Leaving CAI:  Setting the Record Straight

Although Bob’s personal charges against me and attempts at motive divination are completely irrelevant to the evidence against him in regard to Jewish issues, it seems perhaps that it is now appropriate to set the record straight in regard to them.  Perhaps in part because Bob has now gone so far as to accuse me of being a “bold-faced liar” it seems necessary for his sake as much as anyone else’s.  I will not go so far as to judge Bob in the way that he has judged me, but I will say that he is dead wrong and I will say that he ought to have known better.  But unfortunately, there is a persistent pattern of demonizing those who leave their association with Bob because of a serious disagreement.  Suddenly, such people who Bob once dubbed “geniuses”, “forthright and honest”, “best friends”, “radiating with the love of God,” etc. become people who Bob had always considered with dark suspicion, “opportunists” with shady motives and “Judases.”  

Below are many quotes from Bob’s latest article (in black), quotes from other sources (in red) and my notes on each (in blue).

Michael Forrest

Sungenis quotes from:  http://www.catholicintl.com/book-recomendation/palmweb.pdf
R. Sungenis: I haven’t changed the story. The facts are these: Mr. Forrest wanted me to

take down Jewish material from our site because whoever he was going to speak for or

play music for, might be looking at our CAI website. I refused to take it down, and Mr.

Forrest proceeded to call me an anti-semite. I proved this by the letter I wrote to Mr.

Forrest in March 2005. It’s all there and it was posted on our website.

Note:  The claim that he hasn’t changed the story is remarkable, really. His inconsistencies and contradictions have been documented at length. However, this newest rendition is the closest to the truth of all that Sungenis has tried to date.  In this version, he has at least left out the part about how it was my “promoter” who I was concerned about. Clearly, the point of saying my concern arose because of my “promoter” was to suggest a selfish, mercenary aspect to this, as though I was out for money and self-promotion.  This latest version is at least an improvement in that regard.  In fact, as I openly pointed out long ago in Robert Sungenis and the Jews:

Fourth, I was invited to speak about traditional marriage at a public high school in Massachusetts….(note, this was among many reasons listed, it was not at all the only reason)…

I thought it wise and prudent to be prepared with concrete, indisputable proof in case the anti-Christian liberals likely to crash such a presentation decided to try to discredit both me and defenders of traditional marriage by associating us with anti-Semitism.  My name was posted all over the school.  Any simple google search would reveal that I was associated with Catholic Apologetics International.  And what had happened in 2002 at CAI was readily accessible as well.

After doing the research recounted above in this study, I recognized a dilemma in regard to my pending presentation at the public high school.  I knew I could no longer honestly claim that Bob had retracted and apologized for the things he wrote in 2002.  And if I was asked, “then why do you continue to support and work for him?”, I also knew I could offer no satisfactory answer.  Additionally, in light of the imminent threat to traditional marriage in Massachusetts, I felt it would be imprudent to endanger the nascent, beleaguered movement to protect it.  It was almost miraculous that we had even been permitted to speak at public high school.  And I could not reasonably contend that I found the views expressed by Bob to be serious and wrong while simultaneously publicly supporting and defending him.

Note: So, I’ve never hidden these facts.  They have been repeated several times. The problem is Bob’s insistence on interpreting events in the most negative light, in spite of my direct statements and evidence to the contrary…and his refusal to read carefully (or at all).  He has no proof of his accusations other than his personal recollection, a recollection tainted by his extremely emotional and reactive state at the time (a memory he now at least admits is “faulty” on the details).  

Furthermore, I contacted the young man who led the conservative club at Hudson High School (Chris Bowler) and asked him a series of questions, which you can read here: http://www.lumengentleman.com/content.asp?id=265
These prove conclusively that: a) Music was never a part of the presentation, b) I asked for no money for the presentation (they gave me enough to cover my travel expenses), c) As I expected, I was harassed by supporters of “gay marriage” who crashed the presentation, d) I had no personal “promoter.” The young man did not work for my benefit, he was the head of a high school club.  And finally, the last two are below in their entirety:

9) Did you or anyone else associated with the club ever express any concerns at all to me about my association with the organization Catholic Apologetics International either before, during or after you invited me to speak at your club? 

(Bowler): I was not aware of Mr. Forrest's association with the organization Catholic Apologetics International either before, during or after he came to speak to the club. But if the issue had come up, there would have been no problem. Many of the club members were Christians. Chad Braswell, Stephanie Braswell, their friend Chris, and James Melillo (the club's Vice President), who are passionate about Protestanism, did not take any offense to Mr. Forrest's Catholic faith, nor did any of the other members with or without any religious background. 

10) Did you or anyone else ever mention any concerns about me or anyone I had ever been associated with in relation to Jews or the Pope? 

(Bowler): No. 

Note: In regard to Bob’s claim that I called him an “Antisemite”, he is wrong. And the written record will go a long way toward proving the genesis of his mistake.  In fact, the proof was given previously and Bob has apparently just not read it.  But once again, here it is (from Sungenis and the Jews: David Palm’s Defense of Michael Forrest:  http://www.lumengentleman.com/content.asp?id=251).   The following is from my written response to Bob when I was leaving CAI, from March 18, 2005:

(Forrest): In regard to your written comment about "Jews" hating Christ (which directly preceded the hang up), in fact, you wrote "almost all" and "99%", not absolutely "all." In this, I apologize for the slight exaggeration. Yet, it does not affect the point I was making. Perhaps you did not understand it at the time. My point was simply that I believe this kind of gross exaggeration impacts upon and reflects your views of the Jewish people….

While I still do not believe you are Anti-Semitic, I believe it is clear that something has so colored your feelings so that you are prone to seek out and accept more negative things without question than you would ever accept so easily in relation to other issues, like Scripture, Church councils, etc. in which you are expert.  And it seems probable to me that the more you surround yourself with the negative, the more certain of and adamant about the negative you become and, hence, the more likely that another unfortunate incident will result that negatively impacts everyone. (Forrest, e-mail of 03/18/2005). 

Note: So, here I made clear that what preceded the hang-up was not an accusation that Bob hated all Jews, but that Bob believed all Jews hated Christ. It was and is still my contention that Bob’s belief that almost all Jews hate Christ is unduly coloring his views and making him overly suspicious of anything Jewish.  Yet, even after this clarification in black and white, Bob still completely missed it and returned reactively to what he thought I had said:

(Sungenis): What is sticking with me is the last thing you said before I hung up the phone (the statement about me supposedly having some animosity toward ALL Jewish people). The hurt and betrayal I am feeling is compounded by the fact that later in your letter you try to excuse your statement by referring to it as merely "a slight exaggeration." It was as if you had been waiting to accuse me of "hating all Jews" for quite some time, and this was your opportunity to get it out. (Sungenis, e-mail of 03/22/2005). 

Note: The record is clear that I never accused Bob of hating all Jews or of being an Anti-Semite, but it seems that his “automatic pilot” kicked in when the subject of Jewish issues got going and he heard what he expected to hear, rather than what I actually said.  He has apparently never let go of that and it seems to keep driving his anger ever since. It was a simple misunderstanding on his part.

