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I have no faith and that is accounted evil; but the world if it is saved will be saved by men of goodwill of much thought and of little faith... Faith stops thinking, and thought is the root of life without which we become beasts, faith is surrender and dependence and becoming children again, it is refusing to accept the unimaginable variety of truth and the unwillingness to permit another his variant. Faith stops progress, and legitimizes murder...
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To my children; and the hope of a world without religions.
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Preface

I grew up in a Christian family, in a Southern community, where even the few reprobates believed in God—and trembled. Within my family, there were two unattested assumptions: God existed, and at some point I would have to surrender to his calling. That time came when I was thirteen. It wasn’t a matter of believing in God; that was a given. It was reaching the point of total surrender. It happened in a Baptist church and can only be described as the most spiritual event of my life. When I surrendered my will, something else took control; an indescribable feeling of joy and love overpowered all other emotions. All worldly values ceased to exist. Nothing held any value compared to the love I felt. I left the church convinced everyone must be told of that wonderful blessing. For the next few weeks and months I moved within the after glow of that marvelous event and could hardly stop talking of Jesus’ saving grace.

At that time, I knew nothing of the Bible. Oh, I was familiar with the Bible stories told in Sunday school, and I could quote a few verses such as John 3:16; but it was the stories I knew, not the interpretations. As the Scriptures teach, my roots were in poor soil, and I soon turned back to the world and a life of self-reproach. Through my teens and into my late twenties, I resisted the guilt that tore at my soul; then tragic events led me back to the fold.

I joined the Original Church of God, a church that used a very literal approach to Bible interpretation. When the Bible said God spoke and the worlds were made, that is exactly what I believed. When it said Jesus was the Word; that is what I believed. When it said Jesus rose from the grave; I believed. My understanding wasn’t very strong, but I believed the Bible was holy and without error. If it said it, I believed. And when it said things I didn’t understand, I believed the interpretations of my pastor and elders. When they were stumped, faith bridged the gaps. I learned there were many things known only to God; things that would be revealed to us in his own time.

When I returned it was without the fire of the newly converted, but with a passion for knowledge.  I developed an overpowering desire to know everything about the Bible. Pleas to understand God's will in my life were always foremost in my prayers. To further that end, I attended Bible studies, read commentaries and, with the help of a concordance, traced topics throughout the Bible. For the next few years, I was driven by the desire to learn. I carried a Bible with me almost everywhere I went and would talk to anyone who would listen. Many times I would pray for understanding on a certain topic and then have what I perceived to be the answer revealed in a sermon or casual conversation. Or I might reread a passage I thought I understood only to have a clearer, truer, meaning open to me. Gradually, as the years passed, it seemed my prayers for understanding were answered, bit-by-bit.

However, as I grew in knowledge of the Bible, the number of those hard-to-understand contradictions became more numerous. Eventually, my “faith file” was filled, and questions were jamming the cabinet drawer. If God’s law was eternal, how could Jesus change it? If Jesus taught salvation through the law, why would he teach Paul a different plan? If He answered prayers, why was I hearing the same prayer requests again and again at prayer services? If the Sabbath was holy, why was it changed to Sunday?

Then one day, as if in answer to prayer, one of those questions was brought into the spotlight. Was Sunday or Saturday the Bible Sabbath? Many times, I'd heard our pastor say that sometimes God revealed things to him in the pulpit. He called it preaching himself into a corner, and he said when that happened, he just had to reverse his stance and follow God. Then, as if by divine decree, one day our pastor preached on the Sabbath. He was explaining how Saturday was the Jewish Sabbath when he preached himself into one of those corners. The Jews kept the Saturday Sabbath after the crucifixion, he said, and so did the early Church. In fact, the Jews still kept it, and it had never really been changed. Maybe we should still observe it.

I, very naively, sat there waiting, truly expecting him to say something like this, "So, next week, we'll meet at 10:00 o'clock, Saturday morning." Instead, he concluded that we didn't keep the Sabbath anymore because we observed the Lord's Day on Sunday.

That was the issue that forced me to begin investigating those “faith files.” I was frightened and had little confidence in my own ability to “rightly divide the Word.” After all, the Church of God to which I belonged, claimed divine authority through the power of the Holy Ghost; and to deny the Holy Ghost might well be an unpardonable sin. That was the first teaching I had to reject, and have no doubt, it was not done lightly. I left the Church terrified that I might have committed that unpardonable sin, and for about a week, I was a physical and emotional wreck. But, with the guidance of a friend, I was able to accept the fact that the Original Church of God was not the infallible mouthpiece for God. For the next few years, I searched for a church that could dispel my confusion. During that period, I became almost fanatical in my desire to understand. Everything I had believed for years was at stake, and I could no longer just accept what I was told on faith. The door to understanding finally opened when I was in my late forties.

I had begun to suffer periods of deep depression and had developed an ulcer. I hated my work and felt my life had been wasted. I began to see the future as short, without sufficient time to set and accomplish goals. Often I'd drive off somewhere and sit alone for hours, brooding and contemplating suicide. I reasoned I would be better off dead. I had enough insurance to care for my wife and perhaps help the kids with college.

When my physician could offer no cure, I turned to God for help, but my prayers remained unanswered. I prayed for understanding, but none came. I prayed for guidance, but was left to stumble alone. I prayed for forgiveness, in case I'd sinned, but felt no guilt. Church services became a boring trial of singing the same songs over and over and praying the same unanswered prayers. I talked with my minister, but he could offer no solution. At last, I prayed to die. God wouldn't grant me even that.

I had been taught that God promises He'll never leave nor forsake us, and never put more on us than we’re able to bear. However, when I could stand no more, I was forced to look to my own resources. At first, I thought it was my fault, something I was neglecting. But after I'd done all I knew to do in an effort to clear my own heart and still had no answer to my prayers, I had to accept the fact that the problem lay elsewhere. Since God was perfect, it couldn't be his fault, so it had to be in the link between God and me. And, of course, that link was the Bible. I'd conformed to its teachings, had turned to God in my need, and been ignored. Assuming God was real and just, the corruption must then come from man's recording and perpetuation of his Word. Thus began a study that would span almost two decades. The Amazing Deception is the result of that endeavor.

The key word that sows and nurtures all the confusion within Christianity is faith. Faith is the mortar that holds the grains of Christianity together. And what is faith? According to the Bible, Hebrews 11:1, it is: "the substance of things hoped for, the evidence of things not seen." That, of itself, is a very hazy statement. As a Christian, I often witnessed many confused expressions on the faces of fellow parishioners confronted with that passage. It might be more timely translated as "Faith is what hope is made of, the proof of things not seen." Still, a lot like smoke in a heavy fog—there, but hard to discern. According to Funk and Wagnalls, it is "belief without evidence” or "confidence in or dependence on a person, statement, or thing as trustworthy." But when it comes to biblical interpretation, faith is an excuse to believe the speculative and unbelievable.

Such a faith reminds me of the “hear no evil, speak no evil, see no evil” monkeys that were so popular a few decades ago. Artists vied to depict them in various states, each with hands clamped over ears, mouth, or eyes. In regard to Christian history, the “evil” Christians attempt to avoid is reason. Reason is the antithesis of faith; and when reason contradicts faith, up goes the hands to eyes, ears, and mouths.

Another problem lies in the fact that Christians’ study methods are not objective. And how can they be, when the result is predetermined by obligatory faith? Teaching and private study are geared to prove or strengthen currently accepted beliefs; new truth or contradictions are negated by faith or even attributed to the devil. And though the educated clergy are aware of the fallacies of biblical scriptures, most still represent them as divine and infallible. To openly teach otherwise would bring every teaching and every doctrine under question—and the teachings of Christianity, apart from blind faith, cannot stand up under truthful and unbiased investigation.

Where the determined, stubborn, adherence to faith may be admirable under certain conditions, and might enable one to “move mountains,” it often cripples the senses and destroys reason. For the Christian, this is one of the greatest hurdles to the reality of the Bible. The unwavering belief that they already possess the “truth” makes it almost impossible for them to see the errors within the Scriptures, and, therefore, their reasoning. This is most evident in the fact that they invariably turn to the Bible to defend their beliefs, without realizing that they are using the Bible to defend the Bible. For the Christian, there can be no greater authority, nor a more logical source of knowledge. For the non-believer, such reasoning is absurd. It is equivalent to a court allowing the convicted to pronounce his own sentence.

I know many, if not all, Christians struggle with their own “faith files,” balancing this verse against that verse, lining one passage against another, reading and rereading them—before finally slipping them back, unanswered, into that “to be answered in the future” folder. To those struggling under such burdens, I would like to say: “You must question the unquestionable. Until you do so, you will never be able to recognize the inherent deceptions that have been instilled within Christian teachings.
For me, as a Protestant Christian, there had always been unanswered questions rising up in my Bible studies. Many of them concerned the history and origin of the New Testament. To me, the whole time period prior to Martin Luther and the Protestant movement was a confusing jumble of events and persons. I had heard the names of some early Church writers, but we were not encouraged to study their works; such writings were not used within our congregation. Attention was placed more on interpretation of the “Word.” History was worldly, composed and recorded by man—and therefore fallible. But what of the New Testament writings, where did they originate? I was told they were the inspired writings of Paul, the Apostles, and the disciples of Jesus, written to the various churches, and later canonized by the Catholic Church to become the New Testament (canon, in its simplest form merely means a list or selection). But what of the stories I heard of the Catholic Church, the persecutions, greed, lust for power, the inquisitions—and, yes, even murder and warfare? I was told the Church was an instrument of God’s will. He used it to preserve his Word, complete and undefiled. But if the Church was evil and corrupt during all those ages, where were the true Christians? Oh, they survived as small, persecuted, groups such as the Montanist or Albigenese, and came out into the open as followers of Martin Luther.

These were only a few of the questions that troubled me, questions that I now see I should have addressed earlier; but Christianity places one in the awkward position of questioning the wisdom of his teachers when he questions the Scriptures. Why? Because it is not the Scriptures that the new convert is accepting, but man’s interpretation of those Scriptures.

It is here that faith clouds the issues. Most Christians come from three main backgrounds: (1) they are from a Christian family, in which case they are indoctrinated from childhood; (2) they are guilt-ridden souls who “accept Christ” on the basis of faith, knowing only what they are told; or (3) they are youngsters lured in by social activities within the Church. Very few people study and research the subject before making a commitment. By the time these new converts are knowledgeable enough to question doctrines, they have already been taught an approach to study that admits “puzzles” that are “hard to understand”—puzzles which must be accepted by faith. As love covers a multitude of sins, so faith covers a multitude of contradictions—and hides a world of ignorance.

To a great extent, the first Christians were pacifists who often suffered martyrdom as testimony for their beliefs. Their ministry was restricted mostly to spreading the gospel of Jesus, not enforcing obedience; the acceptance or rejection of that message was based upon free choice. However, under Catholicism, the concept of compulsory salvation became an obsessive belief. And, as the reigning “Kingdom of God” on earth, the Catholic Church instituted a goal of world domination and pursued that goal with a maniacal fervor. It had total faith in its actions and recorded some of the most horrific events imaginable with total confidence it was performing God’s will. Shame was a word lost from its vocabulary. When those in positions of power within the Church invented stories or added their own beliefs to others’ works, they did so because they felt they were promoting God’s word. Later, when they tortured and burned those they labeled heretics; there was still no shame, and therefore no need to hide their deeds. The full, horrendous story can be found in a work compiled by their own editors, the Catholic Encyclopedia.

The purpose of this work is threefold. My first intent has been to trace the birth of Christianity and question the validity of the New Testament by using the Jews' dedication to the Law of Moses as the basis for measuring truth. For example, the Jews taught and practiced circumcision. After Jesus' death, his Apostles insisted upon circumcision and upheld the Law. Obviously, Jesus never taught them differently. Therefore, he did not teach a salvation apart from the Law. By using this method of deduction alone, many New Testament contradictions can be resolved.

My second purpose was to call attention to the confusion and contradictions throughout the New Testament, errors produced by early Church writers (and rewriters) attempting to validate favorite doctrines. For that reason it has been necessary to make side trips to explain some statements and refute others.

The third purpose was to reveal the evolution of Christianity (the orthodox Church) from non-violent pacifists, to a fanatical theocrasy that felt justified in eliminating all opposition to their perceived will of God. And thereby, give warning to the latent dangers inherent within a religion that still perceives a goal of worldwide conversion.

How accurate are my suppositions? That is impossible to say, since there are few existing records available prior to the middle of the second century. However, they are as a sworn affidavit compared to the accepted Church history, simply because I’ve used reason with historical and archeological facts, rather than faith, as a basis for my interpretations. And while I would love to convert everyone to my understanding, I’ll be content to reveal Christianity for what it is—the greatest STORY ever told.

Introduction to the Second Edition
A number of changes have been added to this, the second edition of The Amazing Deception. The first you may have already notice; the name. When I first began this work my original intent was to present a more correct history of Christianity; its main purpose was to be historical enlightenment, not a critical assessment. But at times it is impossible to present unwanted evidence, or even conjectures, without drawing negative criticism. However, don't think me naive, I did know the book would be controversial, but I didn't realize just how controversial until a kind lady at a book signing suggestion the more appropriate title—The Amazing Deception: A Critical Analysis of Christianity.
In addition to a more definitive title I have added citations in the form of notes, more accurate references, and a larger bibliography. And, because the Apostle Paul was such an amazing person and his work is of paramount interest to the history of Christianity, I have expanded his study by two additional chapters. In all, the book has been lengthened by some seventy pages.
The first edition drew some criticism concerning the lack of notes and some of my choices of bibliography references; foremost, of course, was the lack of notes. The greatest complaint with the bibliography section was the use of internet references. Many feel that anything that can be changed overnight, or with the stroke of a few keys, cannot be reliable. Perhaps they are right, but I feel the advantages far outweigh the disadvantages. During my reference studies I encountered several critical errors in hard copies. One of the most glaring concerned the statistical death toll and dates relating to the bubonic plagues that ravaged Europe, Asia, and North Africa in the sixth century. From three different sources I encountered dates ranging from 40AD to 66 AD; and, in one instance, the number of fatalities was confused with the statistics in the plagues of the fourteenth century. My contention is that once a book leaves the publisher, it is impossible to make changes without introducing a second edition; while errors on a website may be corrected in seconds. The final decision rests in whether one places his trust in hard copies, some published hundreds of years ago when information gathering was arduous or impossible, or soft copies that may be scrutinized, corrected, and updated daily.
Another argument presented was the 'garbage' scattered all over the internet. Here is where research is demanded. While it is tempting to accept information unquestioningly, a good researcher will seek a second or third confirmation—preferable against hard copy material. Personally, I've found that working both ways is advantageous; from internet to hard copies, and vice versa. In all my references I have attempted to give my reader an 'exact address' where they may find the quoted material.
One of the greatest advantages of the internet is the readily available material. Imagine how hard it would be to find copies of Hippolytus, Epiphanius, Minucius Felix, or Hegesippus in the Arab, Alabama library; or how expensive purchased copies could become. Another advantage is illustrated in the value of my main source of material—the Original Catholic Encyclopedia.
The first Catholic Encyclopedia was compiled and published by five editors who received a ("nothing hinders") sanction from the official censor, Remy Lafort, in 1908; and an Imprimatur ("let it be printed") from Cardinal John Farley, who was Archbishop of New York at the time. The last volume was published on April 19, 1913. From its inception it was praised, by both Catholics and Protestants, as one of the greatest sources of Church history every presented. But, as was to be expected, it did incite criticism as well as praise. The compilers had attempted to present an honest and truthful history of their Church and the prevailing social and historical environments as they pertained to the Church. From the Catholic point of view the endeavor was a great success; but, because of sometimes hostile doctrinal difference, many Protestants took offense. In a period when the two dominate Christian denominations had only recently stopped killing one another, anti-Catholic resentments were rekindled. One such piece of literature, Forgery in Christianity, was written by a Protestant judge and theologian, Joseph Wheless; the work was a condemnation of the Catholic Church based upon a point-by-point critic of the encyclopedia. 
In the following years a number of updates were made to the encyclopedia, and much of the resentment slowly subsided. Then in 1967 a second edition of the encyclopedia was published. Of course the new edition, as it became known, included updates; especially in respect to the secular world or to the Catholic ecclesiastical world. In particular, the old edition predated the Second Vatican Council, which introduced significant changes in Catholic practice.

Then, in 1996 a young man named Kelvin Knight was inspired to make the Catholic Encyclopedia readily and freely available to everyone via the internet. He opened a web site and began soliciting submissions from anyone who had a copy, or access to a copy, of the 1913 edition of the encyclopedia. As submissions came in he proofed, corrected, and added each article to the web. Of course you're wondering, "Why the 1913 edition?" because the copyright limitation had expired and he was freed from all liability and red tape. 
Then in 2006 Catholic Answers decided to take on the monumental task of publishing an authoritative online version of The Catholic Encyclopedia of 1913 to prevent text changes "(both accidental and purposeful), missing articles, and in the worse cases, changed meanings." The result was the online Original Catholic Encyclopedia; from which I obtained most of my quotes.
So what is the aim and goal of The Amazing Deception? Many Christians viewed the first edition as an attack upon their religion and became defensive. Other saw it for what it is; a critical analysis of corrupted religious beliefs. 

Today, one only has to acquire an unbiased interest in Christianity to realize that it is not the same organization described within this work. It worships the same God, venerates the same Scriptures, and even preaches the same message of salvation; so where do the differences lie? Foremost: Christianity has been stripped of absolute power and forced to submit to secular law. Secondly: Catholicism’s claim to absolute infallibility has been challenged, and overturned, by the general populace. Thirdly: knowledge and the ability to reason have been given, no—taken—back by the common man.

