  Ask him, though, if he has absolute assurance of his salvation, and he will say yes.  So, Mr. Fitz does not believe fallibility = absolute lack of certainty in all things.  So, for him to claim that when I admit to being fallible, then that means I cannot know the Catholic Church is true, is being disingenuous, if not outright dishonest.   
     Here’s the thing: the problem for Fitz, and for all Protestants, is that they agree with Catholics up to a point.  The point at which they diverge from Catholics, is the point where they turn to teachings based on their personal interpretations of Scripture, while Catholics turn to the teachings of the Church founded by Jesus Christ and guided by the Holy Spirit. 
     We agree that we can know God exists.  We agree that Jesus is the Son of God - true God and true man.  We agree that He died and was resurrected.  We agree that Jesus founded a Church.  We agree that that Church is guided by the Holy Spirit.  We agree that the Bible has God as its primary author.  We agree that the Bible is inerrant.   
     But, we disagree on some of the particulars of what the inerrant Bible teaches us.  So, how do we come to a conclusion - a definitive conclusion - as to who is right and who is wrong when there is a disagreement about what the Bible teaches?  Steve Fitz - and the vast majority of Protestants - would say we are to rely on our own fallible individual interpretation of this or that passage of Scripture to decide the question.  Yet, that is a nonsensical solution!  Why?  Because the dispute is over what I believe the Bible says (my interpretation of the Bible) vs. what you believe the Bible says (your interpretation of the Bible).  So, the Protestant Sola Scriptura Steve Fitz Private Interpretation of the Bible solution results in going ‘round and ‘round in circles with no way of coming to a definitive, authoritative conclusion. 
     However, what does the Bible say?  Well, the Bible - that we both believe to be the inerrant Word of God - tells us to take our disagreements to the Church (Matt 18:15-18).  It even gives us an example of this: When there was a disagreement between Paul and the Judaizers as to whether or not Gentile Christians had to be circumcised and keep kosher and other such things, what did they do?  Did they consult the Bible?  No!  They took it to the Church.  They called a council of the Church to decide the issue.  Who guided this first council of the Church?  The Holy Spirit (Acts 15:28).  Which means, this first council of the Church settled this dispute authoritatively and infallibly! 
     So, does being fallible necessarily mean one cannot know anything with certainty?  Absolutely not!   


Steve Fitz 
John why were the Bereans of more noble character then the Thessalonians according to ACTS 17:11? The verse states "Now the Berean Jews were of more noble character than those in Thessalonica, for they received the message with great eagerness and examined the Scriptures every day to see if what Paul said was true." They did not blinding accept something being taught to them, they examined the scriptures to see what Paul was teaching. Very different then Catholics who blindly believe whatever they are told by your church. Could it be that this is exactly what the Catholic Church wants from you? For you to be reliant on them to get the truth thus being dependant on "fallible men"? 

 
John Martignoni 
     First of all, notice how what he says here has absolutely nothing to do with the question I asked him.  I ask him about his being fallible, and he comes at me with the Bereans.   
     Secondly, how anyone could expect to be taken seriously after saying something like this about the Catholic Church is beyond me.  His incredible ignorance of Catholics and of Catholic teaching - for one who claims to know all about the Catholic Church (after all, he was Catholic until he was 15) - is mind boggling.  The Catholic Church does not now, nor has it ever, asked for blind faith from its members.  If so, why did it start so many universities?  Was that to keep its members wallowing in their ignorance?   
     Now, regarding the Bereans in Acts 17, I always find it fascinating when someone uses them as an argument for Sola Scriptura, when they are actually an argument against Sola Scriptura.   
     Mr. Fitz implies that the example of the Bereans proves Sola Scriptura, because the Bereans were examining Scripture to see if what Paul was saying was true.  First problem with Mr. Fitz’s conclusion: Nowhere does this verse say the Bereans went by the Bible alone. In fact, it is well known that Jews, whether in Berea or elsewhere, did not go by the Bible alone...they did not practice Sola Scriptura...they believed in authoritative Scripture and authoritative tradition.  Which means Jesus, being a good Jew, didn’t believe in Sola Scriptura.    
     What was going on here with the Bereans in Acts 17 was this: Paul was preaching to them about Jesus being the Messiah. And Paul, in his preaching, would quote Scripture verses - from the Old Testament - that he would say pointed to Jesus as the Messiah.  Paul would say something along the lines of, “It has been testified somewhere...” and the Bereans would then simply open up their Scriptures to verify what Paul was saying.  They were not searching the Scriptures to settle doctrinal disputes, they were searching the Scriptures to see if what Paul told them was actually in the Scriptures! In other words, they apparently didn’t know their Scriptures very well. 
     Besides, if this verse is a “proof” of Sola Scriptura then you have a little bit of a problem in that the Bereans were Jews, and the only scriptures they had were the Old Testament scriptures.  So, if Acts 17:11 “proves” Sola Scriptura, then it would be proving Sola Old Testament Scriptura.   
     Furthermore, the fact that the Bereans obviously did not understand the true meaning of the Scriptures until Paul explained it to them, actually works against the Sola Scriptura position.  As we’ve discussed here, the belief in Sola Scriptura relies heavily on individual interpretation of Scripture.  That each individual, guided by the Holy Spirit, has the ability to read the Bible for themselves - without answering to any outside authority - in order to come to a correct understanding of the truths necessary for salvation.   
     Yet, the example of the Bereans shows us that this obviously isn’t the case.  The Bereans needed Paul to explain the Scriptures to them.  The Bereans, left alone with the Scriptures - me and my Bible - obviously had not come to a correct understanding of the truths necessary for salvation.  They needed a guide, Paul, to correctly interpret Scripture for them.  Which means the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, with its corollary of individual interpretation of Scripture, obviously is not supported by this passage from Acts 17 about the Bereans.  The Bereans needed a guide - an infallible guide - to properly interpret Scripture. 
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/427-apologetics-for-the-masses-332-debate-on-the-sinlessness-of-mary-cont-d
This is the finale with Steve Fitz on "The Sinlessness of Mary." It's a little longer than normal, but I think the extra time spent will be well worth it...at least, I hope you feel it is.  
His arguments get ripped to shreds. And, I'm willing to bet that there are some arguments for Mary's sinlessness in here that many of you may have never heard before.  