As to his claim “proving” that his account is correct with the written record, all the written record proves in regard to this specific issue is that 1) Bob believed I accused him of hating all Jews 2)  I responded that I had said he believed all Jews hated Christ, and that this was a slight exaggeration, that he had said 99% of Jews or “almost all” hated Christ, and that I did not think he was an Anti-Semite, 3) He didn’t read what I wrote carefully and returned once again to the assertion that I accused him of hating all Jews.

Notice also, in this newest article, Bob says that I called him an “Antisemite”.  Yet, further on in this very same article, he writes:  "Mr. Forrest has never accused me of anti-semitism.”  So, which is it?

Sungenis:  I wasn’t sure what instrument he would be playing, but I knew he would be singing. I know because Mr. Forrest had already sent me his music CDs about a year prior.

Note:   This is almost entirely false.  I have never sung at any speaking presentation I have given about abortion or homosexual “marriage”.  These presentations (of which I have really not done many, btw, maybe 8 over the years, and almost always to students) were sans music.  Also, his claim about sending him my music “Cd’s” about a year prior is bogus as well and completely irrelevant to what happened at my speaking engagement.  The only bit of truth in this claim is that I have produced exactly one CD (not cd’s) by the name of The Father’s Lullabye…but  in 1998…six years before Bob says I sent him this CD.  All one need to do is look on the back of the CD to read the copyright date.

R. Sungenis:  As for his claim that “Michael never said anything about his

promoter being worried about CAI” that is just a bold-faced lie, and I will here and now

call Mr. Forrest a bold-faced liar for telling Mr. Palm those words. I was the one on the

other end of the phone, not Mr. Palm.

Note:  And Bob sins by making the false accusation.  He is wrong.  As I have documented in my letter written back in 2005 and in Robert Sungenis and the Jews, it had nothing to do with selfish worries about my supposed personal “promoter.”  It had to do with those whom I expected to crash the presentation (and they did in fact show up and harass me).  I did not want to harm the movement to protect marriage by allowing it to be tied to Anti-Semitism (clearly, this sort of thing happens as recently demonstrated by the Southern Poverty Law Center's series of articles that tend to tarnish the Traditionalist movement by associating it with Anti-Semitism.  These articles have created quite a stir, whether or not they are entirely fair and accurate).  Simply review the account I wrote (above) in Robert Sungenis and the Jews.  This was neither a selfish nor unreasonable concern.  Yet Bob continues to frame it in such a way.

R. Sungenis: These are the facts. hether listening in the room or hearing it for herself on the phone or by inquiring what as said, my wife was privy to everything Mr. Forrest was doing to me, everything.

Note: 
First, it should be pointed out that Bob has lied about his wife being an “eyewitness” to our conversation and is now altering his language, saying only that she was “privy” to it:   

Sungenis: “Mr. Forrest yelled to me on the phone that I was an anti-semite…My wife was a witness to the whole fiasco. No one else was an eyewitness…” 
(Christopher Blosser and the Catholic ADL, page 3)

And in attempting to prove to David Palm that his wife actually heard his conversation with me, Bob wrote:

Sungenis: "My conversations on the phone are often held on speaker-phone, and my wife, since she works for CAI as a secretary and bookkeeper, is often listening to my conversations, whether by happenstance or deliberately." 
(e-mail of January 20, 2007)

Now read on from October 2006, when he told the truth about the source of his wife's account:

Sungenis:  "Mr. Forrest never denied to me that he had a gig or a promoter for the gig around the beginning of 2005. He told me these things on the phone, and my wife remembers it  because I told her about the whole conversation." 
(JMATJ, p. 54, emphasis added)
It is little wonder then that Maureen’s account is the same as Bob’s.  

Additionally, Bob’s complaint about “everything” I “was doing to” him has always puzzled me.  He has previously spoken of my departure as a heinous betrayal.  Exactly what was it that I did?  In private, I strongly criticized him about his treatment of JPII (especially after he hit him with bogus charges and continued to criticize him even while he was on his death-bed).  On this score, he came into agreement with me and promised to stop (further promising to post an apology, which eventually appeared in 2006).  Then (again, in private) I strongly criticized him about Jewish issues, in particular, for never coming clean about what he wrote back in 2002, for never truly retracting or apologizing for anything of substance.  I told him that it would never go away until he did so.  It was on this issue that he became completely intransigent and incoherent.  Eventually, he got to the point where it was obvious he was no longer listening but was on something of an “auto-pilot”.  I have provided my entire first written response to Bob at the end of this piece.

Then I privately wrote to him and said that I could no longer maintain my public association with him if he would not alter his course.   I did not intend to cut off the personal friendship by so doing.  I decided that I could not publicly associate with CAI any longer.  

That’s the supposedly heinous “betrayal” that led Bob to damn me as a “Judas” whose very name makes Bob want to vomit and whose prayers will not be heard by God.
I still cannot help but reflect on the irony.  Bob saw this private argument as a complete and utter betrayal while he was doing far worse to the Vicar of Christ himself:  attributing false quotes and actions, condemning him as a modernist, one of the worst popes in history, etc…in public…even while he was on his death bed.  Yet, Bob absolutely insisted that he was operating squarely within the bounds of filial loyalty and love. As David Palm would say, “One standard for me, another for thee”?  

How is it that my private, strong disagreement with Bob could be a complete Judas-like betrayal while Bob’s public assault on the dying pontiff was perfectly acceptable?  Had I gone to Bob’s enemies and turned him in for my own personal gain?  I remained almost completely silent for almost 2 years and was finally motivated by the intensity of the animus evident at CAI against Jews…topped off by the White supremacist National Vanguard articles.  I felt that I had a responsibility to make known what was exposed in Robert Sungenis and the Jews for the sake of all the people who might be misled into considering Bob a trustworthy and scholarly source of information about Jews.  I knew better.  And I saw that more people unfortunately seemed to be believing him.  In conscience, I could not stand by in relative silence any longer.  I had spoken to Bob privately with more intensity and seriousness than anyone ever had before and he was unmoved.  In fact, he dug his heels in even more.  

So, the question is: what exactly have I sought and received for all of this?  Have I made a penny? Am I out seeking speaking engagements and guest columns in magazines?  No and no.  But Bob most certainly has a financial and professional interest in all of this.  

Finally, my wife was equally privy to what was occurring and her recollection is quite different than what Bob purports Maureen to have.  But I would prefer to keep my wife out of it.  

R. Sungenis: Mr. Forrest sent me CDs of his latest albums. I

still have them (although I can honestly say that Mr. Forrest wouldn’t make it past the

first round of American Idol). And he told me he was trying to get more musical gigs in

the future. He told me that he planned on playing music when he spoke at various events.
Note:   I plead guilty to the American Idol charge.  Although this is yet another case of Bob completely changing his tune about people once he deems them to be the enemy.  Here is what Bob wrote about my CD back in 1999:

“In the process of coming to know Michael Forrest, he has become one of my most trusted friends.  His sensitivity to people and their needs is almost without compare.  Much of this stems from his passion and knowledge of the Catholic faith, which exudes from his being from the first time you meet him.  Michael is also very astute in his doctrinal knowledge of the Catholic faith.  He has helped me on countless issues and has been a constant source of encouragement.