When we look at Christianity today, we find people sharing basic central believes, and working toward common values intended to benefit mankind. We find constructive and caring congregations teaching righteousness, helping those in need, and giving to their community. What can we make of this turn of events? Does this justify and give proof to the message of salvation imposed upon the world for two thousand years? Has Christianity finally come of age? Can we now say that Christ has returned to his Church? If you can believe in a God who would permitted two thousand years of horrendous, brutal, subjugation to be spread in his name, then you might say “yes.” And if you do, you might also ask yourself: “Could He possibly allow it to happen again?” Understand, the first Christians were pacifists and I’m sure none of them ever dreamed their order would evolve into one of mass murderers. By the same token, if Christianity gained absolute power again why might they not pursue their goal of “carrying the doctrine of Christ to the ends of the earth?” “Paranoia!” you scoff; “Today, the only thing Christians want is the freedom to worship as they please.” While that may be true of the majority, the fact that we have prominent Christians and political figureheads lobbying for biblical legislation with terms such as, “The Moral Majority,” "Christian Majority," "Christian Coalition," and the “Righteous Right,” makes it clear there is already a push to merge religion and government. Before you reject such a possibility, consider these quotes from some of our national and religious leaders:

"Yes, religion and politics do mix. America is a nation based on biblical principles. Christian values dominate our government. The test of those values is the Bible. Politicians who do not use the bible to guide their public and private lives do not belong in office." – Beverly LaHaye (Concerned Women for America)

"The long-term goal of Christians in politics should be to gain exclusive control over the franchise. Those who refuse to submit publicly to the eternal sanctions of God by submitting to His Church's public marks of the covenant–baptism and holy communion–must be denied citizenship."—Gary Potter (Catholics for Christian Political Action)

"When the Christian majority takes over this country, there will be no satanic churches, no more free distribution of pornography, no more talk of rights for homosexuals. After the Christian majority takes control, pluralism will be seen as immoral and evil and the state will not permit anybody the right to practice evil."—Gary Potter (Catholics for Christian Political Action)

"I don't know that atheists should be considered citizens, nor should they be considered patriots. This is one nation under God." – George Bush Sr. (President of the United States)

"God told me to strike at al Qaida and I struck them, and then he instructed me to strike at Saddam, which I did, and now I am 
determined to solve the problem in the Middle East. If you help me I will act, and if not, the elections will come and I will have to focus on them." – George W. Bush (President of the United States)

"The Christian community has a golden opportunity to train an army of dedicated teachers who can invade the public school classrooms and use them to influence the nation for Christ." – James Kennedy (Center for Reclaiming America)

"Nobody has the right to worship on this planet any other God than Jehovah. And therefore the state does not have the responsibility to defend anybody's pseudo-right to worship an idol." – Joseph Morecraft (Chalcedom Presbyterian Church)

"Our culture is superior. Our culture is superior because our religion is Christianity and that is the truth that makes men free." – Pat Buchanan (Presidential Candidate)

"Just like what Nazi Germany did to the Jews, so liberal America is now doing to the evangelical Christians. It's no different...More terrible than anything suffered by any minority in history." – Pat Robertson (Christian Coalition)

"I want you to just let a wave of intolerance wash over. I want you to let a wave of hatred wash over you. Yes, hate is good...Our goal is a Christian nation. We have a biblical duty, we are called by God to conquer this country. We don't want equal time. We don't want pluralism."

"When I, or people like me, are running the country, you'd better flee, because we will find you, we will try you, and we'll execute you. I mean every word of it. I will make it part of my mission to see to it that they are tried and executed." – Randall Terry (Operation Rescue)

"Atheistic secular humanists should be removed from office and Christians should be elected...Government and true Christianity are 

inseparable." – Robert Simonds (Citizens for Excellence in Education)

"The 'wall of separation between church and state' is a metaphor based on bad history, a metaphor which has proved useless as a guide to judging. It should be frankly and explicitly abandoned." – William Rehnquist (Chief Justice of the Supreme Court)

And just recently there was a statement in the national news that the Pope is considering excommunicating all Catholic politicians who support abortion. To deny the existence of organized and active movements to Christianize, not only our government, but every facet of our lives, could only be maintained by devout Christians or those whose lives are relegated to apathy. Notice that many of those who advocate a Christian theocracy are high ranking government official—even presidents of the United States. Notice also, that many of those advocates are well entrenched within our educational system, and are intent upon controlling the minds of our youth. These are voices crying for a return to the glory days of Middle Age Catholicism. And don’t kid yourself that such could not occur—the type of religious hatred smoldering within these statements is supported by Christian Scriptures and history. However, one wonders, will this expected new “coalition” be composed of both Catholics and Protestants? What of the Jews, Muslims and atheists; are they to be the victims of mass genocide? And where do the Mormons, Scientologists and Unitarians fit into a Christian world? Perhaps it will be, as Pat Robertson depicts; “More terrible than anything suffered by any minority in history."

But there is an even simpler reason for reform, it is called truth. People who are willing to make a lifetime commitment to a set of values are entitled to more than Bible Stories. Ever point presented in this work should be addressed. And every statement conveyed as truth by Christians should be either proven or withheld—beginning with the existence of God. We demand “proof” in advertising, marketing and lending. We expect honesty from our friends and relatives. And we insist upon truthfulness from our investment institutions, politicians, and physicians. Why should we settle for any less from our religious organizations? And these values should be the goals for Christians, as well as non-believers. Under the present Church structure there are no means to weed the charlatans from the honest and sincere Christians (and the concept of letting the tares grow with the wheat went out with the introduction of broad leaf insecticides). There is no established “truth,” no guidelines to expose silver tongued con-artists or sick fanatics such as Charles Manson, Jim Jones, or Marshall Herff. Although each church or denomination has its by-laws or statement of beliefs, those rules are so flexible as to be non-effective when it comes to identifying a true Christian. In addition, such loosely defined regulations make it almost impossible for law enforcement agencies and government legislative bodies to protect the public from such criminals. The Amazing Deception is not a cry to abolish religions—it is a condemnation of superstitions and fables, and a cry for truth.
Reference note: To make a distinction between the general apostles of Jesus and his chosen twelve disciples, I have capitalized the word Apostles when referring to the twelve. And, to make a distinction between the civil law, Jewish customs and the Old Testament Scriptures, the Tanaka, I have capitalized the words Law when making any inference to the Old Testament Scriptures; either separately or in conjunction with other laws. Also the word Scripture/Scriptures is capitalized when referring to either the Old or New Testaments. The only exceptions should be in quoted sources.
Also, rather than attempting to differentiate between Israelites, Jews, Hebrews, and Judeans; and the various eras in which they were known by those names, I will use them interchangeably with the understanding that I refer to the Israeli people or their ancestors.
Chapter 1 — The Setting

It is commonly accepted that Christianity is a by-product of Judaism and, in fact, includes the Old Testament books as part of its Bible. But how Christianity interprets those writings is often in stark contrast to the way they were perceived by Semitic Judaism. Today, the Christian approaches them from a Westerner’s viewpoint, and sees in them prophecies pointing to Jesus and a future era. To the Jews, these writings speak of their past and a Jewish messiah. The result is like the proverbial comparison of apples and oranges, or trying to fit round pegs into square holes. Eastern values dressed in Western clothing simply cannot make the same statement. Passages are taken out of context, applied to the wrong timeframe, or simply misunderstood. The birth of Christianity occurred years after the life of Jesus and is the product of Hellenistic (Greek language and culture) thinking and writings. It purportedly tells the story of Jesus; but that story has been polluted by pagan thinking and Western culture. If one wishes to know as much as possible about the life of Jesus and the development of Christianity, then that person must at least have a basic understanding of Jewish history, customs, and beliefs.
To bridge the confused, twenty-first century, Christian view of that world I would like to quote from Robert Eisenman's introduction to his James the Brother of Jesus.

There is in this period one central immovable fact, that of Roman power. This was as elemental as a state of nature, and all movements
and individual behaviour must be seen in relation to it. But the unsuspecting reader is often quite unaware of it, when inspecting documents that emanate from this time or trying to come to grips with what was actually a highly charged and extremely revolutionary situation in Palestine.

This is the problem we have to face in this period, not only where individuals are concerned, but also in the documents that have come down to us. For example, in the Gospels, probably products of the end of this period, one would have difficulty recognizing that this highly charged, revolutionary situation existed in the Galilee in which Jesus wanders peacefully about, curing the sick, chasing out demons, raising the dead, and performing other 'might works and wonders'.

But in the parallel vocabulary of the War of the Sons of Light against the Sons of Darkness—a key document from the Dead Sea Scrolls treating the final apocalyptic war against all Evil on the earth, led by the Messiah and the Heavenly Host—these same Messianic 'mighty works and wonders' are the battles God fights on behalf of His people and the marvelous victories He wins…. 

On the other hand, where the Gospels are concerned, we are in a peaceful, Hellenized countryside, where Galilean fishermen cast their nets or mend their boats. Would it were true. The scenes in the New Testament depicting Roman officials and military officers sometimes as near saints or the members of the Herodian family—their appointed custodians and tax collectors in Palestine—as bumbling but well-meaning dupes also have to be understood in the light of this submissiveness to Roman power.
The same can be said for the scenes picturing the vindictiveness of the Jewish mob. These are obviously included to please not a Jewish audience but a Roman or a Hellenistic one. This is also true of the presentation of the Jewish Messiah—call him 'Jesus'—as a politically disinterested, other-worldly (in Roman terms, ergo, harmless), even sometimes pro-Roman itinerant, at odds with his own people and family, preaching a variety of Plato's representation of the Apology of Socrates or the Pax Romana.

 To further clarify the picture let's find out more about these people, their times, and their customs. The forefathers of Israel, the Hebrews, believed themselves a holy people, separated by their God to be a living example to all nations. All non-believers, or peoples of other nations, were contemptuously referred to as gentiles. Israel was a theocracy, a nation ruled by God. There was no separation of state and religion. All things were subject to, and controlled by their God. The Israelites believed it was God who directed their affairs. He cared and provided for them. He dictated their laws and forms of worship. He gave them leaders, both secular and religious, and raised up warriors or prophets in times of need. The people believed that when they obeyed his commandments and served Him, they prospered; and when they disobeyed and did evil, they were punished and suffered famines, pestilence or defeat in battle. The Israelites believed that through them the entire world would be saved; all nations would be drawn to the one true God, who would establish his kingdom on earth, and all nations would come together in perfect, loving, fellowship and serve Him. All they had to do was attain a state of perfect obedience to God. They believed that when they obtained that point of perfection required by God, then He would send his Messiah to establish his kingdom on earth. The reality of that kingdom was as near or distant as Israel’s subservience to God.
Palestine—First Century BC.

In the year 63 BC, the Roman leader Mark Anthony appointed Herod the Great as tetrarch of Galilee, in Palestine. The appointment caused a lot of resentment among the Jews because Herod was the son of an Idumean father and an Arabian mother. And according to Deuteronomy 17:14-15, Jews were to be ruled by a Jew, not by a foreigner. The influx of Roman influence only aggravated the already chaotic social disorder between the Jewish and Hellenistic cultures. The Israelites also saw the recent occupation by Rome as fulfillment of prophecy. And the entire nation was possessed by a religious frenzy. Every event, whether political, social, or economic was scrutinized and dissected for signs and events that might present an indication of the times, and herald the coming of the Messiah. The people were neurotic and excitable. Fictitious writings, part apocalyptic prophecy, part moralistic science fiction, circulated freely.
Herod’s role was not an easy one. As the puppet monarch of the Romans, he had to obey them; and at the same time, he had to appease the Jews, who despised him. In 31 BC, a severe earthquake had destroyed many houses and killed thousands of people in Jerusalem. He initiated an extensive building program by building new markets, an amphitheater, and a royal palace; and in 20 BC, he started rebuilding the temple. On the material level, with all the building projects, expansion of his territories, and the development of economic resources, he did much for his country. But none of his efforts endeared him to his subjects. He sent lavish gifts to the Roman rulers and, to honor the emperor, built a magnificent new port called Caesarea, which was intended to rival Alexandria. And all of his projects cost money, money raised through taxation. According to the Jewish historian, Flavius Josephus, Antiquites of the Jews & Wars of the Jews, there were two annual taxes that ran close to twenty percent, extremely high for a pre-industrial society.

A golden eagle, the symbol of Roman power, was erected on top of the gate of the new temple. And the Emperor Augustus ordered and paid the priests of the temple to sacrifice twice daily on behalf of himself, the Roman senate, and the Roman people. Also, the Jewish people began to believe rumors that Herod had violated Jewish tombs by stealing golden objects from the tombs of David and Solomon. But the thing that inflamed the Jewish people’s hatred for Herod most, was his love for Rome; an affection that earned him the title "the emperor's friend." In the political and religious arenas, the lines were hazy. Herod incurred the hatred of the Sadducees when, upon becoming king, he ordered the execution of forty-five Sadducean members of the Sanhedrin. He then replaced the Sadducean high priest with a Pharisee and began selling the office to the highest bidder; thus breaking the hereditary line of priesthood. In this way, he effectively assumed power over the temple and courts. Since many of the Sadducees were from wealthy backgrounds, they were more able to purchase positions and thereby ingratiate themselves with the royal family to form a third party—the Herodians. It appears that the Sadducees held nominal control within the government; while the Pharisees were more popular with the public. However, turncoats from both parties made alliances with the Herodians; some for personal gains, others through political convictions. The final result was the re-establishment of party lines between those who welcomed the invaders and those who upheld the Mosaic Law and resisted the occupation.

By the early first century Jerusalem, and all of Palestine, was in racial, religious, and political turmoil. The two main religious/political parties, the Pharisees and Sadducees, had been striving for dominance for nearly two hundred years. During that period their grip on power was tied directly to the ruling regency. With much intrigue, subterfuge, and outright hostilities, each party vied to install and support the ruler who would be most sympathetic to their values; and, of course, the kings and would be kings courted and rewarded those backers.1
According to the New Testament gospels the Pharisees and Sadducees were the opponents of Jesus; the ones he referred to as "vipers" and "whited sepulchers." But, if we compare them to other contemporary religious or political parties it becomes evident that the issues were perceived values and both groups were rife with corruption and dissentience. Within the historical records of that era little is know about their teachings and beliefs. Both groups were pious in their service to the law—as they interpreted it. The Pharisees were the larger, more popular, group with a reputation for understanding the Torah and ancestral laws. And where they recognized the Tanakh (the Torah, Prophets, and Writings) as the word of God; the Sadducees revered only the Torah, the five books of the law. Where the Pharisees believed in spirits and the resurrection of the dead; the Sadducees denied the existence of angels and the possibility of an afterlife. Though not as numerous or popular as the Pharisees, they too had a large following; mainly from the wealthy upper class. 

It is speculated that years before, possibly during the reign of John Hyrcanus (c. 134-104 BC), a pious and conservative group had become disgusted with the greed, wickedness, and political infighting among the rulers and people; and came to the conclusion that Israel, as a nation, would never reach the required level of perfection. So, they reasoned that perhaps God only required a select few, living in perfect accord with his will, to usher in his kingdom.2 Accordingly, they separated themselves from what they considered a polluted society and established communes in the wilderness areas. Later they became known as the Essenes, the people of the Dead Sea Scrolls. They also began to study and rewrite prophecies of the conditions they believed must exist in the last days, prophecies that spoke of famines and pestilence, war, persecution, public strife, and tumults. And as the national conditions deteriorated there was no shortage of signs.

Under such conditions it is only natural that insurrectionist groups would arise in opposition to the Roman occupation; two such groups that did so were the Zealots and the Sicarii. Josephus, the Jewish historian and military commander who fought against the Romans in the Jewish War, makes reference to the Zealots in his book The Wars of the Jews. There he describes them as robbers and brigands who used their opposition to gentile rule as an excuse to kill and pilfer—Jews as well as gentiles. The terms “robbers” and “brigands” for the Zealots may be questioned, but the Sicarii truly were assassins, and they did kill both Romans and Roman sympathizers; however, it's almost certain that the reason was political or religious rather than personal. The relationship of these groups with the Essenes is very complex, one we'll consider further in the next chapter. 

Another segment of the populace we should consider was the common citizens. Of the sects we've mentioned it has been estimated there were probably only twenty thousand or so Pharisees, even fewer Sadducees, and, according to Philo, an Alexandrian Jew who lived during the time of Jesus, about four thousand Essenes. These groups made up a very small percentage of a population that numbered in the millions; obviously then, we should attempt to understand the impact that the large, civilian, segment of the population might have played upon historical events. What was their lifestyle like; what of their religious and political convictions? For the most part they were of the simple working class, uneducated, unassuming, and in most cases poor people who lived their lives following the trades and religions of their parents and forefathers. Their interest in religious and political affairs came secondary to their need to survive. And we must not overlook the fact that a large percentage of that population was composed of pagan gentiles who had no regard for the Jewish god.

Up to this point, the lifestyles of this large segment of the population were similar; but religious and social differences necessitate diverse lifestyles and so it was with the Palestinians. For centuries, especially following the encroachment of Hellenism, gentiles had been building separate cities, often right beside Jewish cities. That segregation also extended into geographical areas that were either predominately Jewish or gentile. Jews might live in gentile cities, or visa versa, but they did so at their own peril. 