I will post each of his objections/arguments and respond to them individually. His comments are in italics. For the 1st part of my response, where you can see my comments that he is responding to, click here: http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/419-apologetics-for-the-masses-327-the-sinlessness-of-mary-cont-d
Steve Fitz
CCC 100 states "The task of interpreting the Word of God authentically has been entrusted solely to the Magisterium of the Church, that is, to the Pope and to the bishops in communion with him." Tell me John, how many times have you tried to interpret the Bible knowing you had no authority to do so? In fact, I just had a conversation with a Catholic in your group who stated that the Catholic Church has interpreted very few passages from the Bible. That’s sad knowing that 2 Timothy 3:16 states "All Scripture is God-breathed and is useful for teaching, rebuking, correcting and training in righteousness." John how are Catholics going to get training in righteousness when your church forbids them to interpret the Bible? "John can you give me the official list of Bible verses that have been interpreted by the magisterium and under what pope particular verses were interpreted?

 

John Martignoni
    Ignorance, especially when presented as superior intelligence, is never a pretty thing.  Steve thinks he has a really good argument here, when, in fact, he is simply showing how little he actually knows about the Catholic Church.  
When the Catechism states that the Magisterium is the "authentic" interpreter of the Word of God, it nowhere states that "only" the Magisterium is allowed to inerpret the Word of God.  The word "authentic" does not mean "sole."  What CCC #100 is saying, is that we, as Catholics, are free to interpret the Word of God, but for any interpretation to be "authentic" - or true - it has to be within the parameters, or boundaries, of the teachings of the Church as given to us by the Magisterium.  So, I, as well as every Catholic, has the authority to interpret Scripture.  But, our interpretations are "authentic" only if they do not contradict the teaching of the Church founded by Jesus Christ and guided by the Holy Spirit.  Any interpretation outside the boundaries of magisterial teaching is not authentic.
     Steve's misunderstanding of Catholic teaching renders his arguments here null and void, as they are based on false assumptions.  You have to wonder, if he can't properly interpret the words of men, why would we want to believe his interpretations of the Word of God?

 

Steve Fitz
     Although interpreting the Bible according to your church is up to the Magisterium, Catholics interpret it all the time. The problem is they take Bible verses out of context in order to justify the false doctrine of the Catholic church. There are two ways to interpret the bible. These two ways are exegesis and eisegesis.

 

     The word exegesis means to "To lead out of" In other words, the interpreter is lead to conclusions by the text itself. Eisegesis on the other hand means "to lead into". In other words, the interpreter of the Bible injects his own ideas into the text, making it mean whatever he wants. This is what you and other catholics do all the time. You go to the Bible to find verses that will uphold the doctrine of your church even though they were taken out of context. This way of study leads to false doctrine such has Purgatory which Catholics claim is taught in 1 Corinthians Chapter 3 and the conclusion that Mary was sinless. Which leads me back to the debate topic.