But even more attractive is that I have found him to be a very ardent defender of life.  Not only in our personal conversations, but especially in his music he has shared his passion for the defense of the unborn and his love of Catholicism.  I have thoroughly enjoyed his recent CD “The Father’s Lullaby,” and I highly recommend it to all those with the same passion for life and family.

In light of this, there would be no treat greater than engaging Michael personally-from listening to his interesting conversion story and his vast knowledge of the Catholic faith, to the performance of his very touching and beautiful music.  He is an extraordinarily gifted man and I am privileged to know him.


Robert Sungenis
For my part, I still believe NBFA, NBSA and NBBA are good and praiseworthy works, as I conveyed in Robert Sungenis and the Jews. 
Also, as the record proves, I stopped writing and playing music publicly back in early 2004.  However, I did not send him “cd’s of (my) latest albums.”  How can I prove this?  Again, I have produced one album in my life and it was produced and copyrighted in 1998, about seven years before I left CAI.  The name of it is The Father’s Lullabye and Bob had it years before I left CAI.  If Bob can find another of my albums, I would certainly like to know about it.  It’s news to me. The fact is that I have not written and recorded a song since then.  

I also challenge Bob openly to provide hard evidence of  a) any speaking engagements at which I also played music and/or sang, b) any music gigs I played from mid-2004 onward at all, c) any speaking engagement at which I was paid anything more than a very nominal amount to cover some travel expenses.  Let me save him some time:  there is no evidence to be found because none of it ever occurred.

R. Sungenis: He had a person who was organizing his speaking engagement, and this

same person or his associates were told by Mr. Forrest that he was a volunteer for CAI.

Mr. Forrest then shared that this organizer was concerned about me and the CAI website,

and that’s when Mr. Forrest asked me to take down Jewish articles from our site, and

that’s when he put up the get-well card for JP2.

Note:  The only thing correct in Bob’s statement is that there was a person who organized the speaking engagement.  As I have shown, his name is Chris Bowler and he was the president of the Conservative Club at Hudson High School.  He invited many speakers in, of which I was only one.  Neither he nor anyone else at the school knew anything about my association with CAI.  He was not my promoter, as Bob had previously and erroneously indicated.  When Bob wrote “his promoter” it seems clear that he intended to give the impression that the young man was working specifically for me to find gigs or speaking engagements, which is false.  He had many meetings during the year and sometimes invited people in to speak.  I was one such individual.  This is common sense and anyone should be able to understand the difference.

(Palm): Nobody told Michael that he would not hire him to play in a concert because of his association with CAI

R. Sungenis: I never said they wouldn’t hire him. I said that Mr. Forrest was concerned

that the organizer would be looking at our website.

Note:  False.  This is what Bob wrote in Michael Forrest and the Jews (p. 7):

Sungenis: "One day Michael’s concert promoter told Michael that

he would not hire him to play in the concert because of his association with CAI and because of some of the ‘Jewish’ articles on our website" 

(Palm): Michael never "rearranged" the Web site and was, in fact, incapable of doing so.

R. Sungenis: Mr. Forrest told John Novotny to put up the get-well card for JP2, and Mr.

Forrest signed all the CAI volunteer’s names to the card, as well as my name, without

asking any of us for permission to use our names. This posting of the get-well card was in

lieu of the essay Mr. Forrest was then preparing which specified 15 problems with the

pontificate of JP2.

Note:  It is true I asked John to put up the get well card for JPII.  Our pope had just been admitted to the hospital and was considered to be in very bad shape.  In fact, this was his death-bed.  But the problem is that Bob originally wrote the following:

(Sungenis): Although he has not admitted this to anyone, Michael did not leave CAI of his own accord. I terminated his stay with us. I have the letter I wrote to him to prove it.  I terminated his stay because of the underhanded activity he was doing at CAI. Let me explain…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. (emphasis added.  Michael Forrest and the Jews)

Note: So, Bob says here that he fired me for “underhanded activity”.  I was supposedly rearranging the website, sneakily taking down items that I didn’t like.  Now Bob is saying that I asked John Novotny to put up a call for prayer for the Pope. That’s quite a different story. 

Of course this does not address the problem that the written record proves conclusively that I said I was leaving before he supposedly “fired” me.  In fact, before I wrote that I was leaving unless he could control his proclivities toward self-inflicted wounds (and not just on Jewish issues, incidentally), he was quite clear that he wanted me to stay on at CAI.  Only after I made clear that I intended to leave did he suddenly decide that I should not continue at CAI any longer.  The quotes below are the only ones in our entire correspondence dealing with my status at CAI.  Follow the time-line:

A) Bob’s email to me, March 4, 2005:

1) (Sungenis): “If for any reason you do not feel comfortable with these positions any longer, you are free to leave CAI. Please do not feel that you are obligated to me or CAI in any way.”
2) (Sungenis): “If, despite these differences, you would like to remain with CAI, I would welcome you with open arms.”
Note: Clearly, there is no suggestion anywhere in here that Bob intends to “fire” me.  In fact, he says just the opposite and makes it clear that the ball is in my court.  

B) My email to Bob, March 18, 2005:

(Forrest): If you do not or will not see these unnecessary, self-inflicted wounds, I can have no expectation that they will be remedied in any consistent and meaningful way. I do not believe you fully understand the damage and pain these errors cause, because if you did, you would not fall back into them so easily and frequently. . . If we cannot reach definitive agreement on these central points, I cannot in good conscience continue my public support of and association with CAI.
Note: Just as clearly, I informed Bob that I would be leaving unless he agrees to stop the “unnecessary, self-inflicted wounds” (in particular, shoddy research, Jewish animus, double-standards, etc).   

C) Bob’s Final Response to Me on the Issue, March 22, 2005:
1) (Sungenis): “If you want to make our friendship and business association terminate by playing the Jewish card, that is your prerogative…”
2) (Sungenis): “I only wished you had bowed out more gracefully rather than try to point the finger at me”
3) (Sungenis): “I do not expect you to resume your duties at CAI, and neither will I expect you down here on the 24th of April.”
Note:  Here, in quote #1, Bob clearly conveys that it will be I who “make our friendship and business (sic) association terminate”, not Bob.   Of course, I said nothing at all about our personal friendship, only our public association (not “business association”, as he put it, I never received a penny from Bob). 

In quote #2, Bob again expresses my departure in terms of my action, not his...“I only wish you had bowed out more gracefully…”

Bob then went on to make clear that he would not alter course in regard to the issues I had raised.  Finally, after a very long email in which Bob apparently became more and more worked up as he wrote it, he finished by saying that he didn’t “expect” me to resume my duties at CAI and that he wouldn’t “expect” me to come down on the 24th of April (the baptism of his son).

The record is clear.  I terminated the public association with CAI.  And Bob was so upset by this that he cut off our personal relationship. Additionally, as David Palm himself has noted, I had told him (David) about a couple of weeks before Bob even knew that I would be leaving CAI (again, if Bob refused to be more careful and prudent in the future). 

Now let’s address his last claim that the plea for prayer was “in lieu of” the article documenting the problems of JPII and the article itself.