Naturally, the Jews observed the Sabbath, Jewish festivals, food laws, and might even make pilgrimages to the temple. They believed in the Jewish God, attempted to live holy lives, and followed the dictates of the Torah; all in simple faith. In many ways they were like Christians today who follow the teachings of their parents, attend church, and keep the Lord's Day; but have a very superficial knowledge of the Bible.

In a world suffering the invasion of foreign armies, new philosophies, and conflicting religions the people were definitely concerned about day-to-day events—but their main agenda was survival. Also, a large segment of the population had been caught up in the fervor of messianic expectations, which introduces the group we're most concerned with, the followers of Jesus—the Nazarenes. While Jesus lived, they were composed of messianic Jews. And since Jesus' doctrines were almost identical with the Essenes we should assume they were connected in some way.

Of course the gentiles had their own gods, their own philosophies, and their own personal reasons for hatred. For centuries they and their forefathers had lived in a land ruled by Jews and suffered the abuse of racial and religious discrimination; then the Jewish theocracy began to crack underneath the pressure of Hellenist and Roman influences. 
Judaism had long struggled against the influences of Grecian Hellenism; then, with the influx of Roman values, philosophies, and laws the devout watched helplessly as their theocratic beliefs were violated and voided. Anger, frustration, despair, desperation and fanaticism were only a few of the emotions that smoldered within their hearts. Some of the more zealous sects objected when the Herodians began to interfere with the personnel and offices of the temple. Not only did they consider Herod and his offspring gentiles, but they condemned their custom of inter-family marriages as incest, as testified by John the Baptist’s ministry against Herod. In addition, the Herodians, in cooperation with some of the temple priests, had opened the temple to gentiles, even accepting their polluting gifts, and offering sacrifices on their behalf. The temple priests were not only divided along party lines, but also according to class—high and low priest—with the high priests holding pre-eminence because of their wealth and social status. There was greed, corruption, avarice, and rioting within the temple and priesthood during the first century.
Unrest and rebellion increased toward the end of Herod's reign. In 8 BC, the monastery at Qumran, the home of the Essenes, was swept by a deliberate, destructive, fire for which Herod was thought to be responsible. It was then that he became ill, and a riot broke out when two popular teachers and their students removed the golden eagle from the temple gate. The teachers and students were burned alive.

Upon Herod's death, the kingdom was divided among his sons, Herod Antipas, Philip, and Archelaus, with the latter becoming ruler of Samaria, Judea, and Idumea. During the Easter celebration, riots broke out. The teachers and students who had been burned were regarded as martyrs, and angry mobs demanded retribution. Three thousand Jews were killed by the Romans before order could be restored. Things calmed down, and Archelaus went to Rome to be crowned by the emperor.  In his absence, more rioting occurred. There were three rebel leaders: Judas, (the one Josephus referred to as a robber); Simon, a royal slave; and a shepherd named Athronges. Archelaus' troops were unable to control the rebels and the Roman governor of Syria had to intervene. Two thousand more people were crucified. Archelaus' rule was so inept that he was banished to Gaul about 6 BC. Judea then became a province of Syria under the governorship of Publius Sulpicius Quirinius.

Until then, the people had been taxed in kind. However, Quirinius was ordered to reorganize the tax structure upon a money basis. While the taxes probably would not have been higher, the Jews were faced with two other problems. First they would have to convert their property into money, which meant a farmer would have to borrow in case of a poor harvest. But even more detestable, the coins would bear an image of the goddess Roma or the divine emperor—to the Jews, a violation of the first Commandment. A Pharisee named Zodok and a scribe from Galilee named Judas, stirred the people up by declaring that God was Israel's only Lord—and that it was blasphemous to pay tribute to anyone else. Little is recorded of the revolt that followed. Judas is referred to in the Acts of the Apostles (5:37), where it is implied that he was killed and Josephus denounced him and blamed him and other like rebels for the destruction of Jerusalem and their nation. Throughout Roman occupation, rioting and insurrections fueled by messianic hopes were commonplace in Judea. When Pontius Pilate was the procurator of Judea, uprisings had been occurring regularly for nearly forty years, and would continue to occur even beyond the destruction of Jerusalem. From the death of Herod to the defeat of Bar Kosiba, about 134 AD, leaders of varying degrees of credibility were to step forward, each claiming to be the Messiah of God. Each led an unsuccessful revolt and died. 
The Jews felt desecrated and longed for a savior, a messiah who would free them from their enemies and establish a kingdom of God on earth, in which they would be the rulers. Daniel 7:13–14, written about 160 BC, during the period of Greek oppression, describes the Messiah. God would give him a kingdom, "that all people, nations, and languages, should serve him: his dominion is an everlasting dominion, which shall not pass away, and his kingdom that which shall not be destroyed.” Popular Jewish hopes were still of their warrior king, born in the image of King David, their Messiah, who would save his people and free them from enslavement. The messiah was not a god or an aspect of God, but was entirely human, though backed by the supernatural might of God. A Jew proclaiming himself a god at the time of Jesus would have been stoned for blasphemy, but it was no blasphemy to claim to be a messiah, a man.

During the latter reign of Herod the Great, some scholars had discovered that seventy-six generations had passed since the creation, and there was a well-known prophecy that the Messiah would return in the seventy-seventh generation to deliver Israel from foreign rulers3. A generation later, when Jesus came upon the scene, all signs and prophecies seem to welcome him as that Messiah.

Chapter 2 — The Essenes and the Dead Sea Scrolls

Before we think about the life and teachings of Jesus, let’s consider the Jews’ relationship with the Hebraic Law, the Tanakh. The Sadducees and Pharisees were viewed as the custodians of that faith. While their exact duties are unclear, it is generally agreed that the Sadducees were associated with the priestly line and temple services and the Pharisees were the keepers, or readers, of the holy writings. It would then seem logical to turn to these two sects for any questions regarding the Law; however, at the beginning of the first century, both sects were splintered groups with divided loyalties that crossed party lines. Instead of two dedicated parties loyal to their offices, and the Law, there were numerous sects intermixed with the Herodians. With the regulation of the temple placed in the hands of gentiles, many devout Jews considered the temple defiled and the Law mocked. To find a true dedication to the Law, we must look elsewhere; to the Essenes, that zealous bunch of religious hermits secluded in the wilderness. 
The Essenes aren’t mentioned in the New Testament writings—a very strange fact, when we consider that they have a major role in the story. Josephus, Jewish War, bk II, chapter 8, mentioned them as one of the three religious philosophies of his time and gave us a detailed description of their beliefs and lifestyle. Even so, there was some doubt regarding their actual existence until the Dead Sea Scrolls, or Qumran Scrolls, were discovered. Those writings are comprised of over 870 manuscripts, including parts of every book in the Hebrew Bible except Esther.1 That discovery confirmed Josephus’ writings and revealed much more information concerning the Essenes. It is only through an understanding of this obscure sect that we can come to a more accurate understanding of Christianity.

The Essenes' influence upon Christianity cannot be overemphasized. Whether their beliefs and scriptural interpretations were divine and correct does not enter into the scope of this study. What is important is the fact that what they believed and taught was sealed away in the Qumran caves—pure and undefiled—until 1947. Unlike the New Testament and early Church writings, there were neither oral traditions nor a succession of writers and copyists to corrupt them. What they provide is the link between Judaism and Christianity.

The historian Philo stated that they received their name because of their holiness and that they served God by prayer rather than sacrifice. The Community Rule, a book of community regulations, seems to imply that the leaders, twelve laymen and three priests who had obtained a state of perfection, became the 'holy of holies' for God's spirit. God accepted their righteousness, right living, in lieu of sacrifice; similar to the Christian doctrine of the indwelling spirit.2 According to Josephus, Jewish War, Book II, Chapter 8, they were a solitary, close-knit, brotherhood that separated themselves into small communities to escape the defiling wickedness of their fellow Jews. They were known by many names,—among them—the Righteous, the Elect, the Poor, the Holy or the Saints, the Keepers of the Covenant, the New Covenanters, the Remnant of Israel, the Perfect of the Way, and the Sons of Light.

Every facet of their lives was dedicated to attaining perfection; but the fact that it was an ongoing endeavor indicates it was a future expectation. They renounced riches, kept no servants, ministered to one another, and ate only the simplest of food. They dressed in white, wore their clothes and shoes to shreds, and held all goods in common. Their daily lives were directed in such a way that they were left with only two things to do of their own free will: assist those in need and show mercy.

Their teachings and those of Christianity have a number of amazing similarities. Like Christians, they believed in repentance as membership into a new covenant. Both sects believed they lived in an era in which Satan (Belial) ruled the world, both referred to their mission as "the Way," both belived in secret knowledge hidden within the Scriptures, an 'end time' parousia with God's vengeance upon mankind, an immortal soul, continuing revelations of Gods will, and, most interestingly, the concept of the community as the temple of God. Compare the following excerpt from their Community Rule to Jesus' teachings:
For only through the spirit pervading God's true society can there be atonement for a man's ways, all of his iniquities; thus only can he gaze upon the light of life and so be joined to His truth by His holy spirit, purified from all iniquity. Through an upright and humble attitude his sin may be covered, and my humbling himself before all God's laws his flesh can be made clean. Only thus can he really receive the purifying waters and be purged by the cleansing flow. Let him order his steps to walk faultless in all the ways of God, just as He commanded for the times appointed to him. Let him turn aside neither to the right nor the left, nor yet deviate in the smallest detail from all of His words. Then indeed will he be accepted by God, offering the sweet savor of atoning sacrifice, and then only shall he be a party to the Covenant of the eternal Yahad (Community Rule, 1Qs, 4Q255-264a & 5Q11, Col. 3, lines 7-12).
While man will be cleansed by the Holy Spirit, he is still required to obey God’s ways, the Law. The righteous would be raised up (with incorruptible bodies) in the kingdom of God on the third day in accordance with Hosea 6:2. Here can be seen the root of the Christian belief of Jesus’ resurrection on the third day and the spiritual resurrection of the soul in heaven; and it is here the most notable difference in their beliefs is manifested. For the Essenes, salvation came through obedience to the Law, while Christianity looks to a personal salvation through belief in Jesus’ resurrection.
It is imperative that the reader understand the Essenes’ dedication to the Law. In that regard, the word zeal is repeated again and again in the Dead Sea Scrolls. From scroll to scroll, there is no contradiction of values; all speak of piety, righteousness, and perfection that demand total obedience. The fact that they separated from orthodox Judaism in order to better observe the Law gives evidence of their dedication. Numerous passages in the scrolls extol proper observance and obedience that goes far past subjects such as circumcision and personal cleanliness; which are also found in the New Testament. In one letter, which appears to be written to a ruler, or leader, objections are made to slaughtering the sacrificial cow outside the camp rather than on the altar; grain that had been touched by a gentile was unclean; the deaf and blind were not allowed in the temple because they might, unknowingly, be unclean; and women were forbidden to marry men whose genitals had been crushed or mutilated. They believed themselves to be the last line of defense between man and God. Anything less than perfect holiness meant they were unworthy to assist in the establishment of the kingdom of God, which entailed a personal loss of paradise. When it came to obedience to the Law, the word compromise was not in their vocabulary. It was this zeal for the Law that links them with the Zealots, a similar sect that shared the same dedication. Though Josephus hated the Zealots and blamed them for the destruction of his country, he couldn’t help conveying respect when he wrote of the Essenes’ willingness to laugh and taunt their torturers as they suffered martyrdom3. This dedication and willingness to suffer the most horrible of deaths rather than yield one jot or tittle of their teachings should be remembered later when we use those teachings to evaluate New Testament writings.

Josephus said the Essenes were all Jews by birth and propagated the sect by adoption because they did not marry. However, they weren’t against marriage in principle. Theirs was a complex order. Among the scrolls found at Qumran were four books of regulations: the Community Rule, the War Scroll, the Damascus Rule, and the Rule of the Congregation. The Damascus Rule referred to children, marriage, and other associated communities in Palestine, showing that the Qumran Community wasn’t the only settlement. They lived in both isolated and strictly regulated "camps," or in the villages. The Damascus Document provides contingence regulations for both lifestyles.4 All Israelites outside the communities were referred to as the “simple of Ephraim.” They were believed to have been led astray by the smooth-talking Pharisees and the lure of the wealthy—the Sadducees.

According to the Community Rule, members were sworn to hate the Sons of Darkness (all those who polluted God's Law) for all eternity. The rich were considered deceitful and wicked. The Essenes were to keep apart from such ungodly and wicked men, and they were obliged to hate them with an "eternal hatred.” 

These are the precepts of the Way for the Instructor in these times, as to his loving and hating: eternal hatred and a concealing spirit for the Men of the Pit! He shall leave them their wealth and profit like a slave does his master—presently humble before his oppressor, but a zealot for God's law whose time will come: even the Day of Vengeance (Community Rule, 1QS, 4Q255-264a, 5Q11, Col. 9, lines 21-23).
The language is very much the language of Jesus, but Christians overlook one major point. The Essenes were to love their brothers, but a brother, to them, was not just any man. In fact, most other men they hated as wicked. According to their beliefs, the pit was one of the three snares of Belial (wickedness, ungodliness) and represented riches. The other two snares, or nets, were fornication and pollution of the Temple. The "sons of the pit" were the wealthy, mainly the Sadducees. The "poor" was a name for themselves, while the "poor of His people" were the poor of the children of Israel, or the common people. Here is the obvious root of Jesus’ disdain for the Sadducees and Pharisees.

Although they were to hate the wicked and ungodly, they were forbidden to mete out punishment. The Community Rule taught:

To no man shall I return evil for evil, I shall pursue a man only for good; for with God resides the judgment of all the living, and He shall pay each man his recompense (Community Rule, 1QS, 4Q255-264a, 5Q11, Col. 10, lines 18-19).
This required more that just turning the other cheek. Though hatred of the ungodly was required, no one could judge another with a view to handing out punishment. He had to pursue him with goodness until the day of vengeance, as the Community Rule makes clear. When God began purging the world, the perfect (the Essenes) would become agents of God’s vengeance.5 In any case, it was a rule that would apply only to the Jews, not gentiles. The gentiles had to be driven from the land without regard to personal merit.

Admittance to the order was strict. A new convert had to live in their manner for a year to show his sincerity. Then, after baptism, he still had two more years in which to learn the Law and prove his worthiness. Afterward, he took a solemn oath and could participate in the sacred meal (the forerunner of the Eucharist). According to Josephus, he vowed:

1. He was to be pious towards God.

2. He was to keep justice towards men.

3. He was to wrong no one either deliberately or on being forced.

4. He was always to hate the unjust and to take the side of the just.

5. He was always to extend trust to all, especially those in power. For no one’s  rule can prevail against God:

6. If he should rule, he was never to vaunt his authority, neither by dress nor by any outward ornament to outshine those in lower ranks.

7. He was always to love truth and challenge liars.

8. He was to keep his hands from stealing and his hands clean from unlawful gain.

9. He was neither to hide anything from party members nor to disclose anything of theirs to others, even if tortured to death.

10. He vowed to transmit their teachings in no way other than that in which he received them.

11. He vowed to keep apart from banditry.

12. He vowed to protect the party’s books and, likewise, the names of the angels.

Evidence from the writings of Hippolytus of Rome (c. 170-c. 23), saint, martyr, antipope, and early Church writer—and the Dead Sea Scrolls—reveal that the Essenes were a secret society6. A member's oath was so binding that if he was found guilty of sin and was shunned, he could eat only grass, since he could accept food from no one without the permission of the guardian. Rather than break his oath, he would die of starvation. Here is another clue to understanding the Gospels. The secrecy of the Essenes was so binding, so sacred, that it wasn’t even divulged to any member under the age of twenty, and no one was allowed to take part in legal disputes until age thirty.7 They studied prophecies, times and dates, and believed doing so would enable them to foresee the coming kingdom and assist in bringing it about. At that time, they were to call all other Jews to repent, be baptized, and join the fight against the gentiles. They were to march against Jerusalem, where they would be joined by God and his holy angels to punish the wicked and save the righteous.8 They believed God’s prophets had written down the signs of the end time, and as the possessors of the Holy Spirit, believed they had the power to understand those writings. These were the secrets they guarded so fiercely. And within those secrets were plans for the overthrow of the Roman interlopers! For this reason, their writings and speeches were cloaked in innuendo, punning, and allegories. By way of explanation, let’s look at some of those esoteric and highly definitive words and phrases. 

In the Essene communities, the members were called the “Men of Holiness” or the “Perfect of the Way” and the “Sons of Zaddik” (Zodok).9 These names imply more than identification; these are the ones who will be saved and will save others by making them righteous. When speaking of the last days, or in an eschatological manner, these are the ones who will “stand."10 The word “stand” opens another list of esoteric words, such as “wall,” “tower,” or “fortress,” which carry their own meanings within the communities. Earlier, we noted other names for the members: the Elect, the Poor, the Holy or the Saints, the Keepers of the Covenant, the New Covenanters, the Remnant of Israel, the Perfect of the Way, and the Sons of 
Light. All of these names conveyed different aspects of their character, purpose, history, and ideologies. This is only a small glimpse into the mystery of their organization, but it should leave little doubt as to its complexity.