 

John Martignoni
     It was oh so nice of him to explain the proper way to interpret the Bible.  What a wonderful guy.  But, what he says here, is why my questions to him - the ones he was too afraid to answer - were particularly relevant to the debate.  He claims that Catholics are taking Bible passages out of context and that we are engaging in "eisegesis" when we interpret the Bible and that that leads to our false doctrines.  Well, what he is actually claiming, is not that Catholics misunderstand the Word of God, but that Catholic understanding of Scripture is at odds with his fallible, non-authoritative, private interpretation of the Word of God.  So, Catholics are not necessarily contradicting the Word of God, they are actually contradicting the Word of Steve.  Big difference!  Again, this is why he did not want to answer my questions about everything he was saying being his private, non-authoritative, fallible interpretation of Scripture, as well as the questions asking him by what authority he declared Catholics to be wrong on anything.

     Steve, I reject your fallible, man-made interpretations of Scripture, and I do not recognize you to have any authority, whatsoever, to tell me, or any Catholic - or anyone else for that matter - that our interpretations of Scripture are wrong.


Steve Fitz
     2) Jesus was uniquely qualified to die on the cross because he was sinless!! It just so happens that only God is without sin!! Again, the animal sacrifices being without defect is a foreshadow of Christ's sacrifice.

     John you tried to use the example of Passover in which the Israelites eat the flesh of the lamb and tie it to Catholic communion. The verse that you and other Catholics sight in the New Testament is John 6:54. The verse states "Whoever eats my flesh and drinks my blood has eternal life, and I will raise them up at the last day." John, do you see what is missing from the passover feast? The blood of course!!! Were the Jews drinking blood along with eating the flesh of the Lamb John? Of course not, eating blood was forbidden by the law. Leviticus 17:10-12 states "I will set my face against any Israelite or any foreigner residing among them who eats blood, and I will cut them off from the people. For the life of a creature is in the blood, and I have given it to you to make atonement for yourselves on the altar; it is the blood that makes atonement for one’s life.Therefore I say to the Israelites, “None of you may eat blood, nor may any foreigner residing among you eat blood.” 

     John what saved the Jews from death the night of passover? It was the blood again!! It was not the flesh of the Lamb that spared them, it was was the blood around the door frames of their houses. So John, comparing your Catholic communion with the Passover is comparing apples to oranges


John Martignoni
     Sorry, Steve, but Jesus was not uniquely qualified to die on the Cross just because He was sinless, but because He was, and is, God.  Do you notice how he did not respond at all to the Scripture verse I used to back up my claim: 2 Cor 5:18-19, “All this is from God, Who through Christ reconciled us to Himself...that is, God was in Christ reconciling the world to Himself..."  God was "in Christ" reconciling the world to Himself.  If God was not "in Christ" then the world would not have been reconciled to God.  Steve has no answer to that, because he simply does not want to accept this fact.

     Now, regarding the Passover as a prefiguring, or type, of the Eucharist, a few points:  
     1) As Steve knows, any type (or prefiguring) from the Old Testament will not be an exact match to the New Testament fulfillment of that type.  For example, the animal sacrifices of the Old Testament are a type, or prefiguring, of Jesus' sacrifice on the Cross.  So, does the fact that Jesus isn't a dumb animal mean the type is invalid?  Of course not.  
Abraham's willingness to sacrifice his son, Isaac, is a type of the Father being willing to sacrifice His Son.  Does the fact that Abraham never actually sacrificed Isaac make the type null and void?  Of course not.  Just so with the Passover meal.  It is not a perfect one-to-one match with its New Testament fulfillment.  That does not invalidate the comparison.  

     2) It was indeed the blood that saved the Israelites.  But, where did the blood come from?  The body.  In addition to putting the blood around their doors, the Israelites were also commanded to eat the lamb.  As 1 Cor 10:18 tells us: "Consider the practice of Israel; are not those who eat the sacrifices partners in the altar?"  And verse 16 before that: "The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not a participation in the blood of Christ?  The bread which we break, is it not a participation in the body of Christ?"  They eat the bread and drink the blood of the sacrifice which is a participation in the blood - and the body - of the Lamb of God, whose bones were not broken. And this "cup of blessing" being spoken of...what is that?  It's the cup of blessing from the Passover meal they celebrate each year.  The Passover meal which used the blood of the lamb whose bones were not broken.  Hmmm... sound familiar?  Well, Scripture tells us the bones of Jesus were not broken.  Why?  In order that Scripture might be fulfilled (John 19:36).  What Scripture is John 19:36 referring to?  Exodus 12:46 - "...and you shall not break a bone of [the lamb]."  What is Exodus 12:46 talking about?  The Passover meal.  And what is the main focus in this passage from Exodus of the ongoing remembrance of the Passover meal for the Israelites?  Is it the blood?  Nope.  It's eating the flesh of the lamb.