This is false.  Unlike Bob’s “News Alerts” about Jewish issues that are pulled from old articles at extremist sites and treated as though they are breaking stories, I asked John Novotny to post the plea for prayer because I had just received notification of the Pope’s serious illness that very same day (and to be clear, asking John to post such items at CAI was a common occurrence, not at all out of the ordinary).  I thought it would be appropriate to have it come from all of CAI rather than just appearing to come from me.  I thought it would look a bit presumptuous and I still do:  Michael Forrest requests prayer for Pope?  Certainly, if the actual prayer request that included everyone made Bob deeply suspicious of my selfish motives, what would a prayer that only mentioned me have wrought?  Is this a case of "damned if you do, damned if you don't"? 

An additional problem with Bob’s contention here is that my speaking engagement was at a secular, public High School.   The people in attendance were almost all non-Catholic.  So why would the issue of the Pope be a concern there? The answer:  it wouldn’t be and it wasn’t.  Yet, Bob wrote:

(Sungenis): I wondered to myself, ‘It’s nice to have concern for the pope, but why are we advertising it. Are we trying to convince people of something?’ The answer to that, I believe, is yes, and, considering all the has transpired in the last couple weeks, that is precisely why you put the notice on our site, in order to convince your gig employers that CAI was clean, and that you were also.

(Jacob Michael and the Jews, pages 15 and 48)
On the other hand, how about a public association with an organization that had promoted Nazi propaganda and other related anti-Jewish ugliness when speaking in arguably the most liberal state in the country? Yes, that might create a problem and I said so and continue to say so forthrightly. But for Bob, nothing was as important as either his pride or his personal mission…a mission that includes exposing the Jews at all cost. He had no concern at all for the potential danger to the movement to defend marriage posed by his continued embrace of the extreme and inflammatory things he had written about Jews in 2002. And he cared not a whit that all of this put me in direct conflict with my conscience.  
Now that I had discovered that Bob still held to all the views expressed in his scandalous article from 2002, I could no longer legitimately defend either him, the traditional marriage movement or myself by saying that he had apologized and retracted them (as I had normally done until that time).  Bob’s terse response to this was simply, “that’s your problem”.  While my concern was for everyone involved (including Bob), Bob’s concern was exclusively for himself, or more accurately, for his pride and fixation on Jewish issues (see my final email to Bob, below).

So, what of this article that Bob has repeatedly referred to?  What was it all about?  Why did it never appear?  I had actually written a lengthy response to all of Bob’s accusations and objections (from his final, lengthy email to me back on March 22, 2005) but eventually thought better of sending it because Bob began writing a series of short emails, one after the other, that became more and more irrational and ugly (I did send it to two close friends at the time for their input, but they agreed there was no point in continuing the discussion with Bob). Even when I did not respond to the first such email, he proceeded to send more along the same vein:  I’m Judas. God won’t hear my prayers until I apologize to Bob. The very sight of my name makes him want to vomit in disgust.  Don’t contact him again. As such, one may understand why I did not continue the discussion.

But here are some excerpts dealing with his complaint about the article/list on Pope JPII:

(From unsent email of March 2005, written after receiving Bob’s final, long reply)

First, again, I have not been in the band for almost a year now.  So I obviously didn’t say anything about a “gig” or “musical promoters”. You are just plain making that part up, whether accidentally or not.   Second, I mentioned this NOT AT ALL to suggest that CAI give in to illegitimate pressure.  I have never been intimidated over things that I believe are correct and right and have defended you strenuously and consistently about such things. You know this…

If you had a question about the “praying for the Pope” article, Bob, all you had to do was ask.  The reality is pretty simple and not at all nefarious….

Also, if I was that worried about my association (with CAI) for purely selfish reasons, I could have simply and easily bolted and told everyone that I no longer have anything to do with CAI….maybe write an article going after you, and really endear myself to them? (Note: while I did eventually write an article, I would remind the reader that it was after almost two years and 100 articles, features and Q and A’s about Jews….including articles from White Supremacists.  I had hoped Bob would eventually tire of it, but he did not.  People kept making me aware of his continuing attacks and eventually my conscience would not allow me to remain silent any longer.)  Yet, here I am, weeks later trying to find a resolution.  Does all of this make sense under your suspicious view of my motives?

Remember, I already openly told you that I was concerned about the frequency, stridency and absolute nature of your papal criticisms…So I was certainly not trying to hide anything from you.  As such, I don’t see how you can reasonably infer such bad, secret motives.  Either I would have to be an idiot or I’d have to believe you were one…

If you are asking me if I believe you were out of line for publicly calling the Pope a modernist, my answer is “yes”.   Modernism is a heresy.  Publicly stating that the pope is a modernist without equivocation is tantamount to publicly judging the Pope.  By stating this so definitively you act as though a canonical judgment has been made upon him.  You are a lay person and have no legitimate authority to make such definitive judgments upon the Vicar of Christ.  If you had written something along the line that you are deeply concerned because some of the Pope’s actions and words appear to be modernist in your opinion, that would at least be allowable.  This is, of course, entirely aside from even taking prudential considerations into account or your own moral authority and standing.  These things would also have to be considered.  

(As to the list of 15 items)…We did not put the list together.  You dictated the list to me.   I asked for it for this simple reason and I told you exactly this on the phone when you gave me the list:  I wanted to pare it down, boil it down to more essential issues, what was really at the heart of your objections.   Why?   Because I believed you were shooting a shotgun at the Pope, writing articles as soon as they struck you and hoped this exercise might help to at least focus things a bit and give some discipline rather than shooting at every target.  This was also before some of the other things happened that caused me concern.  I stopped pursuing it (the article) after I read your answer on the Jews and the article on Vatican II (condemnatory toward JPII, bogus quote, etc.).
…There is obviously an essential difference between private complaint/criticism and public complaint/criticism….not just a matter of being “a bit more vocal”, as you benignly put it.   As a father, you surely know the difference between a couple of your kids saying, “Dad was wrong today and he really ticked me off” between themselves out of frustration and writing a harsh, judgmental article in the New York Times about it.

Families sometimes complain about one another amongst themselves and refuse to do so outside the family, and in public settings.  This is not duplicity, but discernment and respect.  And you are again creating false dichotomies.  I have amply laid out and explained that I agree there is such a thing as responsible, respectful criticism.  And you agreed enough with me to the point where you once asked me to edit your own writing and just recently agreed that it would be appropriate for CAI to post an apology in the site for crossing the line.  Were you wrong?

I already explained why I wanted you to narrow things down Bob.  I hoped to pare the list down to essentials and weed out what I considered the “shot gun” approach. That was what I was going to do after you gave me all of your complaints.   I told you that on the phone, but in more gentle terms.  And it is not true that I indicated was very satisfied with them, as though I was personally on board and wanted to continue to publish each and every one (note: I do not dispute that I agreed with some.)  Did I offer additions to the list after Assisi and the discipline issues?  No.  I just kept asking “anything else?”   Perhaps this is a small part of the problem. In trying to be positive with you to help deal with my concerns (rather than deal with them through straight, stark criticism), it seems you made incorrect assumptions about my agreement.  If I had actually finished what I intended, you would better have understood, but I did not because of the situation (note: the things mentioned in the email from 3/18/05, below, including the bogus quote of JP II, etc.).    