Another term closely related to the “tower” or “fortress” is “pillar,” which relates to “the Zaddik” in the Kabbalah of Jewish mystical tradition, a work the Essenes apparently revered.11 He is the Pillar of the World, a righteous person empowered by God to stand as a bulwark for the people. The role relates back to the priesthood of Zadok, during the reign of David, and speaks of a righteous interpreter of the Law. An exact understanding of this person or office is still uncertain; because the etymological links between the two words are derived from the Hebrew root Z-D-K, and can be interpreted as either a proper name or an office.12 The first such Zaddik was Noah, a righteous man who found grace in the eyes of God.13 Some others, in Jewish tradition, were Abraham, Moses, and James the Just. Later, Christianity appropriated the concept by using the term, endowed with the power of God from the womb, to identify New Testament characters, such as Jesus and John the Baptist, as Righteous, or Holy Ones.14 
In the Damascus Document the writer reiterates God's promise to the captives in Babylon; then symbolically identifies the Essenes as the recipients of that promise.
…In the time of destruction of the land the Boundary-Shifters appeared and led Israel astray and the land was devastated, for they had spoken rebellion against the commandments of God through Moses and also through the anointed of the spirit; and they prophesied falsehood to turn Israel from following God. But God called to mind the covenant of the forefathers; and He raised up from Aaron insightful men and from Israel wise men and He taught them and they dug the well of knowledge: "the well the princes dug, the nobility of the people dug it with a rod" (Num. 21:18).

The Well is the Law, and its "diggers" are the captives of Israel who went out of the land of Judah and dwelt in the land of Damascus; because God had called them all princes, for they sought Him and their honor was not denied by a singe mouth. And the "rod" is the Interpreter of the Law of whom Isaiah said, "he brings out a tool for his work" (Isa. 54:16). The "nobility of the people" are those who come to "dig the well" by following rules that the Rod made to live by during the whole era of wickedness, and without these rules they shall obtain nothing until the appearance of one who teaches righteousness in the Last Days. (Damascus Document, 4Q267, Col. 5, line 20 – Col. 6, line 11)
Within the Qumran Community, the title Zaddik was applied to their Teacher of Righteousness, or Righteous Teacher, and a Messianic Leader—the Nasi.15 The relationship of these two offices appears to overlap. The Righteous Teacher obviously fulfilled the role of teacher and father figure in that the community members were referred to as Sons of Righteousness and Sons of Zaddik. As to the Messianic Leader, he is nowhere declared to be a “messiah,” only a messianic leader. But there are abundant references to messianic expectations throughout the writings, especially the latter entries of another Essene book, the War Scroll. In the passage quoted  above, reference is made to both offices. The "rod" or "interpreter of the Law," would be the Righteous One, the Zaddik, the Essenes' leader. The one who was to appear in the "Last Days" would be the expected Messiah. We’ll have more to say on this subject later in comparison to Jewish and Christian messianic expectations.

The complexity of the Essenes and their writings might best be understood by the fact that archeologists, paleographers, and scholars have been translating and puzzling over the Dead Sea Scrolls for more than fifty years and are still struggling to fill blank, confusing, areas. One would think the job would be much simpler, since the works contain so much of the Tanakh and other Hebrew writings, which may be used for references. However, such isn’t the case; those manuscripts are comprised of over 15,000 tiny pieces of skin and must be assembled like a jig-saw puzzle.16 In their search for revelations, the Essenes rewrote many of the older works—such as Genesis, Psalms, or the Prophets—into commentaries called peshers. Basically, what they did was take well-known passages they felt applied to their social environment and rewrite them into distinctive interpretations pertinent to the history or ideology of the group. Another type of rabbinic biblical interpretation, which we will encounter later, is known as midrash and employed a principle called gezerah shawah, meaning "similar category." This method allowed that when similar or identical words occurred in different parts of the Law then both, no matter how different the context, would be of identical application.17 
At this point, let’s consider the association of the Zealots and Sicarii with the Essenes. What role did these groups play in those tumultuous events in Jewish history? Here, as with the Essenes, the absence of any New Testament references to Zealots or Sicarii (other than Luke’s "Simon called Zelotes"—Luke 6:15 & Acts 1:13) is suspicious because these sects were the major opposing forces against Rome.18 But how were they associated with the Essenes? Were they members of the same communities? What of the Nazarenes (Nazoraeans) and Galileans; who were also considered insurrectionist by Rome and the Herodians? 
While Josephus and Philo viewed the Essenes as peace-loving monks, Hippolytus associated them with the assassins.19 His writings, along with the Dead Sea Scrolls, especially the War Scroll, makes it obvious that the Essenes’ expectation and goal was destruction of their Roman conquerors. However, the Dead Sea Scrolls also make it clear that they were awaiting a leader, a messiah, while the Zealots and Sicarii were carrying the battle to their suppressors. 
Josephus, in his Antiquities of the Jews20 and Wars of the Jews,21 provided us with the greatest insight into this aspect of Jewish culture until the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls. His admiration for the Essenes didn't extend to the militant groups he labeled, Zealots or robbers. According to his works, the introduction of the Zealots began with Judas of Galilee who led an uprising after the death of Herod in 4 BC. And their order continued for years after the destruction of Masada in AD 73. Josephus describes the Sicarii as a group of assassins and credited them with leading the uprising at Jerusalem in 70 AD and the resistance at Mesada. He seemed to have trouble distinguishing between the two groups, referring to them alternately as insurrectionists or robbers. 
…there sprang up another sort of robbers in Jerusalem, which were called Sicarii, who slew men in the day time, and in the midst of the city; this they did chiefly at the festivals, when they mingled themselves among the multitude, and concealed daggers under their garments, with which they stabbed those that were their enemies; and when any fell down dead, the murderers became a part of those that had indignation against them; by which means they appeared persons of such reputation, that they could by no means be discovered. The first man who was slain by them was Jonathan the high priest, after whose death many were slain every day, while the fear men were in of being so served was more afflicting than the calamity itself; and while every body expected death every hour, as men do in war, so men were obliged to look before them, and to take notice of their enemies at a great distance; nor, if their friends were coming to them, durst they trust them any longer; but, in the midst of their suspicions and guarding of themselves, they were slain. Such was the celerity of the plotters against them, and so cunning was their contrivance (Wars of the Jews, 2.13.3).
These assassins became so powerful and numerous they began raiding villages. They abducted the son of Ananias, the high priest, and ransomed him for their own members held prisoners. Once the ransom was paid, the Sicarii made a habit of abducting Ananias' servants and kin. When the uprising occurred in Jerusalem in 70 AD they were powerful enough to lead the charge in driving the Romans from the city. Although he condemns them as indiscriminate robbers and murderers, their actions throughout the Jewish War (66-73 AD) leave no doubt their main cause was freedom from foreign enslavement and reestablishment of the Jewish theocracy. 

We have already mentioned the segregation of Jewish and gentile areas throughout Palestine; Jesus' homeland, Galilee, was a gentile area surrounded on three sides by mountains and mostly self-sufficient. Whether Jesus was referred to as a Galilean because he came from that area, or because his philosophy was that of a known rebel, Judas the Galilean, can be debated. But either conclusion gives strong evidences of his being an insurrectionist.
The other word mentioned as being associated with rebels and Zealots is Nazarenes. Although the New Testament associates Nazarenes with Jesus’ supposed hometown, there are no references to such a town until the third century. Neither is there any archeological evidence suggesting there was a city there during the first century. Josephus, who was commander of the Galilean area during the Jewish War, kept meticulous records and never mentioned such a city.22 And according to the Catholic Encyclopedia, up to the time of Constantine, Nazareth remained exclusively a Jewish town. St. Epiphaenius (ca. 310–320 – 403), bishop of Salamis and Church Father, relates that in 339 AD, Joseph, the Count of Tiberias, told him that, by a special order of the emperor, “he built churches to Christ in the towns of the Jews, in which there were none, for the reason that neither Greeks, Samaritans, nor Christians were allowed to settle there, viz., at Tiberias, at Diocaesarea, or Sepphoris, at Nazareth, and at Capharnaum.”23 This indicates the extent to which the Nazarenes resisted not only Rome, but also Christians. Romans knew the Nazarenes as Palestinian rebels. And, by their own Gospels, Christians identify Jesus as a Nazarene.

The word Nazarene might have come from the word nazir, which means a branch, and can also be translated Nazarite. This is surely what was spoken by the Prophets when we read in Matthew 2:23: "and came and dwelt in a city named Nazareth: that it might be fulfilled which was spoken by the prophets, He shall be called a Nazarene." This reference in Matthew to the Prophets has puzzled scholars, because there is no explicit mention of a Nazarene by the Prophets. The reference, recognizable to messianic Jews, is to Isaiah’s netser, the branch of the stem of Jesse, which gives us both Nazarenes and Jessaeans.

Both Nazarenes and Jessaeans are associated with the Essenes through the name they chose for themselves, Ebionites – from the Hebrew Ebionim, meaning “the Poor.” After the destruction of Jerusalem and the rise of Christianity, the name was lost to history; but Epiphanius, in his Panarion (Adversus Haereses) traces them through the Ebionites, Ossaeans and Elchasaites to the Mandaeans in southern Iraq today. In his struggle to transform them into Christians, he comes to this conclusion:24
All Christians were once called Nazoraeans. For a short time they were also given the name Jessaeans, before the Disciples in Antioch began to be called Christians.

Of course, Jessaeans is synonymous with Essenes. For the purpose of this work, I will refer to them as Nazarenes—with the implied meaning that they are descended from the Essenes. My rationale for doing so is based upon the similarity of their religious doctrines, their ideologies, and the 
associations mentioned above.

Because Hebrew was first spoken without vowels, a number of variants of the word nazir appear—nazar, nazer, netser, natsar—whose meanings intertwine and describe the Essenes and their beliefs. A cross-reference from Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance yields: to hold aloof, abstain from drink, impurity, to separate, set apart, unshorn, consecration, hair, crown, an unpruned vine, a shoot, a branch, descendant, guard, protect, obey, to conceal, keep hidden things, observe, preserve, and watcher. Such weaving of words and meanings was typical of the Essenes’ secretiveness. One other word that might be found in that list was, as we have already mentioned, for their messianic leader,  Nasi—meaning exalted one, king, captain, cloud, rising mist, prince, ruler, and vapor. A strange word association—a king and mist or vapor—but perhaps fitting for a supernatural ruler, is it not?

Another connection is found in Numbers 6:1-21. Here the Nazarite is described as abstaining from products of the grape, allowing his hair to grow, and avoiding the ritual pollution of a dead body. Long hair was symbolic of the Nazarite’s consecration to God. We know from Luke that John the Baptist was a Nazarite. Also Jesus’ brother James, who became leader after the crucifixion, was a Nazarite. It is almost certain that Jesus was also. It seems Nazarenes were Nazarites.

Hippolytus identifies Jesus’ second brother, Simon, with Simon the Zealot, mentioned in Luke and Acts. If such were true, this would place Jesus at the head of a band of insurrectionists. But, the Original Encyclopedia claims the Hebrew word qana, rendered zealous when referring to Peter (Matthew 10:4; Mark 3:18), did not mean he belonged to the Zealots party; but only one who “had zeal for the Jewish law.” (http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/11744a.htm) That is a good argument, except it is also the exact definition of a first-century, Judean, Zealot. And we must not forget that Peter weld a pretty mean sword. On the other hand, one can’t help wondering why Jesus’ Apostles would be zealous of the Jewish law if Jesus was promoting an agenda that would negate those laws. Then again, perhaps he wasn’t; perhaps that came about through another’s efforts.

One of Jesus’ titles was unique and not credited to any other New Testament character, that of being the son of God. This is very important, because it is one of Christianity’s justifications for the belief in his deity. Jesus never rebuked those who addressed him as such; was his silence a sign of acknowledgement?  If not, why didn't he correct the error? By all accounts, he was a humble and unassuming man; how could he condone such elevated praise? 
Throughout the Old Testament, God referred to special or chosen persons as his son, or son of God, with no indication of actual kinship. (Psalms 2:7; 89:27; and II Samuel 7:14) Even today, many Christians refer to themselves as a “child of God.” So, if Jesus wasn’t encouraging the people to believe he was the son of God, what was the significance of the phrase? 

In the Qumran writings, especially the Book of Wisdom, truth and righteousness are extolled. And in a world of wickedness, the Essenes reckoned themselves as the Righteous and assumed the name Sons of God. One of their prophecies, the Star Prophecy, predicted a Leader of Righteousness, a messianic figure who would usher in the kingdom of God promised in Daniel 2:44.25 This Teacher of Righteousness would go out among the children of Israel and proclaim the coming kingdom, teaching the errant the ways of the Righteous, the ways of the Essenes. 
Jesus came among the people proclaiming the coming kingdom of God and was recognized as that messiah by many of the people—but not the son of God. The Dead Sea Scrolls only make reference to a Son of God once. When the interpretation was first made known its usage was unclear, but Christians seized upon the phrase as a prophecy of Jesus. However, further study revealed the passage referred to an invading king, probably the son of Alexander's general, Ptolemy, who seized control of Egypt after Alexander's death. It speaks of a father and son:
[Also his son] will be called The Great, and be designated by his name. He will be called the Son of God, they will call him the son of the Most High. But like the meteors that you saw in your vision, so will be their kingdom (Dead Sea Scrolls, 4Q246, Col. 1, line 9 & Col. 2, lines 1-2).
In light of this prophecy, plus the Jews' aversion to calling any man God, it should be obvious that referring to Jesus as the Son of God was introduced by the Christians; later we'll see just how that occurred.
When Jesus came preaching he didn’t bring a new message, his was the same as John the Baptist’s:
Now after that John was put in prison, Jesus came into Galilee, preaching the gospel of the kingdom of God, and saying, The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is at hand: repent ye, and believe the gospel (Mark. 1:14-15).
When he said, “The time is fulfilled,” he was implying that whoever was judging time had reason to believe that something important was about to happen. The Essenes were the ones studying time, watching current events and trying to foresee God’s intentions. What was Jesus’ message? The kingdom is coming. The “kingdom of God is at hand,” doesn’t sound very imperative to Christians today. After all, they have been waiting two thousand years for that promise. But to the Jews who were living for and expecting God’s retribution upon the gentiles, such a declaration was equivalent to Paul Revere's cry, “The British are coming.” This was Jesus’ message, this is what he taught, not some form of spiritual escapism! Jesus was preaching the coming kingdom in a matter that set him apart from the other insurrectionists who had marched against Jerusalem in armed rebellion. According to the Essenes, an army without the backing of a repentant Israel, could not oust the Romans. But a repentant Israel would bring God’s holy army, and God would overthrow the wicked. That was Jesus’ message, “Repent…the kingdom of God is at hand.”

But if such is so, how can we reconcile such violent intentions with Jesus’ teachings of keeping the Law and loving your fellowman? It really isn’t so difficult to understand if you remember the Essenes’ Community Rule quoted earlier.
The gentiles’ reward was going to come with God and his holy army. In that day, God would recompense them for their deeds. With this in mind, it should be seen that no hypocrisy was involved in Jesus’ teachings. The Commandments of God were there, offering salvation to all, Jew and gentile alike. Look at the parable of the “good Samaritan” in Luke 10:25-37:

And, behold, a certain lawyer stood up, and tempted him, saying, Master, what shall I do to inherit eternal life? He said unto him, What is written in the law? how readest thou?
And he answering said, Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy strength, and with al thy mind; and thy neighbour as thyself.
And he said unto him, Thou hast answered right: this do, and thou shalt live.

But he, willing to justify himself, said unto Jesus, And who is my neighbour?

And Jesus answering said, A certain man went down from Jerusalem to Jericho, and fell among thieves, which stripped him of his raiment, and wounded him, and departed, leaving him half dead. And by chance there came down a certain priest that way: and when he saw him, he passed by on the other side. And likewise a Levite, when he was at the place, came and looked on him, and passed by on the other side. But a certain Samaritan as he journeyed, came where he was: and when he saw him, he had compassion on him, And went to him, and bound up his wounds, pouring in oil and wine, and set him on his own beast, and brought him to an inn, and took care of him. And on the morrow when he departed, he took out two pence, and gave them to the host, and said unto him, Take care of him; and whatsoever thou spendest more, when I come again, I will repay thee. Which now of these three, thinkest thou, was neighbour unto him that fell among the thieves?

And he said, He that shewed mercy on him.

Then said Jesus unto him, Go, and do thou likewise.

First, notice that although the lawyer was tempting Jesus, the question was the requirement for eternal life, showing that this parable was about more than “being a good Samaritan.” Next, notice that even the heckler knew he had to “do” something. Finally, look at the selection of players: a Pharisee, a Levite, and a Samaritan. Here the subtlety of the Essenes and Jesus shines. The Pharisee and Levite represent the two “status quo” religious factions of the day, factions Jesus regarded as reprobates who polluted God’s word and the temple. In the parable they are depicted as being caught up in the world of rituals, manmade laws and their own interests. And the Samaritan, hated by the Jews, represented the most despised of mankind, the gentiles. Jesus’ choice of such a character shows he understood the lawyer’s intent and recognized the trap laid for him. The hatred for the Romans at that time was already fueling riots and rebellion, yet here was Jesus teaching that the Jews should love everyone.

Most likely, the lawyer was aware of the Essenes’ hatred of the Romans and was trying to expose Jesus as a rebel with the question, “Who is my neighbor?” The heckler probably had his next question already framed, “What about the Romans?” In such a case, had Jesus replied negatively he would have been seen as a rebel. A positive answer would have earned him the disdain of the common citizens. By choosing a Samaritan as the gentile character in his story, he is adhering to Essenes’ teachings of nonviolence and effectively removing the Romans from the equation. As it was, Jesus foresaw the trap and disarmed it ahead of time.