     3) Steve makes a big deal about how eating blood was forbidden by the law - most Protestant apologists do when they are arguing against the Sacrament of the Eucharist.  Well, indeed it was.  But, don't you think the Lawgiver can change the law?  Also, Steve recognizes highlights the passage (Lev 17:10-12) which states that the life of the creature is in the blood.  Exactly!  Which is why John 6 states, "Unless you eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink His blood, you have no LIFE in you."  Steve is, essentially, making my point for me.  

     Also, in regard to the law forbidding the eating of blood, think about this:  Would Jesus ever tell us to symbolically sin?  Would He ever tell us to symbolically do something that was wrong?  Would He ever tell us to symbolically break the law?  For example, would Jesus ever tell us to symbolically murder someone?  Or to symbolically rape someone?  Of course not?  Yet, that is Steve's argument, and the argument of Protestant apologists everywhere.  They are essentially arguing that Jesus, in John 6, is telling us to symbolically do something that is wrong.  Steve's argument is that since the law says it is wrong to eat blood (so I guess he's never had prime rib), then Jesus cannot be telling us to drink His literal blood, because that was forbidden by the law.   So, he concludes, Jesus is telling us to symbolically drink His blood.  In other words, Steve is arguing that Jesus is symbolically (according to Protestant theology) telling us to break the law...to sin...to do something that is wrong.  Again, would Jesus ever do such a thing?  Of course not.  So, there is a huge huge problem with Steve's argument here.  I wish I could ask him about that.  But, he probably wouldn't answer.

 

Steve Fitz
John you stated "The reason Mary was sinless is because God saved her from sin". I asked you to give me verses that Mary was sinless. I gave you plenty of verses that stated Jesus was sinless. So in your next post, list those verses for me!!!! Or is this just your opinion coming from a fallible man???


John Martignoni
     There is no verse in all of Scripture that states: "Mary was sinless."  There is also no verse in Scripture that states: "Mary committed a sin."  But, no, Mary being sinless is not "just" the opinion of a fallible man, it is the teaching of the Church founded by Jesus Christ and guided by the Holy Spirit.  That is what separates my beliefs from Steve Fitz's beliefs.  I admit that my beliefs are not based on my fallible, non-authoritative, private interpretations of Scripture, rather they are based on the infallible teaching of the Church founded by Jesus and guided by the Holy Spirit.  Steve Fitz admits that his beliefs are indeed based on his private interpretations of Scripture which he refuses to admit are fallible and non-authoritative.  I'll go with the Church over my private opinions.  
 

Steve Fitz
3) John, You stated that Mary being "Full of grace" actually means that the cup is "filled with grace" and there is no room for sin. So using your fallible opinion, I want to compare it to the Catholic "Morning Consecration prayer to Mary" The prayer goes like this "My Queen and my Mother, I give myself entirely to you; and to show my devotion to you, I consecrate to you this day my eyes, my ears, my mouth, my heart, my whole being without reserve. Wherefore, good Mother, as I am your own, keep me, guard me, as your property and possession. Amen." John in the same way the cup is full of grace and no room for sin, is it the same when a catholic, as the prayer says "I give myself entirely to you" no longer has room for Jesus because they have given themselves "entirely" to Mary?

 

John Martignoni
     Steve's "logic" here leaves a whole lot to be desired and, once again, his ignorance of Catholic teaching and practice is ever so apparent.  First of all, Steve apparently is not married and has no children.  I would assume that Steve would say he gives himself completely to God.  All that he is and all that he has.  And, if doesn't, there are many Christians who would say such a thing.  Well, then, does that mean he (or whoever says such a thing) would no longer have room for his wife and children - if he is married - because he has given himself completely to God?  What a ridiculous thing to say.  Or, if he says he loves his wife with all of his heart, does that mean he cannot love his children?  Again, ridiculoua.  So, his analogy to a cup being full is a non-sequitur - his conclusion does not logically flow from his argument.  
     Secondly, he is using a prayer that I, for one, have never heard of.  I'm not saying it's a bad prayer, but it is not a prayer that one could say is part of the doctrine of the Catholic Faith.  So often Protestant apologists will use things that are indeed of a Catholic nature, but which are not taught as doctrine or dogma by the Church, and present them as essentially being part of the Deposit of Faith that Catholics are required to believe and practice.  Steve does that here.  Again, that is nothing more than a display of ignorance on his part.  Don't argue against the doctrinal teachings of the Church by arguing against things that are not the doctrinal teaching of the Church.  That's called a straw man argument. 
 