Palm: No "concert promoter" was going to be checking the Web site.

R. Sungenis: Mr. Forrest said that someone associated with his engagement might be

checking our website. Whether it was a “concert promoter” is insignificant. There was

enough concern about whoever it was that Mr. Forrest asked me to take down Jewish

material from our site.

Note:  This is misleading and contradictory.  I never said that someone from the engagement “might be checking our website”, as though they knew about it and might or might not go to check it out.  The fact is, no one there knew I was associated with CAI, period.  Again, I have the testimony of the head of the club who invited me to speak as proof.   What did I say?  I said that someone who doesn’t want me there to defend marriage might find out that I was associated with CAI if they checked (just googling my name) and if they did, they would probably come across all of the material about Jews at CAI, especially the 2002 fiasco. And if they did, after finally going back and reading everything, I could no longer legitimately defend myself and the Traditional Marriage movement by saying CAI had apologized for and retracted the problematic items (like the Nazi material, etc)….because it was not true.  Bob never did really apologize or retract anything at all.
Additionally, I do not ever recall asking Bob to take down articles on Jewish issues.  The only things I recall asking Bob to remove were my own biography and articles, after I had quit (a request with which he has never fully complied to this day):  http://www.catholicintl.com/epologetics/dialogs/pastoral/abortion-debate.htm, http://www.catholicintl.com/catholicissues/kudos-cai.htm, http://www.catholicintl.com/epologetics/dialogs/pastoral/kerry-abortion-print.htm
http://www.catholicintl.com/noncatholicissues/contraception1.htm
In fact, if you review our correspondence from that time, you will see no mention of any such request to take down Jewish articles. And actually, there is evidence to the contrary as proved by Bob’s own email to me on March 22, 2005, which I still have in its entirety (quoted in Mr. Michael and the Jews).  Bob wrote:

“There hasn’t been anything on our site related to the Jews for three years, except to explain to one Jewish man why we had militaristic themes on our site (to combat the pedophile priests who raped him). And despite what my personal feelings are about Zionists and other bad Jews, I haven’t said one negative thing about them for three years, yet you still complain.”
So, if, as Bob indicated in his last, lengthy email to me, he hadn’t written anything against Jews for three years (since 2002), then what articles did I supposedly demand he take down about Jews?  

I did tell him that I firmly believed he needed to openly and genuinely retract and apologize for his scandalous article in 2002 in order to finally be able to move past it (and which I mention very clearly in the correspondence with him before I quit…see below).  People are often very forgiving, if you actually apologize.  But he would have none of it.
Also, as I noted previously, Bob wrote : “One day Michael’s concert promoter told Michael that he would not hire him to play in the concert because of his association with CAI and because of some of the ‘Jewish’ articles on our website"  So he is changing his story again.  Clearly the impression given by claiming I had a personal “concert promoter” is far more helpful to the picture Bob was attempting to paint of me as a self-seeking opportunist than the truth.
Palm:  Michael did have problems with articles on Jewish issues prior to his departure and we have the e-mails to prove it

R. Sungenis: Then the facts as I am presenting them fit, since at no time prior to Mr.

Forrest’s speaking engagement did he express his desire to either take down said articles

or show any reticence to me of them being on the site. How could he? I had put Mr.

Forrest in charge of screening the articles before they went up on the site!!

Note:  The problem here is that this claim has been debunked several times and Bob is still apparently not reading….even his own previous writing on the topic.  David Palm published the evidence proving that within a couple of months of my becoming editor (February 2003), Bob was already bypassing me regularly, even apologizing on one occasion for so doing.  Patrick Morris noted it and complained to me about it.  Later in that same year, I even contacted Patrick Morris to change my bio to reflect the fact that I was only reviewing “some” of the articles by “staff apologists” on the site.  This was way back in 2003 that I had stopped being responsible for editing and reviewing what Bob wrote.  This is further proven by my last long email to Bob (reproduced at the bottom of this piece).  I quit CAI in 2005. In fact, even Bob acknowledged that I was no longer reviewing his articles, and so once again he contradicts himself:

“I made the decision because I simply didn't need Mr. Forrest to edit my articles any longer. It was too cumbersome a task for him and me, and there was no real urgency to have it continue.”  (Response to Jacob Michael 9/29/06)

Note: The fact is that Bob told me that he no longer needed my help because he had learned how to self-edit satisfactorily (as supported by my email to Bob from 2005). The reader should make his own determination on that score.

Palm:  There was no "music gig" on the line, and

R. Sungenis: There was a speaking engagement and Mr. Forrest usually plays music at

such gatherings. After all, he is a musician that had produced several CDs.

Note:  Yes, there was a speaking engagement.  This much is accurate and I have said so all along.  However it is completely false to say that I “usually play music at such gatherings.”  Bob will be unable to produce any evidence as proof.  By all means, I invite him to peruse the internet. Call my priest and the diocese. Speak to the members of the band that I left in early 2004 (after which I donated or sold most all of my musical and recording equipment, by the way…an odd thing to do if I was pursuing a musical career).  And finally, again, I have not “produced several CDs.”  I have produced one and only one:  The Father’s Lullabye.  
Palm:  The system of Michael editing Bob's works did not work "wonderfully for three years" but broke down in a few months when Bob unilaterally circumvented his own policy.

R. Sungenis: So what other explanation does Mr. Palm have for the fact that for three

years Mr. Forrest approved of the articles on our site, and, in fact, was in the process of

writing the “15 Objections to the Pontificate of John Paul II,” by agreement of both of

us? In fact, of the two of us, Mr. Forrest insisted on being the one to write the critique of

John Paul II.

Note:  Apparently Bob has forgotten what he himself previously said.  I was no longer responsible for viewing and editing his articles, long before I left, going back to 2003, in fact.  My “job description” was changed in the Fall of 2003 to reflect this (see:  http://web.archive.org/web/20040211213347/catholicintl.com/apostolate/staff.html).  As such, it is a falsehood to say that “for three years Mr. Forrest approved of the articles on our site”.  The reality is that were long spans of time when I would hardly visit the site and simply forward over some answers to Q and A’s or an article I had written for other venues that could be used at CAI.  I only read some of what was on the site. Bob writes a great deal and I wasn’t interested in taking the time to go through every 50 page paper now that I had no responsibility to do so. But when circumstances pushed me to start paying more attention (those laid out in footnote #3 of Robert Sungenis and the Jews), I became increasingly troubled.  This account is further supported by the last email about everything before I left (below), in which I wrote: 
“Toward the end of 2003, you (Bob) assured me that you had learned how to self-edit satisfactorily and that I did not need to review your writing anymore.  At that point, I basically stopped reading much of what you had written on the site, mostly because of time considerations, and did not visit the web site all that often except to send articles/dialogues in for posting.” (email of March 18, 2005)
And again, I refer the reader to my explanation of the “15 points” article, above.  It is not as Bob describes.  And it is untrue to say that I “insisted on being the one to write the critique of John Paul II”, as though I was champing at the bit to rip into him.  In fact, if you peruse the CAI site or the entire internet, you will find a remarkable dearth of any criticisms of the Pope at all by me…exactly for the reasons laid out above in my unsent response to Bob from 2005.  Actually, you will find that there are few examples of me giving strong criticisms of anyone…Gentile, Jew, Pope or no.  The reality is, I never wrote a single word of the article because I was developing serious reservations about my public association with Bob and I came to the conclusion that it may not help matters in the way that I intended.  That decision seems to have been amply verified.  It took a heated conversation with Bob, laying it all on the line before Bob would lower the heat on the Pope.  And again, to his credit, he has at least thus far stayed true to that agreement (although a recent Q and A and article ought to give one pause as to the reasons for and permanence of this change):  

