PATRICK MORRIS: 

In the days since Michael's article has gone up, I've been disturbed at some of the charges that have come out against Michael in Robert's rebuttal. I'm still hopeful that peace will win the day in this discussion, but there are a few things in Robert's piece that I feel the need to address, for good or for ill. 

The first regards Michael's supposed mishandling of the website. Robert states:

“Michael rearranged our website, without telling me, so that the "offending" material no longer appeared, since he knew that his concert promoter was going to be checking our website.” 

The fact of the matter is this: When I was working as webmaster for CAI, Michael NEVER personally posted or removed ANYTHING from the website. This was solely the responsibility of either Jacob Michael or me. If it were possible for Michael to add or remove articles then I really don't know why Robert had a webmaster in the first place since Robert himself knew how to upload articles and often did so at his discretion. In short, I cannot remember a single instance when Michael posted or removed any articles himself – I, Jake Michael and John Novotny were always the only ones requested to do that work.  To my knowledge, Michael never even had access or the password and both John Novotny and I have recollection of many times when Michael would urge us to post something or correct a simple error more quickly.  Obviously, if he could have made such changes, he would have.
Robert goes on in his rebuttal to express some (reasonable) doubt as to my true motives for leaving CAI. He writes:

“When Patrick left CAI, he mentioned nothing about Jewish issues. In fact, on a couple of occasions he endorsed what I was saying.” 

To my shame, I also admit that I endorsed harsh language that was used towards John Paul II and the modern popes. We're all angry when we see the Church we love falling apart. We'll say and do almost anything to see things turned around. The trap I fell into is this: Because of Robert's thorough knowledge of scripture and church teaching, I believed that everything he said was OK. I even trusted that the way he said things was OK. I believed it was OK for Robert to write that John XXIII's death from cancer was a direct punishment from heaven for not fulfilling Our Lady's request to consecrate Russia. Though it sounded very harsh, presemptous and uncharitable to me to make such a statement I thought, "I'm not Robert Sungenis. He knows enough about the bible to know what is and is not 'uncharitable.' Who am I to question what he wrote?" Herein lies the danger when he speaks on issues regarding the Jews or any other issue in which primary research is lacking.  How many people walk away with the impression that if Robert Sungenis is comfortable with what he finds on white supremacist websites then that must mean that the information found there is trustworthy? 

 

 

So, the point eventually came when I had to face the fact that these criticisms where doing more harm than good. Rather than focusing on how to get people to heaven, we were instead fostering an unhealthy distrust – not only towards the Pope's but towards the Jews as well. 

 

Robert continues:

“This matter is even more suspect in that none of the above volunteers to CAI (Morris, J. Michael, Lopez, Novotny) never hesitated to express their concerns and desires to me about many other issues during their work at CAI, and I always listened to them and accommodated their desires. So why, if Jewish issues were the most important reason they left CAI, did they fail to mention this very serious issue to me? If the Jewish issue was such a concern that it made them leave CAI, didn't they have an obligation to come to me and discuss it? If they had some suspicions, wouldn't the proper thing be to ask me if I, indeed, meant what I appeared to say so as to clear up any potential misunderstanding they had?” 

Under normal circumstances, "yes."  However, the circumstances at the time of my departure were anything but normal. I had learned from Michael that he had confronted Robert on these issues and had received quite the scolding from Robert for doing so. Michael confided to me that Robert had used some rather harsh language towards him for daring to cross Robert about these things. Does it take a genius to see why I didn't see the need to put myself on the other end of Robert's battering-ram, especially considering that I was struggling with life issues as Robert explains in his rebuttal? I see no dishonesty in what I did. If no one prior to me had raised these objections to Robert than, surely, I would have had a responsibility to confront him with it. But, I was assured that prior efforts were made and failed, miserably. So, I said what I needed to say and left as quietly as possible hoping that these things would just go away… they didn't. 

I want to conclude by what I feel is the most troublesome part of Robert's rebuttal:

If we point out the numerous atrocities that the Israelis have perpetrated on the Palestinian people, or show evidence of the connections of International Zionism to finance the ruthless activities of the Mossad, we will be considered "anti-semites," regardless if the information is true or even partly true. (emphasis mine).

For as long as I've known Robert, he's not one to cater to anything "partly true." His writings in his "Not By…" series have proven that to me. He is a scholar of the highest caliber. Can you see why I find his candid admission here so troubling? I've come to see that a man I deeply respect for his brutal honesty and love for souls has stooped to using the "partly true" when it comes to discussing these issues.  This is the reason why I decided to give my input to Michael's article. 

What's more is this: Though I can't speak for the others who gave their input, I can assure you that Michael did not pressure me or brainwash me into contributing to his article. He even purposely left me out of it because he knows of my own struggles; struggles that Robert rightly alludes to in his rebuttal when speaking of me.  He only made me aware of the article shortly before it was to be posted and told me he thought I should not be involved.  However, the next day I contacted him and asked to contribute to the foreword.  My only concern here is to set straight some of the false information that Robert has posted about Mike in hopes that we can focus on the real issues. 

If you're reading this, Robert, I want you to know that I love you to death and always will. You will never know how deeply your writing and influence have affected me. I pray that you will listen to us with an open heart and see the danger of going against your best judgment when it comes to discussing these issues. All we ask is that you use the same caliber of scholarship with these issues as you have so admirably done with other apologetics topics and look into your own heart to discern whether your motives are as pure as they should be. 

God Bless,

-Patrick Morris