Steve Fitz
     John while we are on the topic of Mary being "full of grace", can you explain why Catholic bibles such as the New American Bible (NAB) nor the New Jerusalem Bible (NJB) do not use the term "full of grace" in Luke 1:48. Only two people in the Bible are called "full of grace". Jesus in John 1:14 and Stephen i ACTS 6:8.

     Here are two Catholic sources that explain the term "full of grace" used in your church.

1. But the term kecharitomene (full of grace) serves only as an illustration, not as a proof of the dogma. (New Advent Catholic Encyclopedia, under “Immaculate Conception”)

2. The words of Gabriel, “Hail, full of grace” (Lk. 1.28), have also been appealed to as a revelation of the Immaculate Conception, on the grounds that to be truly full of grace, Mary must have had it always. This interpretation, [kecharitomen however, overlooks the fact that the Greek term … is not nearly so explicit as the translation full of grace” might suggest. It implies only that God’s favor has been lavished on Mary, without defining the degree of grace. (New Catholic Encyclopedia, Volume VII, Page 378)

 

John Martignoni
     More mistakes by Steve.  First, let's look at what I actually said in regard to Luke 1:28 and Mary being "full of grace":  Luke 1:28 points to Mary being sinless because Mary is said to be “full” of grace.  Filled with grace.  The cup is full of grace, so there is no room for sin.  That’s why we believe that verse is evidence of Mary’s sinlessness."  I never said that Luke 1:28 was "proof" that Mary was sinless.  So, his first Catholic source that he cites actually agrees with me.  The 2nd source he cites, is also basically in agreement with me, although to a weaker degree.  The problem I have with what the 2nd source says, is that the translation (full of grace) does not "overlook" anything.  What it does it comes as close as possible in the English to the meaning of the Greek word which is found here, and only here, in all of Greek literature (not just the Bible).  A unique word for a unique person - Mary.

     So, in response to that 2nd source, I would offer this from a Catholic source - the EWTN website:

     chaire kecharitomene (Greek word translated as: "Hail, full of grace."  

“chaire” - Means "hail” or “rejoice”

"charis" – The root word of ke-chari-to-mene, means “grace”

"charitoo" – Greek verb ending in omicron omega (“oo”) means to put the person or thing into the state indicated by the root. The root being "charis" or “grace,” "charitoo" means “to put into a state of "grace.”

"ke" – Greek perfect tense prefix indicates a perfected, completed present state as a result of past action. Thus, a perfected, completed present state of "charis," or “grace,” as a result of past action.

"mene" – Greek passive participle suffix indicates action performed on subject by another. Thus, a perfected, completed present state of "charis," or “grace,” as a result of the past action of another. As the speaker is the angel Gabriel, the "other" is God.

     Therefore, "chaire kecharitomene" means: “Hail, who has been perfectly and completely graced by God.” The common Catholic rendering, "full of grace," while good, may actually fall short! 
 

Steve Fitz
     4) John you asked me if babies or mentally disabled persons have sinned. Again, instead of you using your fallible emotions or opinion, Lets look at the Bible. Psalms 58:3 states "Even from birth the wicked go astray; from the WOMB they are wayward speaking lies" John, we are more sinful then we can imagine. If you don't believe me, let’s see what Paul again wrote on this matter. Romans 3:9-12 states "What shall we conclude then? Do we have any advantage? Not at all! For we have already made the charge that Jews and Gentiles alike are all under the power of sin. As it is written: “There is no one righteous, not even one; there is no one who understands; there is no one who seeks God. All have turned away, they have together become worthless; there is no one who does good, not even one.” John do you see that? It says "Not even one". If you still not convinced, Ecclesiastes 7:20 states "Indeed, there is no one on earth who is righteous, no one who does what is right and never sins." That verse makes it even clearer that only God is sinless and that is what Jesus said in Mark 10:18.

 

John Martignoni
     Here Steve makes it ever so easy to show how badly he interprets the Word of God.  Let's start with Psalm 58:3.  It does indeed say "the wicked go astray from the womb."  So, he concludes that means all men go astray even from the womb.  Yet, later on in Psalm 58, in verses 10-11 it speaks of the righteous.  So, there are obviously two classes of people here - the wicked, and the righteous.  The wicked go astray from the womb, but it says nothing about the righteous doing so.  Steve apparently didn't read the entire Psalm.  Also, he quotes Ecclesiastes 7:20 and interprets that, along with Rom 3:9-12, to mean that there is no one rightieous in all the earth, which means Mary was not righteous which means Mary sinned.  Yet, as already mentioned, in Psalm 58, which he himself references, it speaks of "the righteous."  Uhmmm...  
     And, in Luke 1:6, the Word of God tells us the Elizabeth and Zechariah were both righteous before God.  Well, according to Steve, that just can't be.  And, "there is no one righteous, no not one," is an absolute, then who is James 5 talking about when it says "the prayer of a righteous man availeth much?"  And, why does the Bible in many places in the Old and New Testaments refer to righteous men, and names some of them by name - Noah, Abraham, Lot and his family, and so on?  Apparently, Steve Fitz's scriptural wires are on the fritz. 