Another point to remember here is that if the Essenes’ expectations became reality, then they would be involved in an attempt to overthrow Roman rule. Their teachings were building toward that goal, and had the Roman authorities become aware of their intent, they would have been rounded up and crucified.
I know it’s hard for most Christians to even consider that Jesus might have been an insurrectionist, but later we’ll look at New Testament evidence that proves he was definitely guilty of rebellion against the Roman Empire. We’ll also present more evidence that he was an Essene. Meanwhile, consider this: If Jesus was a pacifist, as Christianity would have
us believe, isn’t it puzzling that there are no references to his life until the second century; that all records of him appear to have been erased—along with records of the Zealots, Essenes, and Nazarenes? Isn’t it strange that he was referred to by two names associated with insurrectionists? Not when one looks at the evidence without Christian blinders. Remember, outwardly, in every visible facet of their lives, the Essenes were peaceful and nonviolent.

Chapter 3 — New Testament Authenticity

At this point, I have pushed my allegations to the limit of credibility; that is, that Jesus was an Essene and an insurrectionist. In doing so, I have also brought the generally accepted interpretation of the New Testament into question—a question which must be addressed. However, before we can do so, another aspect of Christian belief must be considered—that of revealed truths outside the Bible. One of the greatest contentions between Catholics and Protestants during the Reformation was whether or not the Bible was the sole revelation of God’s will. While the Protestants held that it was, the Catholics argued that Jesus had established, through his Apostles, the means of continued divine guidance for his Church. To support their view they pointed to traditions outside scriptural teachings already practiced by the Protestants, such as Sunday worship and infant baptism. From a Catholic viewpoint, this was a very strong argument. Protestantism was derived from the Catholic Church, they shared the same history. If the Protestants questioned and repudiated that history, they destroyed their own roots; therefore, many of the traditions of Catholicism were accepted by Protestantism simply because they could not deny their origin.

Outside New Testament Scriptures, the Church observed many customs and traditions declared divine simply because they were allegedly practiced by the early Church. We have already mentioned two—a Sunday worship and infant baptism. It should be noted that the early Church did not observe a Sunday Sabbath until it was instituted by Constantine about 315 AD. And decrees concerning the souls of unbaptised infants were still being passed in the eleventh century (we’ll learn more of this subject later). But the most astounding ability allegedly given to the Church was the “tradition” that the Apostles were endowed with the ability to propagate “revealed truth” to their disciples—a doctrine referred to as apostolic succession. Stated bluntly, Catholicism claimed the divine right to speak for God. For authority, they turned to New Testament Scriptures (which they sanctioned) as a basis for this teaching; later, we’ll show that their interpretation isn’t valid.

The fallacy of using tradition in this manner to support a religious dogma is that we must consider that all societies and religions have traditions; to recognize one as authoritative, without any basis of validity, gives precedence to all the others to make the same claim. Therefore, the Native American’s tradition, that man came from a hole in the earth, is just as valid as that of the creation story, or Jesus rising from the dead.

None of the Catholic traditions were even recognized as divine until the orthodox Church began searching for pre-eminence over other Christian sects some time during the second century. The search for authoritative writings led the Church to concoct the theory of apostolic succession1, though the term wasn’t introduced until the fourth century. Prior to that “revealed truth,” traditions were used as a teaching method2 or were simply folk history.

The Church pointed to old traditions and introduced new ones as she aged. Since the Church alone claimed the right of apostolic succession, those ecclesiastical traditions gave them magisterial power to decide what was “revealed truth.” In effect, that absolute power gave them license to institute whatever dogma was needed to further the gospel of Christ, and, therefore, their own will.3 Later we’ll see how Catholicism used that power.

At this point, let’s turn to the matter of the validity of New Testament Scriptures. What proportions of Christianity’s basic teachings come from the Scriptures, and how much is derived from traditions? First, let’s just briefly recap those beliefs. We will begin with the life of Jesus. The first four books of the New Testament are gospels allegedly written by Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John which relate the birth and life of Jesus. To wit, he was the Son of God, born of a virgin and sent to earth to redeem mankind. Upon reaching maturity, he was baptized by John the Baptist, chose twelve disciples, and conducted a short ministry throughout the Judean countryside. His message was the coming kingdom of God and salvation for all mankind. His ministry was one of nonviolence, peace, and love for all, and was delivered with such wisdom that all who heard were astounded. He had a disdain for the Sadducees and Pharisees and rejected many of their teachings, especially those that ostracized or discriminated against the poor, afflicted, and gentiles. Following the will of his father (God), he journeyed to Jerusalem where he knew he would be killed.

In Jerusalem, he procured an ass and rode into the city in an attempt to fulfill a prophecy from Zechariah that would identify him as the long-awaited Messiah and King of Israel. He boldly entered the polluted temple and "cleansed" it by chasing out the moneychangers and merchants. Later, he was arrested and carried before the Jewish court, then turned over to Pontius Pilate. He was falsely convicted and crucified. On the third day, he arose from the grave and appeared to many. Then, before ascending up to his Father in heaven, he commissioned his disciples to carry his message of salvation to the entire world.

The balance of the New Testament consists of the Acts of the Apostles, the Epistles (most attributed to Paul), the pastoral books, and Revelation, a total of twenty-seven books. For brevity’s sake, I’ll only encapsulate their contents by saying that Acts is supposed to describe the ministry of the Apostles, and the pastorals and epistles present the primary teachings of Christianity. Supposedly, Revelation is an eschatological mystery describing the final great tribulations poured out upon the earth.4
Admittedly, this is an axe-job condensation, but since most Christians (and even many non-Christians) are familiar with the New Testament, it should suffice. Besides, if I tread too deeply, I am apt to find myself submerged in denominational controversies. At any rate, assuming all this can be substantiated by these Scriptures, how much of it is based upon tradition, and how much can we actually prove? There was a man named Paul who wrote some of the epistles—and even that “proof” is questionable!

Oh, we can be rather certain that Jesus did exist, that he was a prophet and, of course, that a religion was started in his name. It is almost certain that most of what was recorded has a physical and historical background. However, this is where the contentions arise. When we compare the New Testament events with historical writings, such as Josephus’ Antiquities of the Jews and Wars of the Jews, the New Testament stories take on the aspects of children’s fairy tales. And like the Tales of the Arabian Knights, they are filled with seeming magic and appear to float timelessly within history. Names and events are shuffled together so haphazardly that it is impossible to preserve their identity5. For example: Peter (one of the twelve Apostles) is referred to as Peter, Simon, and Cephas; with appellations such as Alphaeus, Clopas and Caiaphas. [Note: Even though Jesus allegedly gave Peter the name Cephas (John 1:42); Eusebius, quoting Clement’s Hypotyposes, Book V, claims Cephas wasn’t Peter—but one of the seventy chosen by Jesus.] Even the names of the twelve Apostles are listed differently—with James, Jesus’ brother, being referenced with them in one instance to increase the number to thirteen (Galatians 1:19).

 The Book of Acts, which supposedly records the acts of the apostles, is chiefly about Paul. While it goes into great detail about the selection of Judas’ replacement, it doesn’t even mention Jesus’ replacement, James. Why are all the writings silent concerning the religious and political strife that was tearing Jerusalem and the land apart? And, as mentioned earlier, why were all traces of the insurrectionist groups, such as the Essenes and Zealots, purged from the records? To understand, one has to examine the New Testament writings with a critical and unbiased scrutiny.

Most Christians assume that the New Testament books were written by the Apostles or disciples for whom they are titled, or the author identified in the introduction. Nothing could be further from the truth. The original works perished in the very infancy of the Church. No Christian writer has ever made a reference to any of them. At best, what we have are edited copies of the original authors' works or someone's reminiscence; and, in some cases, highly imaginative creations credited to one of the apostles. Most Christians, however, refuse to accept such discrepancies, believing instead that the entire Bible is the divinely inspired, inerrant, word of God—even though it is universally accepted among many historians, theologians, and paleographers that the Scriptures have been altered. There are thousands of books, in most public libraries and uploaded to the Internet, that substantiate this fact. One that does so is sanctioned by the organization that compiled the New Testament canon, the Catholic Church, from the Original Encyclopedia:

But the genuine Gospels are silent about long stretches of the life of Our Lord , the Blessed Virgin, and St. Joseph. Frequently they give but a tantalizing glimpse of some episode on which we would fain be more fully informed. This reserve of the Evangelists did not satisfy the pardonable curiosity of many Christians eager for details, and the severe and dignified simplicity of their narrative left unappeased imaginations seeking the sensational and the marvellous. When, therefore, enterprising spirits responded to this natural craving by pretended Gospels full of romantic fables and fantastic and striking details, their fabrications were eagerly read and largely accepted as true by common folk who were devoid of any critical faculty and who were predisposed to believe what so luxuriously fed their pious curiosity. Both Catholics and Gnostics were concerned in writing these fictions. The former had no other motive than that of a pious fraud, being sometimes moved by a real though misguided zeal, as witness the author of the Pseudo-Matthew: Amcor Christi est cui satisfecimus. But the heretical apocryphists, while gratifying curiosity, composed spurious Gospels in order to trace backward their beliefs and peculiarities to Christ Himself (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Apocrypha).
The inference is, of course, that only those apocryphal books were corrupt; and that the canonized books were divinely preserved error free. But, as we will see, for the first four hundred year or so, the only difference in the divinity of those books was the doctrinal perception of the readers. The simple truth is that in this statement we have a confession of tampering by the very institution that claims the Bible is the inspired and inerrant Word of God. Notice: “The former [the Catholic Church] had no motive other than that of a pious fraud.” And who believed and accepted these false tales? “common folk who were devoid of any critical faculty”—the ignorant, illiterate, masses.

Another reason for spurious works was the need to perpetuate the teachings and traditions of the early disciples. Burton L. Mack, John Wesley Professor (now emeritus) in early Christianity at the Claremont School of Theology, gives an excellent explanation as to why and how New Testament writings were penned pseudonmously. 
…The idea behind much of the apostolic literature written around the turn of the second century was that disciples who had known Jesus personally formulated the instructions received from him and passed them on to the next generation of leaders
Thus they needed texts. And so the writing of texts in the name of some disciple or apostle became standard practice. It is for this reason as well that previously written anonymous literature, such as the New Testament gospels, were now attributed either to a disciple, as in the case of Matthew and John, or to an associate of a disciple, such as Mark, or to an associate of Paul, as in the case of Luke. A cursory glance at the large collection of early Christian writings traditionally known as the apocryphal New Testament (Elliott 1993) and at the corpus now known as the Gnostic scriptures (Layton 1987; Robinson 1988) reveals many texts purportedly written by a disciple as well as many stories about the disciples' acts, missions, and preachments. The favorites include Peter, James, John, and Paul. 
…This literature, most of which was written during the second, third, and fourth centuries, documents the success of the shift in early Christian mythmaking that took place at the turn of the second century. The shift produced the notion of an apostolic period, a notion that eventually made it possible for the Christian church to imagine the first chapter of early Christian "history" as the assured foundation for its institutions and office. It also had the effect of turning the disciples into heroes and creating a model for writing subsequent Christian history as a series of exemplars of the faith. And it had the effect of concentrating authority in texts (Who Wrote the New Testament? – 8.202).
Numerous authors and theologians have tried to make a case for the originality of the New Testament by asserting that they were written earlier than generally accepted and that numerous copies from distant countries corroborate one another. They compare their validity with that of secular authors, such as Plato, Suetonius, and Homer, whose works are acknowledged; and, of course, Paul’s since his writings are recognized. Such reasoning might hold value if we had a copy from such an early date. However, since our earliest New Testament copy, the Codex Sinaiticus, was written about 300 AD, it doesn’t matter what was written thirty years after Jesus, or twenty, or even five—because we have no proof of what was written at those early dates! They also refer to the historians Papias, Bishop of Hierapolis; and Irenaeus (c. 120-200 AD), saint, martyr, and Bishop of Lyons, as “eyewitnesses” to support their case. Later, we’ll see how credible they are as witnesses.

Another practice that had a great influence on early writing was the subject of pseudonymity, the use of fictitious names by authors. Moffatt's Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament, pp. 41-43, states:

…the centuries preceding and following the rise of Christianity were marked by a fairly extensive use of the pseudepigraphic method in philosophy, religion, and literature. The inducements to employ the names and characters of illustrious men varied in quality. One was the desire for pecuniary gain, which undoubtedly operated during the period in which Ptolemy Philadelphus was forming his library; this cannot be traced within the early Christian literature. The higher motives for such compositions sprang from the innocent admiration and naive sympathy which prompted a disciple to reproduce in his own language the ideas, or what he conceived to be the ideas, of his master, and yet forbade him, out of modesty, to present these under his own name. Conscious of the master's influence, disciples viewed their own writings as an extension of his spirit. In them, through their pages, he spoke, not they. What they wrote was not so much a private venture or independent outburst of their own, as the propagation of his mind and spirit. Hence it became a point of unselfish piety to give up all claims to personal glory, and attribute their writings to the master himself. Such was the practice of the later Pythagoreans. This throws light upon the ethos of New Testament writings like Ephesians and the Pastorals. While 2 Peter represents in the New Testament Canon a pseudonymous epistle, pure and simple, the pastoral epistles, on the other hand, were composed by a Paulinist who must have had access to certain notes or papers of the great apostle, which he incorporated in his own writings…

Scribal errors and contradictions are acknowledged in many commentaries and are even pointed out in the footnotes of the good reference Bibles. For example, the passage in Mark 16:9-20 was not found in the earlier manuscripts, the Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Vaticanus. And of I John 5:13, my Scofield Bible notes that the last portion; "and that ye may believe on the name of the Son of God,” has been added.

Many of these corrections, or various readings, as they are sometimes referred to (yes, they are so common as to have identifying names) are simply scribal errors. Others are obvious efforts to substantiate disputed teachings. One of the most glaring examples is the insertion of verse 7 in the chapter of I John referred to above: "For there are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost: and these three are one."

In his book, Our Bible and the Ancient Manuscripts, one of the more notable paleographers, Sir Fredric Kenyon, belittles the enormity of such changes and defends the Bible by claiming that "none of the fundamental truths of Christianity rests on passages of which the genuineness is doubtful."  He also coined another defensive phrase:

The Christian can take the whole Bible in his hand and say without fear or hesitation that he holds in it the true Word of God, handed down without essential loss from generation to generation throughout the centuries.

And yet, the verse just quoted, I John 5:7, is the pivotal argument in support of the doctrine of the trinity. Let’s take a look at another pivotal doctrine, that of the virgin birth in Matthew 1:22-23:

Now all this was done, that it might be fulfilled which was spoken of the Lord by the prophet, saying, Behold, a virgin shall be with child, and shall bring forth a son, and they shall call his name Emmanuel, which being interpreted is, God with us.

This is the basis and foundation for the virgin birth story of Jesus. The only possible reference in the Old Testament is found in Isaiah 7:14:

Therefore the Lord himself shall give you a sign; Behold, a virgin shall conceive, and bear a son, and shall call his name Immanuel.

It is generally accepted today that the error here is in the translation of the word virgin. Rev. Craig M. Lyons, M.Div, Bet Emet Ministries; (www.geocities.com/faithofyeshua/) has a detailed explanation:

There are so many errors in this verse as transcribed into the English I don't know where to begin. The sentence in question states that G-d will give a "sign" and that sign is related to the conception of a child. Remember, that the verse in Hebrew does not say the child is "Immanuel" for there are no "to be" verbs in Hebrew. Thus, the "child" 
is not to be Immanuel! [ONLY TO BE LIKE G-D IN SEVERAL WAYS].

Next the sentence ends with praise to G-d ("Immanuel") because in the Hebrew language it is not uncommon to give praise to G-d in a sentence describing G-d's accomplishments or some great work He has done and to conclude the descriptive sentence with such praises to G-d. It is quite proper in Hebrew to make a statement about G-d (that "G-d is with us") in finishing a sentence. It is similar to our custom of praising G-d in conversation by saying "bless G-d" or "Praise the LORD." We do it all the time, and so did the Hebrews!

Next, we find that in the context of the verse, the Hebrew word translated "virgin" in English is incorrect. This is not the meaning of the term at all! In Hebrew, "almah" means a young woman, which may or may not have had prior sexual experience. It does not mandate she be a virgin. Anytime the Bible wants to make a distinction between a "virgin" and "non-virgin" for legal reasons (in a court of law and in matters of divorce), G-d uses the term "betulah" and never "almah."

Christianity claims that Yeshua was born of a virgin, and bases such belief off a verse in the New Testament as well as Isa. 7:14. However, there is no linguistic reason to translate "almah" as virgin…

Likewise, Isaiah tells us that a young woman (with prior sexual experience since he used "almah") shall conceive and bear a child, and before that child (verse 16) shall know to refuse the evil and choose the good, the land that you dread (Assyrian invaders) will be forsaken by both her kings (a child learns right from wrong usually by the age of 2-3 years). If you keep reading the passage you will find that within about 2-3 years (before the child learns good from bad) G-d will bring His Presence (Immanuel) upon Israel and destroy the attacking Assyrian army. Isaiah speaks to King Ahaz of Israel who was being attacked by two Assyrian kings. Isaiah brings assurance to him to not worry, that G-d was bringing a "sign" to Israel that before a small 
child (who would be born not of a virgin) learns to choose right from wrong, the battle will be won for Israel. The young woman's pregnancy was a "good sign" that something good was going to happen to Israel... real soon! The child was a sign of the soon coming delivering Presence of G-d as He liberates His people from Assyrian aggression. G-d's Presence (Immanuel-G-d with Israel) would come and destroy Israel's enemy (not Yeshua). The child was not to destroy them either. G-d was to destroy them. Thus we see that to adhere to a virgin birth in front of such solid evidence is foolishness and to believe that this child is Yeshua is utterly ridiculous, because Yeshua would not be born for seven hundred more years!