“Now that we have a new pope, and one that I see is a lot more sensible, I have a renewed faith in the pope.”
Question 19, Sept. 2006

http://www.catholicintl.com/qa/2006/qa-sept-06.htm#Question%2019
and

“for the record, the reason I don’t “publicly condemn” Benedict XVI is because he hasn’t done anything even close to what John Paul II did.”

http://catholicintl.com/book-recomendation/palmweb.pdf
Mr. Palm: I was closely involved with Michael Forrest as he was contemplating and then enacting his departure from CAI. Michael and I discussed his ultimate decision to leave CAI if Bob would not alter his course a couple of weeks before the crucial phone conversation between Bob and Michael (on or about March 1, 2005). So I knew Michael was leaving (barring a change of course by Bob) before Bob had any idea. I also viewed and discussed with Michael all of the subsequent e-mails in which he gave Bob all of his

reasons for leaving. These reasons were repeated in Robert Sungenis and the Jews here.

We even discussed his misgivings about continuing his public association with Bob (not

his private association, as Bob continues to misunderstand) a few weeks prior to that. So

in fact I most certainly am an independent witness to key events that even Bob himself

was not privy to. Finally, I saw the e-mails that were exchanged between the two of them

and that represents both sides of the story.
R. Sungenis: Obviously, if Mr. Forrest had been planning his departure for a few “weeks,” it coincides with his invitation to attend the speaking engagement being set up for him a few weeks earlier.

Note:  1) As I have said all along, the speaking engagement was one of the reasons that I went back to review Bob’s record in regard to Jews.  And when I determined the truth and depth of it, it was far uglier than I had thought. I can understand why Bob would want to focus exclusively on this point and exaggerate it.  Perhaps it is easier to believe that the person he says he considered to be his “best friend” was simply a gold-digging, opportunistic Judas than to face the truth that his friend genuinely found something that he considered seriously wrong and unacceptable and therefore, in conscience, had to terminate his public association.  One can only surmise.  2) Post hoc ergo propter hoc is lousy logic.  Additionally, they “coincided” only in very broad terms.  And if you carefully read what David Palm wrote, he did not write that I planned my departure for a “few weeks.” I was becoming more concerned for a “few weeks” but I only decided upon leaving a couple of weeks before I spoke with Bob, and again, only if he refused to alter his self-destructive course (see http://www.lumengentleman.com/content.asp?id=297).

.  

A point perhaps bears repeating here.  If I was simply an opportunist worried about my career and money, why not simply leave CAI quietly as so many others had done?  Perhaps write a couple of articles heavily criticizing him?  That would have accomplished the job effectively without the stress of having to argue at length with Bob.  The reason is exactly as I said:  Bob was my friend.  I appreciated my experiences at CAI.  And so, I felt I owed him the effort to try to salvage our public association.  I also felt that I owed him a full explanation.  But on the topic of the Jews (unlike the issue of his papal criticisms), he quickly became irate and completely intransigent. Jewish issues were (and are) are non-negotiable for Bob.  

R. Sungenis: And if Mr. Forrest was feeding my private emails to Mr. Palm behind my back, then it stands to reason that Mr. Forrest wouldn’t say anything incriminating about himself to Mr. Palm, but make it look like he was totally innocent. 

Note:  I sent David Palm all of the emails. If Bob can produce any evidence to the contrary then he needs to do so or retract the charge.  The emails sent by or to him on his computer are his property as well, so he is free to do with them as he pleases.  

R. Sungenis: …possessing my emails doesn’t prove anything, except that you and Mr. Forrest were in collusion behind my back, and this is just all the more reason for me to distrust Mr. Forrest. Imagine this: Mr. Forrest is pretending on the phone and in his emails to be such a loyal volunteer to me, and all the while he is sending my private emails to Mr. Palm! Then he wonders why I call him Judas!

Note:  This is more than a little inconsistent considering that Bob has often done such things himself.  For instance, in a private, extended conversation he was having with Christopher Ferrara, he forwarded me everything and asked for my input, which I gave and he used.  I can provide the proof easily enough if Bob would like to draw this out.   He did so when John Pacheco was here.  Ditto with Jacob Michael.  

But in truth, I never considered such things “collusion”, any more than when Bob obviously shared his frustrations and emotional upset with his wife over the situation.  Human beings usually reach out for support and help in difficult times.  And it is good to get trustworthy feedback to make sure one is not misjudging a situation.  Of course, in the case of one’s wife, such feedback may not always be quite so objective and reliable for obvious reasons.  Conversely, friends with no vested interest and a good head on their shoulders will tend to be more objective in their feedback.  
So, here we see how sensitive Bob is, at least is when he is the subject, and how easily one becomes a “Judas” in his eyes. 

Mr. Palm: After all, this is precisely what he admitted he did with the bogus quote from Albert Einstein, although in inimitable Sungenis style, he still insisted on defending his actions (see Michael Forrest and the Jews, p. 29).

R. Sungenis: I didn’t admit anything. I said the quote was from Collier magazine, and

nothing more. 

Note:  Is this true?  Did he “not admit anything”?  Did he only say that the “the quote was from Collier magazine, and nothing more”?   No.  Let’s look again at Michael Forrest and the Jews (pg. 9):

Sungenis: “Forrest makes a big issue of the quote from Einstein that I took out of Collier’s…First, let me admit to you that I did not get the original quote. I copied the quote from another source.”  

Oddly, Bob first says that he took the quote “out of Colliers” but then admits that he “did not get the original quote” and that he “copied the quote from another source.”  So how did Bob take a quote “out of Colliers” when he admits that he never even read Colliers, but rather, “copied the quote from another source”?  And as David and I have pointed out, Bob has avoided disclosing that source, although a simple google search turns up Neo-Nazis, White-Supremacists and other unsavory groups.

R. Sungenis: When Mr. Forrest found the original quote in Collier magazine he showed

there was more to the quote. Fine. 

Note:  Extremely misleading and incomplete.  I demonstrated that 1 of the 3 sentences of the “quote” was completely made up and that the other two sentences were unconnected to each other, separated by eight paragraphs, although Bob presented them as though they were one continuous thought, one sentence following directly after the other.  No, Einstein did not believe or write that the charge of Anti-Semitism was “nothing but a clever ploy” concocted by Jews, as Bob put it.  And the fact that Bob is still attempting to defend this bogus quote and what he did in finding it is incredible.
R. Sungenis: Then Mr. Forrest proceeded to make a bogus argument

that the quote wasn’t saying what I and many others have found it to say.