     Finally, he never really gave a direct answer to my questions about babies and the mentally handicapped, did he?  I'm not asking if they were born in a state of sin, which is what he is apparently suggesting, I am asking if they have sinned.  He won't answer that question.

 

Steve Fitz
     John there are lots of people who were called "Good" in the Bible. John you mentioned Elizabeth and Zechariah in Luke 1:6. The verse states "Both of them were righteous in the sight of God, observing all the Lord's commands and decrees blamelessly." Do you notice the phrase "In the sight of God"? That's how they were righteous intrinsically, they were righteous because kept Gods law blamelessly. Blameless is not the same as sinless. In fact, Paul calls himself blameless in Philippians 3:6 and the "worst of sinners" in 1 Timothy 1:15. In fact John do you know that the Bible says that the Christian is perfect? Hebrews 10:14 states "For by one sacrifice he has made perfect forever those who are being made holy." How long has the Christian been made perfect? FOREVER!!!!"

 

John Martignoni
     Oh my, how many times can one person contradict themselves in just a few sentences and be completely oblivious to it?  He apparently has forgotten that "no one is righteous, no not one."  I love it when people don't remember what they wrote one paragraph up.  It doesn't matter, for this particular argument, why or how Elizabeth and Zechariah were righteous, the fact is that they were righteous.  Yet, he just stated that no one is righteous!  Contradiction.  Also, he states that they were righteous "intrinsically".   That means they were naturally, or basically, righteous.  Yet, he just argued that all men are evil from the womb.  Contradiction.

     I think, what he meant to say, is that they are forensically righteous.  In other words, they weren't really righteous, but they had been "declared" righteous in the "sight of God".  Like being declared innocent in a courtroom even though you really are guilty.  That's why he focused on the phrase, "in the sight of God."  Regarding Paul calling himself "blameless" and then calling himself a "sinner," once again he exhibits poor judgment in his interpretation of Scripture.  When Paul says he was "blameless," he was essentially speaking as he would as a Pharisee, saying he was blameless under the law - the Old Testament law.  He was putting up his Jewish street cred, as it were, against that of any Jew.  When he says he is a sinner, he is speaking as a Christian.  Two different contexts.  Besides, once again, the passage that Steve quotes, proves my point, not his.  In Phil 3:6, Paul equates being blameless with being righteous.  Steve says blameless is not the same as sinless.  Paul begs to differ.  Besides, anyone who commits a sin can indeed be blamed for that sin.  So, how can you be blameless yet be a sinner, worthy of blame?  Contradiction.  Makes no sense. 
     And then, he states that Christians have been made perfect forever.  Well, if they are perfect, then they are righteous.  Yet, no one is righteous, no not one.  Contradiction.  He cannot keep his arguments straight, he cannot avoid contradictions, so how can his fallible interpretation of anything be trusted?  It can't.


Steve Fitz
     John, you posted "If a person falls into a deep hole and gets hurt, and someone pulls them out...that person saved them - after the fact. However, if that person is stopped from before they actually fall in the hole, then the person that stopped them from falling in ... also saved them - before the fact. Just so Jesus saved Mary from sin - before the fact, before she ever sinned." John can you prove this from the bible or is this your fallible opinion?

     Here is more specific evidence from the Bible that Mary was a sinner. What is it? Mary went to the Temple with two doves or two young pigeons according to Luke 2:21-24 and why she did so according to Leviticus 12. She did so in order to made atonement for her sin thru the Sin Offering and Burnt Offering. However, Roman Catholics continue to claim that Mary did so because it was part of Jewish culture and not because she sinned and keeping the Law was required by all Jews. John, did you ever think that maybe all the Jews did these offerings because all Jews were guilty of sin? Did that ever cross your mind?

 

John Martignoni
     Do you see why he wouldn't answer my question about being saved before the fact?  He didn't want to admit that it is possible to be saved from something - like sin - before you fall into it.  Simple logic causes Mr. Fitz all kinds of problem.  Now, I don't ever try to "prove" anything from the Bible as Mr. Fitz demands that I do.  I simply offer evidence.  And I use logic.  Again, he's not too keen on that logic thing.  And I can offer evidence from the Bible that Mary never sinned: Genesis 3:15, Luke 1:28, 46, 48, 49, and Rev 12:13-16.  But, he will not accept it because it does not fit with his fallible interpretation of the Bible, which he claims is THE one and only correct interpretation of the Bible.