Obviously, the writer of Matthew went to the prophecy well once too often. Here, on one erroneous interpretation hangs not only the “fundamental truth” of the trinity, but also the deity of Jesus. I have mentioned only two major errors of many—so many, in fact, that numerous books have been written on that subject alone. What Sir Kenyon and Christians cannot bring themselves to do is recognize the extent of corruption. The examples noted above are obvious Scripture alterations, discernable by comparison. Our earliest New Testament records were copies made from oral tradition handed down for over a hundred years prior to being written, and even longer before canonization. There is no way to know how many times they had been altered verbally, then copied and edited before reaching their final form. How many different versions were told of the same story? How much was lost in translation? How many well-intentioned scribes, like those referred to in the Moffatt's quotation above, "clarified" a passage, or inserted a rumor he'd heard? How many "spirit filled" disciples wrote whole books in the name of their master? We have no way of knowing. But literary study of the Gospels alone reveals the addition of phrases and stories from earlier dated works to the latter.

Marton Scott Enslin from Christian Beginnings (Parts I & II) sheds further light:

Many difficulties confront us. One is especially real. The chief source of our knowledge of the earliest beginnings is not one book, but a library by many authors, produced not at one time, but which grew many years after the start of the new religion. Contrary to many 
popular notions, the new religion produced its book; the book did not produce the religion. Again, these writings, which eventually came to be called the New Testament, were written for purely practical purposes: to meet specific needs felt in those days. They were not prepared to edify or to instruct subsequent generations that might desire historical insights into the past. Hence many points about which we would appreciate information are glossed over or omitted entirely. And finally, the gospels, which purport to tell us of the earliest period, were not the first, but among the last of the documents to be produced. Accordingly, we must give due regard to this lapse of time—at the very least forty years—and recognize the probability that again and again the later outlook and ideas have been reflected, at times perhaps unwittingly, yet none the less surely, in the chronicle of the earlier years  (Italics added for emphasis).
I know if you've been nurtured within the Christian faith since childhood, as I was, or have made that total commitment belief demands, then your understanding of the New Testament teachings is as real to you as your own name. To even listen to someone question them is offensive. I know because I was a devout Christian for over thirty years and attended a number of churches of different denominations. But in all those years, not once did anyone introduce a true and detailed study of the history of Christianity. Oh, it was glossed over, encapsulated in brief stories of the apostles writing letters to various churches, but never was the truth revealed.

The truth? No one can say with certainty who wrote any of the New Testament books! Of the twenty-seven books of the New Testament, the authorship of only twelve is known with any degree of assurance, and we can be reasonably confident that Paul wrote seven of those. The epistles of Paul, written in the middle of the first century, were the earliest of the New Testament writings; and there is some speculation that the Gnostic Marcion may have edited them when he used them as the basis for his canonical bible about 140 AD. And even so, they tell us almost nothing about Jesus, a fact we’ll investigate more extensively later. Richard Carrier—B.A., M.A., M. Phil.—Ancient History—has a concise, informative, history of the New Testament canonization entitled, The Formation of the New Testament Canon (2000) that is readily available on the Internet. From it, he gives us a brief introduction to the dating of the New Testament books:

Rather than try to commit to specifics here, I will just give the possible 
ranges of dates that have been argued and which are at least possible. 

The material for this section is taken from my own survey of scholarly consensus found in numerous sources.  It is believed that Jesus died c. 30 AD. Specifically, if he died under Pontius Pilate, the date must have at least been between 26 and 36, the ten years we know Pilate to have served in Judaea.  Whatever the date, Paul's conversion follows one to three years later.  The earliest known Christian writings are the epistles of Paul, composed between 48 and 58 AD  Some of these are of doubted authenticity (and were even in antiquity), but the debate is too complex to summarize here.  The other letters, and the Revelation (a.k.a. the Apocalypse of John), are of even more uncertain authorship and date. They are presumed to have been written in the same period or later (I Peter, for instance, may have been written, some scholars say, as late as 110 AD).

The Gospels cannot really be dated, nor are the real authors known. Their names were assigned early, but not early enough for us to be confident they were accurately known.  It is based on speculation that Mark was the first, written between 60 and 70 AD, Matthew second, between 70 and 80 AD, Luke (and Acts) third, between 80 and 90 AD, and John last, between 90 and 100 AD.  Scholars advance various other dates for each work, and the total range of possible dates runs from the 50's to the early 100's, but all dates are conjectural.  It is supposed that the Gospels did not exist before 58 simply because neither Paul nor any other epistle writer mentions or quotes them, and this is a reasonable argument as far as things go.  On the other hand, Mark is presumed earlier, and the others later, because Mark is simpler, and at least Matthew and Luke appear to borrow material from him (material that is likely his own invention; cf. my review of The Homeric Epics and the Gospel of Mark)
(http://www.geocities.com/airspirit3/newtestamentcanon.html).
There is no historical reference to the Gospels until about 130 AD, when Papias mentions Matthew and Mark. However, even those references are ambiguous and confusing, because the Matthew he refers to was written in Hebrew6. The Matthew familiar to Christendom was written in Greek. Neither does Papias’ account concerning Mark do much to commend that writer. He says Mark was the interpreter and companion of Peter in his travels. He states that Mark recorded Peter’s memories of the acts and sayings of Jesus. Therefore, he never knew Jesus and supposedly wrote his 
Gospel shortly after Peter’s death around 64 AD. The difficulties with Papias’ testimony are that Peter has no significance in Mark’s book and that his theology is Hellenized, like Paul’s.

Papias himself seemed to care more for hearsay than for the written word. His works only survive because Eusebius quoted from his (Papias’) Expositions of the Sayings of the Lord—a collection of things Papias heard said by students of the elders who claimed to have known the first disciples; in other words, oft-repeated hearsay.
Irenaeus and Eusebius, who had the work of Papias before them, understand the Presbyters to be not Apostles, but disciples of disciples of the Lord, or even disciples of disciples of Apostles
(http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Papias%2C_Saint). 
Eusebius also described him as; "…a man of very small mind, if we may judge by his own words" (ibid). In his defense, he offers this statement: "I did not think that information from books would help me so much as the utterances of a living and surviving voice.” Here we’re introduced to another historical “truth,” the early Christians’ preference for oral rather than written tradition7. It was only in the late second century that this preference began to change. Other quotations of Papias’ work show how destructive this “preference for oral tradition” could be. He recorded the most bizarre claims as if they were true, such as a description of Judas' head bloated to greater than the width of a wagon trail, with his eyes lost in the flesh, and that the place where he died maintained a stench so bad that over a hundred years later, no one would go near it.

While we can’t know the exact development of the early stories, we do know they were spurious rather than planned. From The Formation of the New Testament Canon (2000), 

…the situation evident in Papias is that there is little regard for any written Gospels, in contrast with nearly complete faith in oral tradition, with little critical thought being applied. More importantly, the context seems to be one where there were perhaps no set written Gospels in his day, but an array of variously-worked texts. And this picture is somewhat confirmed by the remarkable discovery of fragments dated c. 130-180 AD from a lost synoptic Gospel, the composition of which has been dated "not later than AD 110-130.” In this text, there are echoes from all four Gospels, but also miracles and sayings of Jesus found nowhere else, and it appears the author was working not from textual sources but from memory, and composing freely in his own style. It is likely that this, in part, is how all the Gospels were written. Moreover, it is possible that the canonical Gospels did not achieve their final (near-present) form until during or shortly after the time of Papias
(http://www.geocities.com/airspirit3/newtestamentcanon.html).
This thought is substantiated by the fact that early writers never considered these writings as Holy Scripture. Clement of Rome, the first Apostolic Father, writing about 95 AD, frequently refers to different epistles of Paul but calls them wise counsel, not Scripture. That authority he reserves for the Old Testament, which he cites over a hundred times.

In his letter to the Philadelphians, written at the turn of the first century, Ignatius, Bishop of Antioch (c. 50-117 AD), recounts a debate he held with Judaizing Christians in which it is clear that only the Old Testament was regarded as an authority. Instead of referring to any New Testament writings as evidence, he simply says that Jesus Christ is the witness to the authority of the tradition.  This suggests that none of the New Testament was regarded even then as an authority.

How ethical were the early Church fathers? We must remember the sense of ethics referred to above in the article on pseudonymity by Moffatt. Also, by the time the value of the written word was finally recognized, there were hundreds of heretical sects copying, editing, and adding freely to each others’ works. According to Eusebius, Bishop Dionysius of Corinth wrote some time during the reign of Marcus Aurelius (161-180 AD) that "the devil's apostles have filled" his own epistles "with tares, taking away some things and adding others," and he makes the situation clear, "small wonder, then, if some have dared to tamper even with the word of the Lord Himself."

Here can be seen the contention regarding doctrines and beliefs. There can be no doubt that numerous, differing, stories were circulating throughout the Christian world. Later, we’ll discover that the Catholic fathers, such as Tertullian, St. Augustine and Jerome, were not searching the scriptures for truth; they were struggling to make history fit what the Church had already decreed as truth.

Eusebius himself was, to say the least, of questionable character. There is much contention today in regard to his integrity and ability as a historian. Edward Gibbon, The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, accused him of withholding demeaning information concerning the Church in his Ecclesiastical History; and for saying that it was all right to lie for a good cause.8 Also, he quotes a letter purportedly written by Jesus with total confidence in its authenticity.9
Joseph Barber Lightfoot (1828–1889) an English theologian and Bishop of Durham, in his Eusebius of Caesarea, had much praise for Eusebius' work, but was critical of his qualifications as a historian.10
A far more serious drawback to his value as a historian is the loose and uncritical spirit in which he sometimes deals with his materials. This shews itself in diverse ways. (a) He is not always to be trusted in his discrimination of genuine and spurious documents. ...
Eusebius was the first historian to write a history of the Christian Church, completed about 324 AD at the height of Constantine’s power. However, it should be noted that it was a Church history as opposed to a national or world history. Its purpose was to refute Gnosticism by establishing the line of apostolic succession, and thereby, the authority of the Church. In actuality, no one had bothered to keep a history of the Church prior to Eusebius in the early fourth century. So whatever he wrote, factual or fraudulent, became the official history of the Catholic Church. I’ll quote again from Mister Carrier's website; however, for those who might wish to research the subject further, the information is generally available in most libraries and at numerous websites.

The first Christian scholar to engage in researching and writing a complete history of the Christian church, Eusebius of Caesarea, reveals the embarrassing complexity of the development of the Christian canon, despite his concerted attempt to cover this with a pro-orthodox account. Two things must be known: first, Eusebius was either a liar or hopelessly credulous, and either way not a very good historian; second, Eusebius rewrote his History of the Church at least five times in order to accommodate changing events, including the ever-important Council of Nicea, where Arianism, the view that Christ was created by God and not entirely identical to God (the greatest advocate of this was Eusebius' contemporary Arius, after whom the doctrine was named, but the idea was not entirely original to him), was decisively declared heretical, and for the first time in history this decision had the full backing and enforcement of the Roman Empire.  Eusebius was an Arian until that day, and, not desiring to lose his position in the church, he abandoned his Arianism. We may never know what effect this had on his final revision of his history—but any view he may have taken about the canon that was pro-Arian was certainly expunged. This may reveal once again how doctrine more than objective scholarship affected Christian choices concerning canonical texts.

Even in 327 AD, when Eusebius published the final draft of his Church History, two years after the great Council of Nicea, which set out to establish a decisive orthodox creed that would be enforced by law throughout the world, there was no official Bible. Bruce Metzger paints the picture superbly, for what drove Eusebius to pay so much attention to the history of the Bible must have been:

“Eusebius' search for certainty as well as...the absence of any official declaration having an absolute value, such as a canon issued by a synod, or the collective agreement among churches or bishops.  Of these there is not a trace in the long series of literary notices, so conscientiously amassed by the historian.  But, when all is done, the most that Eusebius can register is uncertainty so great that he seems to get confused when making a statement about it.”

The only standard Eusebius employed in deciding which texts to call "recognized" is to accept every book that is recognized by every (orthodox) author he knows.  The next category of texts includes those that are recognized by some but disputed at least by someone (someone, that is, who was regarded by him as orthodox—hence, the opinions of early church leaders like Marcion did not count). The final category of texts includes those universally regarded as heretical by those adhering to his idea of orthodoxy. This standard is obviously multiply flawed: first, it begins with his own subjective doctrinal judgment of who is orthodox and thus whose opinion counts at all, and second it is based solely on the doctrinal opinions of these writers.  There is no reference to standards of historical research or textual criticism, for example. And against general sentiment, Eusebius only voices one opinion of his own, in defense of the Revelation of John, which was already in the second category and thus half-way to being canonical. (http://www.geocities.com/airspirit3/newtestamentcanon.html)
Apparently the crucifixion and death of Jesus wasn’t a given until the latter part of the second century. Irenaeus as well as Papias, stated that Jesus was not crucified and that he lived to an old age. As mentioned before, Papias received his information from disciples of the disciples of the disciples. He claimed that they used to say that the Lord died an old man and that those Christ restored to life “lived on until the age of Trajan,” the Roman Emperor, AD 98-117. Irenaeus was more specific. In his Adversus Haereres, one of the heresies he attacked was the Gospels’ assertion that Jesus had been crucified at about age thirty:

For he came to save all through means of Himself – all, I say, who through Him are born again to God – infants, and children, and boys, and youths, and old men. He therefore passed through every age, becoming an infant for infants, thus sanctifying infants; a child for children, thus sanctifying those who are of this age; a youth for youths, and thus sanctifying them for the Lord. So likewise He was an old man for old men, that He might be a perfect master for all, not merely as respects the setting forth of the truth, but also as regards age, sanctifying at the same time the aged also, and becoming an example to them likewise. Then, at last, He came on to death itself, that He might be “the first-born from the dead.”

They, however, that they may establish their false opinion regarding that which is written, “to proclaim the acceptable year of the Lord,” maintain that he preached for one year only, and then suffered in the twelfth month. [In speaking thus], they are forgetful to their own disadvantage, destroying His work and robbing Him of that age which is both more necessary and more honorable than any other; that more advanced age, I mean, during which also, as a teacher, He excelled all 
others.” …

How, that the first stage of early life embraces thirty years, and that this extends onward to the fortieth year, everyone will admit; but from the fortieth and fiftieth year a man begins to decline towards old age, which our Lord possessed while He still fulfilled the office of a Teacher, even as the Gospel and all the elders testify; those who were conversant in Asia with John, the disciple of the Lord, (affirming) that John conveyed to them that information. And He remained among them up to the times of Trajan [Roman Emperor, AD 98-177]. Some of them, moreover, saw not only John, but the other Apostles also, and heard the very same account from them, and bear testimony as to [the validity of] the statement. Whom then should we rather believe?” (Iren. Adv. Haer. Bk. II, ch. xxii, secs. 4, 5).
Here we have two contrary tales; one according to the Gospels, the other based upon tradition. It is assumed that Jesus died at about age thirty. And yet, we find two prominent bishops and saints declaring just the opposite. One view discredits the Gospels, the other discredits the character of both Papias and Irenaeus. The issue isn’t which story is correct, but the fact that we have a glaring contradiction—an example that is repeated again and again throughout, not only Church writings, but also the Holy Scriptures! The reason becomes obvious when we realize that the New Testament originated from folktales and early Church writings, not divine revelation.

Of course, that idea doesn’t sit too well with the Church. In his denunciation of the Valentinian doctrines, Adversus Haereres, Book III, Irenaeus explains the Church’s version of the Gospels origin:

We have learned from none others the plan of our salvation, than from those through whom the Gospel has come down to us, which they did at one time proclaim in public, and, at a later period, by the will of God, handed down to us in the Scriptures, to be the ground and pillar of our faith. For it is unlawful to assert that they preached before they possessed "perfect knowledge," as some do even venture to say, boasting themselves as improvers of the apostles. For, after our Lord rose from the dead, [the apostles] were invested with power from on high when the Holy Spirit came down [upon them], were filled from all [His gifts], and had perfect knowledge: they departed to the ends of the earth, preaching the glad tidings of the good things [sent] from God to us, and proclaiming the peace of heaven to men, who indeed do all equally and individually possess the Gospel of God. Matthew also issued a written Gospel among the Hebrews in their own dialect, while Peter and Paul were preaching at Rome, and laying the foundations of the Church. After their departure, Mark, the disciple and interpreter of Peter, did also hand down to us in writing what had been preached by Peter. Luke also, the companion of Paul, recorded in a book the Gospel preached by him. Afterwards, John, the disciple of the Lord, who also had leaned upon His breast, did himself publish a Gospel during his residence at Ephesus in Asia
(Iren. Adv. Haer. Bk. III, ch. i, secs. 1).
Irenaeus makes reference to the Gospels of Matthew (in Hebrew), Mark, Luke, and John all of which he appears to have gleaned from Papias, who, as we saw earlier, spoke of a Hebrew Matthew, of Mark being the interpreter of Peter, and of Luke as the companion of Paul. And he contradicts himself when he speaks of the Lord rising from the dead, for we’ve just reviewed his statement in Book II where he claimed Jesus lived until the age of Trajan. Here we have a blatant contradiction or, more likely, proof of later editing. Irenaeus continues by condemning the Gnostics:

When, however, they are confuted from the Scriptures, they turn round and accuse these same Scriptures, as if they were not correct, nor of authority, and [assert] that they are ambiguous, and that the truth cannot be extracted from them by those who are ignorant of tradition. For [they allege] that the truth was not delivered by means of written documents, but vivâ voce: wherefore also Paul declared, "But we speak wisdom among those that are perfect, but not the wisdom of this world," 1 Corinthians 2:6 (Iren. Adv. Haer. Bk. III, ch. ii, secs. 1).
In this passage, we have another case for preferred oral tradition "vivâ voce". The Gnostics are claiming what we have implied—that the Scriptures were recorded from spoken stories. There was resistance to the written word because, as we have already seen, much liberty was taken by the authors.