Note:  “The quote”?  The point is, this was not a valid quote in the first place. It is not properly referred to as “a quote” at all.  It is compromised of two sentences completely wrenched out of their initial context, cobbled together to make it appear as if they followed one after the other with a completely fabricated sentence thrown in at the end which, not coincidentally, was arguably the most important in terms of solidifying the meaning Bob desired.  And if Bob has “many others” who support what he has done with Einstein in this instance, then they should let it be known.
R. Sungenis: Mr. Forrest has been angry for quite a while that I brought to light the sordid life of Albert Einstein. When I mentioned a couple of years ago on the phone that I was going to write an exposé on Einstein, Mr. Forrest gave me dead silence on the other end of the phone, and later discouraged me from writing it…

I went into a detailed rebuttal of Mr. Forrest’s arguments in my reply to him, and which Mr. Forrest has not made any addition rebuttals. Case closed.

Note:  Bob made a detailed rebuttal that started off with diversionary tactics like the supposed conversation we had about Einstein and how upset I supposedly was that Bob was exposing Einstein’s personal life.  First, I have no recollection of any such conversation and it didn’t even ring a bell when he mentioned it the first time, so at the very least, it is false to claim that I have “been angry for quite a while” about it.  Second, even if I did have a negative reaction to Bob’s points in this regard, I can easily imagine why that might have been the case:  1) Bob accuses Einstein of being a plagiarist.  No further comment should be necessary as to why I might have been dumbfounded that Bob would want to harp on that one.  2) It strikes me as what might be called “Enquirer Apologetics”.  Perhaps Bob ought to consider how he might feel if one were to expose his private life in the way he has attempted to with Einstein in order to attempt to discredit him, for instance, by exposing the details of Bob’s first marriage and his written accounts to others about it.   

Finally, for the exceptionally intrepid, here is my entire first response to Bob back in 2005, after his initial email to me:
My response:  3/18/05
Dear Bob,

     We’ve gone through a lot together over the years, even before I officially came on board with CAI in 2002.   I am genuinely grateful for the experience, knowledge and friendship I have gained during that time and I have always endeavored to be the best friend and associate I could be, right up to the present.  

      However, as I wrote in CAI’s Sensus Catholicus statement and in the second half of CAI’s “Important Message” about the Pope, genuine loyalty and friendship does not preclude expressions of concern, objection and criticism, and in fact, may at times require it.   If this is true even in regard to the Pope, then it is certainly at least as true in regard to you, my relative ecclesiastical equal.  While I honestly did not at all want to go into any of this, including our phone conversations, I felt that I had a responsibility both to you and God to do so.   

     Although I am genuinely sorry that I have apparently offended you and hurt your feelings, we clearly perceived both the genesis and progression of the argument differently.  And while I don’t see any value in rehashing or trying to establish fault, one comment you made early on struck me and caused me to reevaluate my understanding of our association.  I approached you with deep concerns, not in order to foist something upon you, as you seem to think, but rather, because I have always viewed things at CAI in terms of a family or team, and you as my elder, respected brother.  This is precisely why I have consistently refused to publicly criticize you even when you wrote and did things to which I strongly objected.  It is also one of the reasons why I have almost always been patient and gentle with you privately, only rarely becoming more strident.  Yet, when I brought my latest concerns to you and explained some of their very real-world sources and implications, not simply for me, but for you and CAI in general, your rather abrupt response was, “Mike, that’s your problem.”  I was deeply disappointed by this response.  In truth, I have never seen things as an “either/or” here, but rather, a both/and.  My concerns are and always have been for you and everyone at CAI, those who visit CAI and me as well.  I believe, if anything, my loyalty to and friendship with you has clouded my judgment with respect to my other responsibilities. 

      Certainly, there are difficulties and hassles in being associated with CAI that one simply has to expect.  One is going to take some hits for having CAI’s traditionalist leanings and taking on the difficult issues in the Church.  Clearly, after all this time, I already knew and accepted that.  Yet, these expected difficulties were not the source of my concerns, Bob.  My concerns are neither really new, nor do they arise out of simple self-interest, as you suggest.  In light of everything I have gone through until this point with you, when things were many times more difficult, that is not a reasonable interpretation.  My concerns have always related to avoidable, self-inflicted damage. 

     You were aware of and agreed with me about my concerns to the point that you asked me to edit your own writing back in 2003.  This lasted a few months.  Soon after, toward the end of 2003, you assured me that you had learned how to self-edit satisfactorily and that I did not need to review your writing anymore.  At that point, I basically stopped reading much of what you had written on the site, mostly because of time considerations, and did not visit the web site all that often except to send articles/dialogues in for posting.
      Unfortunately, several recent occurrences caused me to become aware of the fact that these issues have not been eliminated, and are again occurring.   And as it seems necessary for me to more fully explain what caused this most recent renewal of my concerns, here are a few of them.  I offer them not for debate or to attack but simply for your information:

* The situation with (priest’s name deleted): publicly conveying he was homosexual, without confronting him directly, per Christ’s teaching:  Matthew 18

* The answer you gave recently on the Jews that I stopped from appearing on the website

* Three individuals in my area who are good, solid Catholics without an agenda who questioned me on the issue of your harsh criticisms of the Pope and your statements on the Jews

* The above caused me to speak with a few other friends that I trust and I asked them.  I found that they had refrained from telling me how bothered they were about these things because they didn’t want to hurt MY feelings.

* The situation with (name deleted) that created other problems of which you were not aware (note: this is the individual whose concerns got me to revisit what Bob wrote back in 2002) 

* Joe, the young man that was led to sedevacantism (denying that the Pope is the real Pope) directly through CAI and your criticisms

* The way you handled things with Mario (admittedly a smaller issue…posting his personal correspondence over an issue with you when he asked you not to)

These issues in turn caused me to start reviewing more of what you had written in the past more closely and many others came to mind or surfaced when I searched, like:

* calling the Pope a modernist…without retraction or apology

* in an email discussion group some time ago saying that you hoped God would cause the Pope to die soon and give us a real pope in his place….without retraction or apology 

* Improperly divulging sensitive, private conversation with Scott Hahn…without retraction or apology  (Note:  Bob has recently made an incorrect comparison to emails I allowed Jacob Michael to use with caution to prove that his personal accusations against me were false. Bob tried merely to embarrass and cajole Scott Hahn to take a public stand by divulging his obviously private conversation.  This is not at all morally or ethically equivalent to defending oneself [or another, in Jacob’s case] with actual evidence after another has leveled false accusations involving that very same private correspondence).

* The false and scandalous quote you attributed to the Pope…without retraction or apology (simply removing something is not a retraction or apology)  

* Your latest article on “Vatican II” that has what I consider to be several inappropriate judgments of the Pope, that were exacerbated by the fact that they were posted while he was in the hospital near death

     There are more.  Again, I do not list these to attack you, but only to convey more fully the source of my concerns, as you seem be discounting them as emanating from self-centered motives, unfounded fear or whatever.

       In regard to the Jews, I do not believe you are sufficiently knowledgeable to take such controversial public stands (here I refer to conspiracy theories, Holocaust revisionism, etc.).  Neither do I see the logic in going down that path at CAI in the first place.  And you at least seemed to agree with that assessment as you stayed away from the more controversial areas of this issue since 2002, at least until very recently.  