     Now, regarding Mary making a "sin offering" in accord with the law as written in Leviticus 12, which means she must have sinned or else she would not have had to make a sin offering, right?  A few thoughts about that: 
1) Mary, being an obedient daughter of God, would indeed keep the law, not because she somehow sinned, but because she was obedient and to avoid scandal, if nothing else.  
2) Is Steve Fitz claiming that Mary giving birth to the Savior of the world was an occasion of sin?  I mean, that's what he is implying.  That Mary somehow sinned by giving birth to Jesus.  Really?  That means that Jesus indirectly, and the Holy Spirit - by Whom Mary was made to be with child - directly, caused Mary to sin.  Steve Fitz apparently believes that God caused Mary to sin.  Wow!  3) Did Jesus need to be circumcised in order to enter into covenant with God (Genesis 17:10)?  Apparently Steve Fitz thinks so since Jesus was indeed circumcised.  4) Would Steve argue that Jesus being baptized by John meant that Jesus had sin to repent of?  I mean, John's baptism was a baptism of repentance the Bible tells us.  So, I guess, since Mary offered a sin offering that means she sinned, then Jesus receiving a baptism of repentance means that Jesus had sin that He needed to repent of.  Same logic.  5)  Did Jesus have to pay the temple tax?  No, but he did anyway.  Does that mean, Mr. Fitz, that Jesus was obligated to pay the temple tax, since he did indeed pay it?  By the Word of Steve, it does.  All in all, this is a very weak argument by Mr. Fitz.


Steve Fitz
     John did you ever read the book of Leviticus, specifically chapter 4 and 5 to see when the Sin offering was actually offered? Maybe if you did, you would learn something and not just continue to believe everything your church teaches you!!

     One you thing you will notice in Leviticus 4, the Sin offering was done when the person bringing it is "made ware of sin" This phrase may be different depending on what Bible translation you are using. I'm using the NIV translation. This phrase is in Leviticus 4; 14, 23, and 28.
Leviticus 5:2-3 talks about being unclean. Now where in the Bible do I remember "being unclean" being discussed? I remember!! In Leviticus 12. According to Luke 2:21-24, Mary brought two doves or two young pigeons to the Temple and Leviticus 12 explains why. Mary was unclean after giving birth.

 

John Martignoni
     My response to this is simply: So, Steve Fitz is claiming that giving birth to the Savior of the world is a sin?  (Also, see response above.)


Steve Fitz
     Roman Catholics claim that being unclean is not sinful. Leviticus 5:2-3 states that being unclean is sinful. Leviticus 5:5-6 states "when anyone becomes aware that they are guilty in any of these matters, they must confess in what way they have sinned. As a penalty for the sin they have committed, they must bring to the Lord a female lamb or goat from the flock as a sin offering; and the priest shall make atonement for them for their sin.

     Mary and Joseph were poor and could not afford a Lamb. Leviticus 5:7 states that if one could not afford a Lamb they could use "two doves or two young pigeons" instead. Wow!!! That's exactly what Mary and Joseph did. That why we read in Luke 2:21-24 that Mary brought two doves or two young pigeons. Also, Leviticus 12 states the same thing, if they could not afford a lamb they could use two doves or two young pigeons instead!!!

     John, you have to either be blind to believe that Mary was sinless, or have not read your Bible. In my next post, I will show from the Old and New Testament that being "unclean" was sinful and -Mary was indeed "unclean"

 

John Martignoni
     Where is it that Roman Catholics claim "unclean" does not mean "sinful" according to the law?  Do you claim that is the Church's teaching?  If so, state your source.  Do you see what Fitz does?  He makes claims about Catholics with absolutely no documentation whatsoever.  Nice.

     Now, regarding Mary being unclean and, therefore, being a sinner, I would refer back to my previous two responses.  I would also add that I find it pretty unbelievable that anyone would think that giving birth to Jesus Christ, by the Holy Spirit, is somehow a sin, as Mr. Fitz apparently does.  Mind boggling.  
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http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUESTIONS_PROTESTANTS_CANT_ANSWER-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
QUESTIONS PROTESTANTS CANT ANSWER-VIDEOS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 6 DECEMBER 2017 6
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUESTIONS_PROTESTANTS_CANT_ANSWER-VIDEOS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc 

SOLA FIDE AND DO CHRISTIANS NEED TO FORGIVE TO BE SAVED-JOHN MARTIGNONI 21 OCTOBER 2017/13 JANUARY 2018 18 Ed Grossman
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SOLA_FIDE_AND_DO_CHRISTIANS_NEED_TO_FORGIVE_TO_BE_SAVED-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc 

