In Robert's brief response about me I want to just make a few points.  He generalized that everybody was cajoled by Michael Forrest to pile up on Bob.  In fact, Michael told me about this piece and he asked me if I would like to put a few comments in support of his paper.  I told him to give me time to look over his piece.  I did not get to it right away, and told him let me look at it first.  He did not cajole me, did not use his 'salesman' power that Bob spoke of.  I looked it over myself before I committed to send him the foreword that I did.  I used my own judgment, and was not part of a cabal hoodwinked by Michael Forrest.  We are capable people able to think for ourselves. 

 

I wrote that I left CAI quietly because I saw that the direction Bob was going was totally different from where I was going theologically. I wrote that I left quietly, others had voiced the same concerns that I had, and I wrote that I did not confront him on this issue or even other issues as well.  CAI had an email list where views were expressed by others on the CAI staff that I agreed with.  I was pretty much leaving by the time Michael was coming on, so I have no specific witness of the things that happened after I left in 2002. Most of those on that email list that I was on in 2002, predated the others who have issued Forewords for Michael Forrest's work on this issue. I observed these exchanges and quietly agreed with those disagreeing with Bob.  There are many others who were CAI staff who left around that time as well. Most are not even a part of the list on Michael Forest's work. They would probably say harsher things than those who have given forewords here. 

 

Bob then says that I claim that I left primarily over the Jewish issue, and why did I not say anything to him about the Jewish issue?  It must be that cajoling Michael Forrest who convinced me to take part in what Bob sees as a betrayal of him!!!  Actually, that is part of what 'quietly left' means: I did not raise a stink with him and I admit it. In my foreword I did not say that was the only or even primary reason I left CAI.  I left mostly because of his constant criticism of Pope John Paul II, and his tendency to always presume the worst in him.  He did not give him the benefit of the doubt on anything and the constant bashing of Pope John Paul II was the main departure point for me.  

It was about that time that me and several other people, many of whom are not on the Foreword list, left CAI.    The Jewish issue was coming to the fore at that time as well, and also troubled me.   But I never wrote that this issue per se was the one that made me leave CAI.  I only wrote in my foreword that the Jewish issue was 'one such area', not that it was the only thing that made me leave CAI. However, this treatment of Jews is still a very important and troubling issue. His use of bad sources even at that time was coming to the fore.  Since I left, it has only gotten worse, in fact much worse, as documented by Michael. 

 

Quickly touching on the issue Bob brought up of how there was somebody, shortly after leaving CAI, named Michael Lopez who wrote something derogatory about him.  Then the one Michael Lopez that he knew denied criticizing him. The impression that Bob leaves is that I criticized him and then backed away after being caught. This is probably just Bob's faulty memory. To clarify, there was a Catholic message board where someone named 'Michael L' made a post that criticized him for his venture into Geocentrism.  I actually do think Bob owes my friend Gary Hoge $1000 for this weird challenge that he made on disproving Geocentrism, but that is besides the point.  There are loads of people who have last names that begin with L. It could be Logan, Lake, Love, Lieber, Landon, Langley, Luganis, many other names besides Lopez. 

But Bob immediately jumped to the conclusion that it was me, and wrote a very long attack on 'Michael Lopez', within a day or two that was posted on the CAI web site. He did not even give me the courtesy of notifying me about this. When I saw it on the CAI web site, I emailed him to let him know that I was not the Michael L that had posted on the message board.  Fortunately he took down the piece that had attacked me soon afterward.  However, I believe this illustrates Bob’s propensity to attack without even verifying things from credible sources. In this case, of course, I would have been the credible source to ask first.**
 

Bob's credibility as a whole, as a researcher in all areas continues to be called into question because he continues to defend and excuse the use of unquestionably Anti-Semitic sources. Quoting from such sources and writing that readers need to 'prove that they are not true' is not a credible way of writing and researching.  I hope that Bob can finally turn away and truly repudiate his use of such sources, and not feed into conspiracy theories.  His 'War and Peace' size defense of his work, even with his half-hearted admission of mistakes, does not do the job. 

Michael Lopez  

**Note:  This is a pattern with Bob.  He assumes the worst with absolute surety and gets himself into trouble.  I still have in my possession emails that illustrate a similar situation that occurred with James White.  Someone at Amazon.com posted a positive review of Bob’s book under the name “Jim White”. But because Bob thought it was James White (the Protestant apologist) he managed to see the review in a negative light and sent a very nasty and threatening email to James White, even promising legal action.
I wrote to him at the time and indicated that I didn’t see how it could be James White because the review was positive.  But Bob said he was convinced the review was intended in a snide, malicious way.

James White responded and told Bob to relax, that it was not him, that he doesn’t even visit the Amazon comments.  Bob finally gave way and apologized.

The point is, he is reflexively suspicious of others, reading the very worst into what they write and say.  Yet he demands that everyone else treat him and his own writings with the highest levels of charity and fairness.  If they don’t (by his standard) it is immediate evidence of some kind of malice or desire to harm him.