Another great weakness of these and most other early Church writers, bishops, and Fathers—including Tertullian, Justin Martyr, and even St. Augustine—was that they believed that the old pagan gods were real! Also, many early Christian Fathers, including Athenagoras and Justin Martyr, quoted from the pagans’ Sibyl oracles. Most early Christian Church leaders and theologians were converted Greek pagans who continued to believe in the reality of the pagan gods. Many did, however, recognize them as false gods and Satan’s demons. And as the pagan tales were incorporated into Christianity and attributed to Jesus, the originals were claimed to be counterfeits by Satan, who could foresee the coming events and created his own false religions to discredit and cast doubt upon the truth. Many also believed in magic and astrology. We’ll learn more about this later as we study the lives and works of these authors. But we should not lose sight of the fact that the entire world during the first century was shrouded in miracles, magic and superstitions. Even the educated Greek and Roman philosophers offered sacrifices to appease the gods, and no emperor or ruler would dare make an important state decision without consulting an oracle.

Many writings themselves testify against their authors. For example, the writer of Mark explains Aramaic terms and identifies Palestinian geography erroneously in an attempt to aid his readers, an effort, which would be unnecessary for Jewish readers:
· In 8:10, he refers to a place called Dalmanutha which doesn’t exist.

· In 5:1, the country of the Gerasenes extends to the Sea of Galilee, but Gerasenes is really miles from the lake in what is now Jordan and then was the country of Decapolis.

· He confuses references to the Herodian family in 6:17.

· In 10:12, he thought a wife could divorce her husband, contrary to Jewish law.
Mark also flatters the Romans in an effort to distance the Church from the Jews.

· He calls the disciple, Simon, a Canaanite to avoid the word Zealot.

· He blames the death of Jesus on the Jews and relieves Pilate of it by inventing the custom of releasing a prisoner, a custom otherwise unknown and unlikely.

· The divinity of Jesus is first recognized in Mark by a Roman.

He degrades the apostles appointed by Jesus: they are ignorant, weak, argumentative, vain, treacherous, and cowardly—all part of the process of dissociating the Son of God from Jews.
Despite its errors, since Mark is the first of the Gospels and was considered accurate enough by two other Gospel writers to reproduce, it should still be accepted as the most authoritative.

Matthew covers ninety percent of Mark; they have two hundred and fifty verses in common, with many containing the same words and phrases. Matthew is the most Jewish of the Gospels, but quotes from the Septuagint, the Greek version of Hebrew Scriptures used by Hellenistic Jews, rather than the Aramaic used by nationalistic Jews. It doesn’t explain Jewish customs and words as Mark does and, in this sense, seems to aim for a Jewish readership. 

The writer of Matthew was anxious to show Jesus as the fulfillment of Old Testament prophecy. His approach was to interpret current events, as being prophesied by the Scriptures, using the pesher method. He recorded five scriptural references in the birth narrative to show that prophecy was fulfilled in Jesus. And his quotations are seldom precise. He did just what the sectarians of Qumran did—changed the quotations just enough to suit his purpose.

Luke obviously had knowledge of Antiquities of the Jews, written in 93 AD by the Jewish historian, Josephus. The author of Luke is also credited with the Acts of the Apostles, which is usually dated at about 100 AD, but sometimes as early as 64 AD, because the story ends at that date with Paul awaiting trial. The theory that Luke was Paul’s companion is highly unlikely, because he doesn’t use excerpts from Paul’s epistles—nor does he seem to understand Jesus in the Pauline way.

The writer of Luke was evidently a gentile, or a gentile sympathizer, because he had much to say about the conversion of gentiles and often represented them in a good light. His writings show both Essene and Nazarene influences. Repentance is a central theme, but he extends it beyond the Jews to everyone. He refers to Jesus as “Lord” fourteen times. Mark and Matthew never do, indicating that the split from the Apostles’ teachings was complete.

It is believed that John was penned around 100 AD. Papias and Marcion, writing about 140 AD, make no mention of it, and Justin Martyr only quotes from it tentatively in 163-167 AD, as if it had little authoritative value. It is really nothing more than a Christian promo to reinforce Jesus’ awarded deity.11
With careful scrutiny, the metamorphosis of Jesus from man, to Messiah, to God, is easily discernable from Mark to John. In Mark, there are no birth stories, and the post-resurrection tales (16:9-16:18), as we mentioned previously, are not found in early manuscripts. While Paul, Matthew, and Luke accept the Davidic line of descent, Mark ignores it, dissociating Jesus from any claims to the throne of Israel.

There is one other aspect of the New Testament we should consider, that of the many recorded miracles. We’ve already mentioned the superstitious nature of the pagans, but it should be noted that the Jews were also infected by that same nature. One only has to recall biblical stories of parting seas, the sun standing still, Jonah in the whale or a coming messiah, to grasp their faith in miracles. But let’s chose one of those miracles and really dissect its validity—that of “Doubting” Thomas (John 20:24-29). Every Christian should be familiar with the story where, accordingly, all the Apostles except Thomas had seen the risen Jesus. Because he had not seen, Thomas refused to believe until Jesus appeared and instructed him to thrust his hand into his wounded side.

One has to admit, this is a very dynamic and graphic tale, but let’s try to put it into context. Suppose your father died and was whisked off to the mortuary. You attend the funeral, see him in the coffin, watch as he is interred—then a couple of days later he walks into the room and greets you with a big hug. You would have no doubt you’d just witnessed a miracle—right? Now, instead of your father, let’s suppose it was your grandfather; and the incident happened, not to you, but to your mother—prior to your birth. Try to imagine your reaction when your mother told you the story. Would you believe her? What if the story was collaborated by other family members and friends? Perhaps you could believe.

Now, imagine two thousand years have passed, and someone hands you a similar tale. A tale encapsulated in a short passage of one hundred and sixty-two words, clipped from a dubious letter, supposedly written by a man who knew your ancient relative. Of course, no one knows the man, and there is much debate as to the validity of the letter. Answer honestly now, to yourself (no one will question), could you believe such an assertion?

The point is, no one can experience a miracle secondhand, and since that is so, miracles should be the last evidence we turn to for proof—not the first.

The Christian Bible is composed of an Old and a New Testament. In Exodus, chapter 24, of the Old Testament, God dictated the Law to Moses, thus we have a commission by God for that portion of the Bible; but when did God authorize the New Testament addition? I’ve been unable to find any record of such an event. What I have found are early Church writings describing the process used by the Catholic Church to canonize the New Testament. They describe men arguing, dealing, making concessions, including—then excluding—different books, fighting, and, yes, even murdering (See chapter 13)! Not even the compilers claimed a commandment from God. Then by what authority is the New Testament considered Holy and inspired of God? There is only one possibility—the Catholic Church.

I’ve only presented a small portion of evidence depicting the corruption of the New Testament Scriptures, but that is all that is required; only one tiny error disproves any theory of infallibility. And once that one error is confirmed, two questions should spring to mind. First, how great is this corruption? Secondly, how can I determine what is true and what is false? The answer to the first question will become apparent as you continue reading. The answer to the second question will only come with much unbiased study. 

At this point, it should be noted that rather than being the divinely inspired, inerrant, Word of God—as generally taught—the New Testament Scriptures are anything but, and should be regarded with questioning suspicion. Are they totally useless then? No, of course not, but they have to be accepted for what they are, very poor records rather than divinely inspired truths. For example, we can’t just label obvious contradictions as “the mystery of God’s infinite wisdom” and shove them into the “unknowable” category. We must ask ourselves questions: When did Jesus convert from Judaism to Christianity? Why did Jesus teach his disciples one doctrine and Paul another? And above all, we must read between the lines and match events with people, places, customs, and times.
Chapter 4 — The Story of Jesus—Fact or Fiction
One major point of contention that will affect our study is the role Jesus played in the birth of Christianity. I know, to a Christian that may appear to be an irrelevant question. But, to draw from the parable of the candle under the bushel; you can't see in the darkest corner without moving the candle. If a student only listens to one professor his knowledge will be limited to only what that one teacher knows. To learn, one must have an enquiring mind. As a Christian, it isn't enough to simply believe traditions, nor to blindly accept the word of your friend, pastor, or parents. It isn't enough to believe scriptures because they are ascribed to Peter, Paul, Matthew, Mark or Luke. You must prove the identity of those authors and question the soundness of their doctrines. You must consider the things you have been told and ask hard questions, such as; "Do I really know when Jesus became the Christ? When did he cease to be the Jewish Messiah and take on the persona of Paul's Christ? Did he truly appear to the disciples and institute a new gospel? Did he empower his followers with the Holy Spirit on the day of Pentecost? Was he the resurrected son of God?"
To establish some basis of authenticity it should be recognized that the only stories of the man Jesus are found in the Gospels, and the only missionary records of Paul and the disciples are found in the Acts of the Apostles. (The epistles and pastorals are more admonitions and instructions to the congregations rather than history.) Many Christians believe that all the writings of the New Testament are divinely inspired and without errors. They also believe the Gospels give the earliest accounts of Jesus; therefore, they accept those accounts as the true stories of his life. But, after much research and study during the past few decades, most theologians and scholars agree that the Gospels were written near, or at the beginning of the second century; decades after the inception of a Jesus Christ. And, it should also be noted that they were most likely folktales collected and recorded by gentile Christians outside Palestine. 

The noted British novelist and biographer, A. N. Wilson, Paul: the Mind of the Apostle, sketches a very different picture of Jesus:

…When we have looked at the evidence, it will seem at the very least highly unlikely that Jesus, a Galilean exorcist executed in circa the year 30, probably for sedition, had any ambitions to found a world religion. All the indications are that this charismatic healer and preacher limited his sphere of activities to rural and exclusively Jewish regions. For example, though he was probably born, and certainly operated, near the great Hellenistic city of Sepphoris in Galilee, we hear no mention of this city in the Gospels. We read only of a Jesus who chose to move about among the fishing-towns and agricultural communities of Galilee—hotbeds of political dissent against Rome, according to Josephus. The Gospels were written to make us suppose that Jesus did indeed reach out to all mankind as some Saviour-figure who would embrace Gentiles as well as Jews, so it is all the more remarkable that these books should clumsily have recorded sayings, which on balance would seem to be authentic, in which Jesus is quoted as saying that his mission is to 'the host sheep of the house of Israel'; that he has no desire to throw the pearls of his wisdom before the Gentile pigs. In another place he is quoted as saying that the Gentiles were dogs.

Jesus would seem to have shared the views of many Jewish contemporaries that the world was about to come to an end and that God would redeem Israel and bring to pass a new era in which the rule of the Gentiles would be smitten and driven away. Since the end of ages was at hand, and the Gospels record Jesus as predicting as much, it is hard to imagine why Jesus would have entertained the quite incompatible belief that several thousand years of human history stretched ahead in which a new 'religion' would be necessary. As far as the historical Jesus was concerned, it seems overwhelmingly likely that he did not think there was any future for the human race at all; that is, in so far as we can deduce any interest in the 'human race', as opposed to the fate of the Jews or more narrowly of his own followers, in the recorded saying of Jesus (Paul: the Mind of the Apostle, 1.17-18).
We have already shown the corruptions of the New Testament, but has the story of Jesus been affected? Without a doubt; the simplest way to ascertain that fact is to compare the Jesus who began the chronicle with the one preached by the Church. And we need only one point of comparison to illustrate the difference. Jesus enters the scene as a Jew. The Church presents an apostate Jew—a Christian. For Jesus to have risen from the grave and begun instituting the Christian doctrines, he would have had to deny almost everything he taught his disciples. But what of the gospel stories? If they weren’t true, wouldn’t there be other stories? Wouldn’t there have been witnesses to record contradictory tales? Not necessarily. We have specific tales for other gods and mythological characters such as Odon, Dionysus, Odysseus, and Isis; but no proof they ever existed.

The four Gospels are anti-Jewish. The Gospels and Acts were penned during a period of intense racism and religious turmoil; something that New Testament scholars are aware of but seem to disregard. They were written to separate Jesus from the Jewish cause at a time when most citizens of Rome hated the Jews. Yet, because their beliefs were based on Jewish tradition, elements of racism still smolder within the confusion of the New Testament. They have two main purposes: first, to disassociate Christianity from its Jewish origins; second, to cover up any anti-Roman segments. The first step in this process was to depict Jesus and his followers as harmless healers and preachers. Since the Gospels were completed and widely circulated only after the Jewish War, the purpose of the whitewashing is clear. Jewish nationalists were unpopular. The result is the fantastic story of the passion, in which Pilate is portrayed as a sympathetic angel and all Jewish sects are grouped together as Christ-killers. Mark wrote the first and most factual gospel, with the above-mentioned objectives in mind, to provide a new authority after the destruction of the Jerusalem Church.

The events depicting the life of Jesus in the Gospels are fabricated history, written years after Christianity came upon the scene. They are either fables, written expressly to flesh in the missing events in the life of Jesus, or personal doctrines attributed to Jesus to fortify and strengthen doctrinal positions or fulfill fancied prophecies.

The birth story of Luke is a prime example. In it, we find a passage written to establish the pre-eminence of Jesus' ministry over that of John (1:5-17, 41-45), one to introduce the Immaculate Conception and virgin birth (1:26-35), one which identifies Jesus as the Son of God (1:35), one that proclaims the Davidic line of birth (1:27, 32; 2:4), one establishing Bethlehem as the birthplace that one prophecy might be fulfilled (2:4-7), one depicting a return to Nazareth to fulfill the requirements that he be a Nazarene (2:39), one reinforcing Jesus’ divinity by the declarations of Simeon and Anna (2:25-38), one showing Jesus confounding the doctors in the Jerusalem temple to display his supernatural abilities (2:41-47), and lastly, the cryptic verse in which Jesus practically admits his divinity (2:49). What is presented is nothing short of a shopping list of desired doctrines.

All these items gathered from only two chapters—truly a comprehensive endeavor. Of course, the author had a lot of help, since the virgin birth stories are on the order of mythical fiction; and one only has to compare the incident of Jesus confounding the doctors, with the story of Josephus instructing the high priests and principal men on the Law, to realize it was plagiarized from Josephus’ autobiography.1 The Bethlehem birth, which makes him of the family of David, is founded on nothing but arbitrary interpretation of prophecy and is full of contradictions. For while Luke has his characters living in Nazareth, and places the birth in Bethlehem, Matthew identifies Bethlehem as their home city and stages a flight into Egypt with a return to Nazareth to fulfill prophecy. Further, it would be impossible for Joseph, and all the other Jews, to report to a place that had been vacated by their ancestors six hundred years earlier. Such an act would be the equivalent of all African-Americans “returning” to their ancestral homes in Africa. This public relations guru also goofed by dating the birth of Jesus under the reign of Herod, who died in 4 AD—and in the year of the census that took place after the deposition of Archilaus, ten years later.

The virgin birth isn’t mentioned in Revelation, or any of the epistles. In fact, it spoils attempts to trace Jesus’ lineage to the Davidic line by making him divine through a virgin birth. In Luke 2:22-38, Mary and Joseph are described as his parents when they go to the temple for Mary’s purification ritual; a passage obviously written before the invention of the virgin birth story.

In Mark 1:2-8, John is depicted as the Elijah of Malachi 4:5, the forerunner of Jesus who in turn preceded judgment day. The purpose was to show Jesus as John’s superior because many Jews believed that John the Baptist was the Messiah. However, in the fourth Gospel, John denies he is Elijah—a necessity because, by the time the book of John was written, the Church realized the judgment day wasn’t imminent. Unable to explain the delay of Paul's "day of the Lord," early Christians conveniently decided that the end of the age was going to be a full length feature instead of a thirty second commercial.
Such blatant forgeries are the rule rather than the exception. What every reader, every Christian, should realize is that the Gospels were evolved from oral tradition over a period of a hundred years or so.2 In that time, it should only be expected that there would be different versions of the same stories and, with the written word, parts from each would be copied and interchanged, additions made, or corrections penned. No one at that time would think any more of copying and intermixing favorite verses or quotations than people today think of copying music or computer software. Today, we have copyright laws to deter such actions; but in Jesus’ time, copying was the norm, and writing under another’s name might even be deemed an act of honor or humility.