SOLA FIDE AND SALVATION BY WORKS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 4 NOVEMBER 2017 45 Todd Tomasella, Mizzi
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SOLA_FIDE_AND_SALVATION_BY_WORKS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
SOLA SCRIPTURA-IS IT BIBLICAL-JOHN MARTIGNONI 25 NOVEMBER 2017 7 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SOLA_SCRIPTURA-IS_IT_BIBLICAL-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc 

SOLA SCRIPTURA-JOHN MARTIGNONI 18 NOVEMBER 2017 42
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SOLA_SCRIPTURA-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
SUFFERING-WHY BELIEVE IN GOD-JOHN MARTIGNONI 3 DECEMBER 2017 6
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SUFFERING-WHY_BELIEVE_IN_GOD-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE CONFUSION IN PROTESTANT CATECHISMS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 2 DECEMBER 2017 9
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_CONFUSION_IN_PROTESTANT_CATECHISMS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE EUCHARIST AND THE BIBLE-JOHN MARTIGNONI 23 JUNE 2018 9 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_EUCHARIST_AND_THE_BIBLE-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE MASS AD ORIENTEM-JOHN MARTIGNONI 4 DECEMBER 2017 5
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_MASS_AD_ORIENTEM-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE NOT-SO-NICE JESUS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 4 DECEMBER 2017 9
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_NOT-SO-NICE_JESUS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE NOVUS ORDO MASS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 4 DECEMBER 2017 5
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_NOVUS_ORDO_MASS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE RAPTURE AND THE BIBLE-JOHN MARTIGNONI 10 AUGUST 2017, 8
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_RAPTURE_AND_THE_BIBLE-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE TRUE CHURCH OF CHRIST-JOHN MARTIGNONI 3 DECEMBER 2017 16 Pat Donahue
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_TRUE_CHURCH_OF_CHRIST-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE WILFUL MISUNDERSTANDING OF ATHEISTS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 3 DECEMBER 2017 4
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_WILFUL_MISUNDERSTANDING_OF_ATHEISTS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
TOO CATHOLIC TO BE CATHOLIC-JOHN MARTIGNONI 1 DECEMBER 2017 11 Peter Leithart
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TOO_CATHOLIC_TO_BE_CATHOLIC-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
TURNAROUND BY AN EASTERN ORTHODOX BELIEVER-JOHN MARTIGNONI 3 DECEMBER 2017 5
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TURNAROUND_BY_AN_EASTERN_ORTHODOX_BELIEVER-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
VOTING PRINCIPLES FOR CATHOLICS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 1 DECEMBER 2017 11
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/VOTING_PRINCIPLES_FOR_CATHOLICS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
WAS PETER THE FIRST POPE-JOHN MARTIGNONI 30 NOVEMBER 2017 31 Thomas Thrasher (Pat Donahue)
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/WAS_PETER_THE_FIRST_POPE-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
WHAT DID POPE FRANCIS REALLY SAY ABOUT ATHEISTS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 2 DECEMBER 2017 12
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/WHAT_DID_POPE_FRANCIS_REALLY_SAY_ABOUT_ATHEISTS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
WHICH IS THE CHURCH THAT JESUS FOUNDED-JOHN MARTIGNONI 3 DECEMBER 2017 24 Michael Fackerell
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/WHICH_IS_THE_CHURCH_THAT_JESUS_FOUNDED-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
WHY ATHEISTS HAVE NO RIGHTS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 14 NOVEMBER 2017 18 Dr. Steven Novella
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/WHY_ATHEISTS_HAVE_NO_RIGHTS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
MARY-JOHN MARTIGNONI 26 NOVEMBER 2017 14 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/MARY-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
MARY AS THE ARK OF THE COVENANT-JOHN MARTIGNONI 4 SEPTEMBER 2017, 2 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/MARY_AS_THE_ARK_OF_THE_COVENANT-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
QUESTIONS CONCERNING MARY-JOHN MARTIGNONI 5 SEPTEMBER 2017, 11 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUESTIONS_CONCERNING_MARY-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE ASSUMPTION OF MARY INTO HEAVEN-JOHN MARTIGNONI 4 SEPTEMBER 2017, 5 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_ASSUMPTION_OF_MARY_INTO_HEAVEN-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE IMMACULATE CONCEPTION OF MARY-JOHN MARTIGNONI 12 AUGUST 2017, 3 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_IMMACULATE_CONCEPTION_OF_MARY-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE PERPETUAL VIRGINITY OF MARY-JOHN MARTIGNONI 12 AUGUST 2017, 2 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_PERPETUAL_VIRGINITY_OF_MARY-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc 