       I do not agree that the onus is on others to find your errors and to prove them.  The onus is on you to do serious, sound research first.  Also, after reviewing your apologies from 2002 and talking to you on the phone about the Jewish conspiracy theories and the Holocaust you relayed back in 2002, it is now clear to me that you never retracted or apologized for the accusations you leveled, nor did you ever intend to.  And I believe this is precisely the reason the issue has never really died.  I believe you ought to have issued a genuine retraction and apology, at least in recognition of the fact that you are not expert enough to have made such public, upsetting and controversial claims. 

     Additionally, recall that the distinction between “Jews” and “Zionists” is one I urged you to start seriously and consistently making after your initial article and subsequent email discussions back in 2002.  It was soon after this that you wrote an article systematically using “Zionists” rather then “Jews”.  In fact, I argued for even more distinctions: between secular Jews, Reformed, Conservative and the Orthodox.  I do not believe you ever actually made these latter distinctions in any articles, even after we spoke.  The importance of all these distinctions was first recognized by me, not you.  Even still, after our heated conversation about this back in 2002,  if you reread your latest answer on Jewish conspiracies and the Holocaust that I stopped from being posted, you will again find no distinctions made…only references to “Jews”.  I can guarantee that this post would have justifiably reignited an onslaught against CAI.

     While I still do not believe you are Anti-Semitic, I believe it is clear that something has so colored your feelings so that you are prone to seek out and accept more negative things without question than you would ever accept so easily in relation to other issues, like Scripture, Church councils, etc. in which you are expert.  And it seems probable to me that the more you surround yourself with the negative, the more certain of and adamant about the negative you become and, hence, the more likely that another unfortunate incident will result that negatively impacts everyone.  I am not talking about censorship, but rather, wisdom, prudence and humility.

     In regard to your written comment about “Jews” hating Christ (which directly preceded the hang up), in fact, you wrote “almost all” and “99%”, not absolutely “all.”   In this, I apologize for the slight exaggeration.  Yet, it does not affect the point I was making. Perhaps you did not understand it at the time.  My point was simply that I believe this kind of gross exaggeration impacts upon and reflects your views of the Jewish people. (Note:  notice here that I very clearly stated that what preceded Bob’s hang-up was my statement that he believes all Jews hate Christ, NOT that Bob hates all Jews.  Yet, in Bob’s reply, he repeated the same erroneous interpretation of what I actually said and still repeats it to this day.)   

      While the issues I relayed above in regard to (priest’s name deleted), Scott Hahn and the Jews do seriously trouble me, I am even more concerned about your increasingly frequent criticisms of the Holy Father.  Over time, and punctuated by this latest disagreement, I have grown more aware of the ironic fact that while I was being publicly deferential and supportive of you in spite of my serious concerns and objections, you often can not manage something even approaching this same public respect toward the Vicar of Christ, who certainly deserves more public respect and deference from you than you do from me.    

     In regard to your point about criticism of the Pope, challenging me as to whether I agreed with the Assisi interfaith prayer gathers etc, this is a false dichotomy.   There is such a thing as prudent, respectful criticism that is offered in measured doses.  But I believe you are clearly overdosing on the medicine of criticism in general, both in magnitude and frequency.  Conversely, to give an example, I think that Latin Mass magazine generally handles things pretty well.   I also thought the articles by Hitchcock and Harrison in This Rock were fine by and large….both because Catholic Answers does not constantly criticize the Pope and because the pieces were respectful and measured.   So, it is not a question of "criticism or no criticism", but rather "what kind of criticism and how frequently?"   No one is impervious to the deleterious mental and spiritual effects of constant negativity, especially toward the Vicar of Christ, including you. 

          Saints like St. Catherine have shown us how important it is to maintain our love, not just for the papacy in general, but for the actual occupant of the seat as well.  In the midst of criticism, we also read St. Catherine speaking of "my sweet Pope".   And she also spoke directly to him with her strongest criticisms.  She never sent out harsh letters across the world for everyone's edification (as is the case with a world-wide website).   The fact that she had so conquered her sinful tendencies enabled her to speak with great authority and acceptance in regard to something as sensitive as papal criticism.  With all due respect (and I mean that sincerely), you have too often shown that you have not similarly conquered your own tendencies, and this seriously compromises your effectiveness and authority.    

     Yes, I am very aware of canon law, as I gave canon 212 to you.   But there is still a scriptural mandate on how we are to approach such correction/criticism as well as the fact that 212 has many caveats in regard to respect and deference that have been ignored or rationalized too often.   And the fact that you cannot get a private audience with the Pope does not therefore mean that you can simply express harsh, absolute, public criticism.  If public criticism is to be offered, it needs to be very respectful, not absolute and not every day or even every other day.  You have previously agreed with me on much of this, to the point where you agreed to post an apology on the site.  I hope you still intend to. (Note: that nowhere in Bob’s response does he deny that he agreed to stop criticizing the Pope and post an apology.  Also note that from this point on at CAI there were no such criticisms, further proof of what occurred.  Although, unfortunately, after we parted ways, Bob waited a year and a half to post this apology). However, unfortunately, it seems your anger and frustration stops you from reliably maintaining the required respect and perspective.  As such, while I believe an apology is still an excellent idea, I also believe wisdom would dictate that you refrain from it entirely (papal criticism, and possibly even criticism of Jews) until you master this difficulty and humbly trust that the Lord is capable of raising up someone to do these things without so erring in the mean time, should He deem it sufficiently important.  And if you still do not have a spiritual director, you need to find one to help you safely engage the inherently treacherous nature of the battle you have chosen to fight.

       An authentic prophet of God is sure and true.  He does not make serious mistakes of fact and suffer frequent lapses in judgment, especially without an apology.  

       It is my firm belief that your great strength is being used against you, Bob.   Your courage, zeal and knowledge have combined with a lack of discernment and prudence to lead you to undermine your great gifts by taking on things for which you are not sufficiently prepared.  If you do not or will not see these unnecessary, self-inflicted wounds, I can have no expectation that they will be remedied in any consistent and meaningful way.  I do not believe you fully understand the damage and pain these errors cause, because if you did, you would not fall back into them so easily and frequently.  

      If we cannot reach definitive agreement on these central points, I cannot in good conscience continue my public support of and association with CAI. These are difficult words to hear, I know.  And knowing me, you must understand that they are very difficult to write as well.  To the extent that my imperfect expression offends you and hinders the message, please forgive me.   And please believe that my intention is completely sincere and that I am convinced of what I am writing. You are my friend and I am genuinely grateful for all of the good that has come through our relationship.  Yet, I can no longer defer to you, for your sake, mine and others and I believe I will be held accountable by God if I do. (Note:  here it is clear that I said I will not stay with CAI if he maintains this course.  So, Bob’s claim to have terminated me is as Jacob Michael described.  I was leaving because Bob would not leave his Jewish fixation, even though he was clearly not an authority or expert.  He was married to it.)

    Regardless of your reaction to this, whether acceptance, rejection or something in between, I will pray for you and I ask that you pray for me as well.  And also, whether you agree with me or not, I pray that you believe I do not intend to condemn but only to offer my best help to you, as I have always tried to do. 

In Christ,

Michael