There are some who take the total absence of any reference to the man Jesus in the works of Paul, and other early Christian writers, as proof that he was only a minor insurrectionist who wasn’t on the scene long enough to even become known. Others contend that the man never actually existed. While the former assertion may be true, I disagree with the latter; simply because we find too much Essene doctrine and customs interlaced within the teachings and parables of Jesus. This leads me to believe that the stories originated around a hoped-for Jewish messiah. But what is the real story? 
Following the end of the Jewish War with the fall of the last Jewish stronghold, Masada, in 73 AD; all Palestine was practically emptied of human life. At the beginning of the war the Jews attacked the gentile cities and slaughtered the inhabitants; in retaliation, the Roman armies did likewise to the Jewish cities. As a result, both races were decimated, and it appears that either no one was left capable of recording the ensuing history; or no one cared. The Jewish historian, Josephus, tells us of the horrific events of the war, but only makes a couple of vague references to Christians; both are viewed with skepticism.  
It would be wonderful if we had a reliable history—but we don't. For that reason this bit or research is not presented as an indisputably true history; like all histories of the Church during that period, it is speculative. It is speculative because Christian history goes into an eclipse from about 63 AD, with the conclusion of the New Testament stories, until about 130 AD. There are no records of the Christian Church during that period. There was no New Testament—those tales had not been recorded. There was no Acts of the Apostles, no Gospels, no Revelation of Saint John the Divine—only the writings of Paul. And Paul's Jesus was a spirit—a ghost that spoke to him in dreams. At that time, there was only a prophet preaching strange, new, doctrines that contradicted Judaic teachings. What emerged from the other side of the eclipse in history were the fleshed out Gospels of Jesus the Christ, the Acts of the Apostles, the epistles, the pastorals and numerous written and oral tales that were never canonized—even though many were revered as divine and taught in the churches for centuries. There were no records as to what happened to the Sadducees, the Zealots, the Essenes, or the Apostolic Church. There were records that introduced a new religion, but nothing to tell us how that religion developed. There were no reliable texts to tell us when, or how, devout Jewish apostles converted to Christianity. There was nothing to tell us when those apostles stopped observing the Mosaic Law of circumcision and sacrifices and began preaching Jesus as the Christ. What we do find are many different sects claiming to be Christians, yet teaching differing doctrines. Some even professed to be Christians who knew nothing of Jesus Christ or his role as the central figure of that religion.3 In fact, the earliest original works found, the Codex Sinaiticus, are dated from the fourth century, so we can’t even be sure Paul’s writings haven’t been edited.

It should be understood that we are not dealing with a period in which there were no Christian writings; but a period in which no records of the Church's development exist—other than what the writer of Acts recorded and the little we can glean from Paul's writings. Having said that, let's see if we can piece together a harmonious story. 

The first records concerning the development of the Christian Church are found in the Acts of the Apostles; and though they were written decades after the events, they depict a Nazarene Church teaching Pauline doctrines that, by Paul's own words, were not introduced until later. It also appears that the author, Luke, had his own agenda, because we find many more incidents that conflict with Paul's writings; which we will consider in this chapter.4 

We have already established the setting when the book of Acts was written; Jews and gentiles were at each others throats, and yet, the Christian gentiles had adopted a Jewish savior—a Jewish savior they knew little about. Where was he born? If he was the son of God—what of his parents? Did he have parents? Certainly there had to be a mother! What type of child was he? What about his disciples; what were their names, occupations, how were they called to the ministry? What of the disciples lives; what of their stories? What did they do following the death of their master? Questions, questions, endless questions; but how were they to find the answers? They couldn't ask Paul, he was dead and his successors were chosen from local members. They certainly couldn't ask the Jews; they were too busy persecuting them. So, what did they do? They collected stories they heard—or invented them. Burton L. Mack, Who Wrote the New Testament? – believes those stories were first stylized by the author of Mark.
For the history of Christianity, the most important shift in postwar thinking took place in the Markan community. It was there that a dramatic change took place in the memory and imagination of Jesus, one that laid the mythic foundation for the Christian religion. The change is documented in the Gospel of Mark, a literary achievement of incomparable historical significance. Before Mark there was no such story of the life of Jesus. Neither the earlier Jesus movements nor the congregations of the Christ had imagined such a portrayal of Jesus' life (Burton L. Mack, Who Wrote the New Testament? – 6.151).
Foreign rulers had relentlessly humiliated the Jews for centuries. Submission had got them nowhere and a deliverer had become a fervent belief. A wandering pacifist, preaching goodwill to all men, including the Roman oppressors, was not the Jews’ best idea of a leader to free them from their enemies. Yet the Gospels would have us believe that in the midst of this turmoil, God sent as his Messiah, a gentle, wandering, holy man, who was maliciously picked on by jealous priests, unfairly turned over to the Romans as a pretender to the throne of Judea, and unjustly tortured to death on a cross. Was this the real Jesus?

In The Annals, Book XV, when referring to the Christians at Rome in 64 AD, Tacitus wrote:

Christus, from whom the name had its origin, suffered the extreme penalty during the reign of Tiberius at the hands of one of our procurators, Pontius Pilatus, and a most mischievous superstition, thus checked for the moment, again broke out not only in Judaea, the first source of the evil, but even in Rome, where all things hideous and shameful from every part of the world find their centre and become popular.
Note the year, the name “Christus” (Christ), the reference to “abominable and shameful things,” and the fact that the “evil” had spread to Rome. The date, 64 AD, would be at the end of Paul’s ministry after he had spread his gospel from Judea to Rome. “Christ” was the title Paul's gentile followers gave to Jesus. And the Hellenistic gentiles viewed the Christian rituals as abominable and shameful. It certainly appears as if Tacitus was referring to our Jesus doesn’t it? But was this the real Jesus?

Josephus made references to a number of not-so-noted people of his era—including Jewish false messiahs and cult leaders such as Theudas, who recruited thousands of followers and brought them to the banks of the Jordan in the belief that the river would open to facilitate their triumphal march on Jerusalem.5 He also referred to the Egyptian, mentioned in Acts 21:38, who led a body of partisans as far as the Mount of Olives, convinced that the walls of Jerusalem would fall down.6 Yet Josephus had very little to say regarding Jesus. In fact, the secular world, including Rome, seems to have scarcely heard of him other than through the highly lauded tales produced by Christianity. This oddity should at least raise a warning flag. If he had been an insurrectionist and, as some claim, took control of the temple, then surely Josephus would have included him within his list of rebels. Conversely, if he was the miracle working, resurrected son of God, as claimed; why are there no historical records outside the Gospels? The only logical explanation seems to be that his ministry, apprehension, and crucifixion were either a short-lived nuisance to Roman authority or have been the subject of a massive cover-up.
If, as Christianity would have us believe, Jesus was to open the door of salvation to the gentiles by his death and resurrection, then he knew nothing of it. To the Canaanite woman, in Matt. 15:21-28, Jesus makes his views of gentiles perfectly clear: “It is not meet to take the children’s bread and cast it to the dogs.” Dogs were unclean flesh eaters banned from the temple. The Essenes called gentiles “dogs,” another name for their enemies. Jesus also uses the bread metaphor: it is the staff of life and therefore the symbol of the kingdom to come. But only the children of Israel can partake of it. It is too precious to cast to the “dogs”—gentiles. With the use of the word “first”’ he does insinuate that the door would be opened for the gentiles, but this isn’t a contradiction. The Jewish messianic belief mentioned repeatedly in the Old Testament foretold a messiah who would re-establish the throne of David and bring all the gentile nations together under the Law (Genesis 18:18; Isaiah 2:2-3; Zechariah 2:11, 9:9-10).

Elsewhere, on the same theme, he told his Apostles (Matthew 10:5): "Go not into the way of the gentiles, and into any city of the Samaritans enter ye not: but go rather to the lost sheep of the house of Israel." That these commands go against the Church’s later teaching suggests that they are genuine. 
In Acts 11:19, even the Grecian faction of the Nazarenes had no intention of preaching to the gentiles:
Now they which were scattered abroad upon the persecution that arose about Stephen traveled as far as Phoenice, and Cyprus, and Antioch, preaching the word to none but unto the Jews only.

Proving that Jesus could never have directed his message to gentiles (see also Acts 6:1, 5). The Church has tried to make it appear that it was the orthodox Jews who tried to forbid the preaching of the Christian message to gentiles; but here in Acts, we have proof that in the beginning, even the 
converted gentile Nazarenes preached only to Jews. 
Also, that authenticity is confirmed in the Acts of the Apostles (chapter 10) in the case of Peter's vision and visit to the home of Cornelius, a Roman centurion. Cornelius was a gentile believer who sought an audience with Peter. Peter replied that Cornelius, as a believer, knew it was against the Law of Moses for a Jew to mix with gentiles. But, according to the story, Peter did visit Cornelius and while he was speaking the Holy Ghost fell upon those in the audience and they began speaking in tongues. 
Afterwards Peter expressed his conclusion, starting in verse 34:

Then Peter opened his mouth, and said, "Of a truth I perceive that God is no respecter of persons: but in every nation he that feareth him, and worketh righteousness, is accepted with him" (Acts 10:34-35).
Apparently Peter didn't visit Cornelius alone, verse 10:45 tells us "those of the circumcision," Jews, observed the gentiles speaking in tongues and couldn't believe what they saw. But notice the conclusion they reached; Again Peter is the speaker:

Can any man forbid water, that these should not be baptized, which have received the Holy Ghost as well as we? (Acts 10:47).
And as Peter continued speaking he revealed some interesting information. He stated that God sent Jesus Christ unto Israel, preaching peace, after the baptism that John preached. 
How God anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy Ghost and with power: who went about doing good, and healing all that were oppressed of the devil: for God was with him. And we are witnesses of all things which he did both in the land of the Jews, and in Jerusalem; whom they slew and hanged on a tree: Him God raised up the third day, and shewed him openly; Not to all the people, but unto witnesses chosen before of God, even to us, who did eat and drink with him after
he rose from the dead. And he commanded us to preach unto the people, and to testify that it is he which was ordained of God to be the judge of the quick and the dead. To him give all the prophets witness, that through his name whosoever believeth in him shall receive remission of sins (Acts 10:38-43).
Notice that the main emphasis placed on Jesus' ministry is concentrated upon, "…doing good and healing all that were oppressed of the devil." It was only after his resurrection that he allegedly instructed his Apostles to go to the gentiles. But look at the incongruity of the statement. Peter was a chosen witness to Jesus' resurrection and saw him "openly." He ate and drank with Jesus and personally received his command to preach and testify to the people. And yet, Peter is completely ignorant of that commission—he wouldn't even go near a gentile. It required a vision from God to show him that salvation was meant for all people; and still, later he refused to eat with gentiles (Galatians 2:11-14). In addition, the Apostles knew nothing of a commission to the gentiles; otherwise the confrontation with Paul about circumcision would have never occurred (Acts 15). It is ludicrous to believe they were carrying the gospel of Jesus Christ to all the world when they wouldn't even associate with gentiles! And it is ludicrous to think they would believe in a shared godhead when they were willing to die rather than disobey the first commandment of their God which declared, "Thou shalt have no other gods before me!" 
Notice how astounded the Jews accompanying Peter were; obviously they had never seen the manifestation of the Holy Spirit in an uncircumcised gentile. The Jerusalem Church, the Apostles, knew nothing of it; they even upbraided Peter for visiting Cornelius. These facts leave no doubt that Peter's Pentecostal sermon, his ministry with John (Acts chapter 3&4), and the story of Cornelius were all fabricated to Christianize the Apostles. Later, we'll view other instances where efforts were made to depict the Apostles as Christians and see proof that Christianity was born from the genius of Paul—not Jesus.
This conclusion also casts doubt upon the outpouring of the Holy Ghost upon the Apostles. In the New Testament, the introduction of tongues is found in the story of the Pentecostal miracle. There has been much debate, even among different Christian denominations, as to how much, if any, of the story should be regarded as true. Was the tongues phenomena glossolalia, the utterance of an unknown language, or the interpretation of languages? Was it really the Holy Spirit that possessed the disciples, or, as some claim, the spirit of Satan? Many of today's theologians argue the latter because similar occurrences have been recorded among various sects, or religious cults, down through history—including shamanism and Voodoo. I spent a number of years as a member of a Holiness Church, so I'm well acquainted with the subject and its practice; and I can state unequivocally that it is not of the Devil—neither is it of God. It is the expression of a very human emotion. By way of explanation let me use an illustration.

Imagine you're standing before a closed door, when the door opens you see a dark, bare, room with a cold, concrete floor. In the middle of that floor you see a naked, hungry, and crying infant; barely able to move. What is your first reaction? To pick it up—of course! Your first instinct would be to hurry to the child and gather it into your arms. Now, let's change the scene; the door is a closed warehouse entrance. Outside two hundred people stand poised. This time, when the door opens it reveals an enormous room, the floor is the same concrete, only instead of one infant there are two hundred. How long will it be before every baby is cuddled within someone's arms? And what would be the common emotions exhibited within that adult group; perhaps outrage, anger, pity, compassion, love? Yes, and most certainly sympathy. That is the unity of human emotionalism. There are certain things that activate communal emotions within the human animal and draw them together into a common unit. Now, one more illustration; imagine our group standing before their church pews, the organ is playing a mournful hymn, and as the choir sings softly, two hundred emotionally charged humans wave their arms and plead with God for the Holy Ghost. That is concentrated and powerful emotionalism, and such emotionalism is evidenced weekly in many Holiness or Pentecostal churches around the world. 
Today, in many Holiness churches, those desiring the Holy Ghost are instructed to close their minds to all outside influences, to "shut out the world" and "concentrate totally" upon Jesus Christ and the great sacrifice he made for them. They are told to pray, to "humble" themselves, "to plead" for the Holy Spirit. And lastly, they should repeat a word or phrase over and over; saying it faster and faster; until the Holy Spirit takes control of their speech. At times, if the seeker is unsuccessful, and has, perhaps, made many pilgrimages to the altar, someone else may hear him speak in tongues unaware. I know; I experienced such an occurrence. Finally, if all else fails, the blessing may be claimed if the supplicant can but stammer:

For with stammering lips and another tongue will he speak to this people (Isaiah 28:11).
Now imagine the supplicant bowed at the altar with a dozen brothers and sisters clustered about, praying and laying hands upon him, while the entire congregation sings or mumbles prayers. What better recipe for a self induced hypnotic trance? 

Is it possible that such an event occurred at the Feast of Pentecost? We know Paul's ministry was spiritual. Jesus came to him in visions, lived within him as the Holy Ghost, and revealed the things he recognized as truth. This is what we term an allegory, as opposed to a literal, real, life and blood occurrence. We know his was a tongues ministry, but did it originate with him, or did it begin earlier on the Feast of Pentecost? 

When the Catholic Church gained power they endeavored to stamp out all forms of worship that conflicted with their doctrines; especially anything that might be suspected of witchcraft or Satanism. One of those was Paul's allegorical concept of worship. Although, as stated earlier, the practice of speaking in tongues was observed in other cultures and forms of worship, it was suppressed by the Catholic Church until it reappeared in Topeka, Kansas in the year 1900, when a student of Charles Fox Parham, a holiness preacher, spoke an unintelligible utterance. Later, Parham and other students also had the experience, and it began to spread rapidly across the country. Then, in 1906 the phenomena exploded in Los Angles at what became known as the Azusa Street Revival that was being conducted by a black minister named William J. Seymour. The amazing events were picked up by newspapers and wire services, and people came from all points of the globe. Before it ended in 1915, it had become the world Olympics of carnivals.

If such an event could erupt so suddenly, and spread so rapidly, in the twentieth century, why should we doubt the possibility that it occurred in Jerusalem in the first century?  The ingredients were there, repentance, ignorance, superstition, sorrow, and perhaps an overwhelming gratitude and love for a suspected redeemer. And yet, I'm not convinced. Allegorical interpretations lean more toward Paul's philosophy and conflict with the literalism of the Jewish Law. I'm more inclined to believe the event originated later and was written into the Pentecost story. But let's suppose the event did occur as described. Let us suppose that the Apostles did receive the Holy Spirit, did speak "with other tongues," were endued with the knowledge of Jesus' gospel of salvation, and did preach that gospel. How then do we explain Paul's assertion that that gospel originated with him? And how do we reconcile the fact that the Apostles continued to observe the Law?
Here are contradictions that can only be harmonized by faith. On the one hand we find the Apostles admitting a commission to the gentiles; on the other they are not fulfilling that mission, and apparently know nothing of it. 

I have no trouble visualizing the effects these tongues incidents, as depicted on the day of Pentecost, would have had on hopeless and poverty stricken believers. They would not have been able to recognize the bizarre occurrences as emotional fanaticism; and no doubt they never associated their Holy Ghost with the spirit that possessed adherents in pagan religions. They were attuned to, and receptive to miracles such as healings, magic tricks, and divinations. The actuality of such magic was not questioned, only the power, whether it be good or evil; of god or the devil. The truthfulness of a prophet's message wasn't judged so much by reason and logic, as by the power of the prophet. This is a truth that may be traced back throughout secular history and that of Israel; consider the stories of Moses, Joshua, Elijah, and Daniel. Even Paul referenced "…signs, in wonders, and mighty deeds" as proof of his ministry (II Corinthians 12:12). There were specific reasons for this evaluation method; the main culprit was ignorance, fostered by a lack of education and readily available information. Thus reason was tossed aside in favor of human emotionalism.

If we accept the accounts of the Holy Ghost mentioned in Acts as valid, then we may assume that the Apostles were lured into believing it was a gift from God; but that is the only point of contention made that can be harmonized with the teachings of the Judaic law; a law the Apostles observed. When faced with obvious contradictions, plain statements that support the Law and teachings of Jesus should not be compromised, and we obviously have an accumulating list of contradictions.
Another question we should address is the origin of the term Jesus Christ. The practice of calling Jesus, Christ, is found throughout all the books of the New Testament. It is important to note that the word Christ is Greek for the Hebrew word messiah (mashiyach), or messias (yitshar), meaning anointed or anointing. We have already discovered from the Dead Sea Scrolls and early writers such as Josephus, Clement, and Origen that messianic expectations were widespread in Palestine during the first century. In fact, messianic fanaticism was one of the factors that fueled the Jewish War. The Jews were looking for an anointed deliverer, a messiah, and many believed Jesus was that Messiah; and yet, the word messiah isn't recorded in the New Testament! The reason it wasn't recorded isn't because it was never used; but because it was translated into the Greek, Christ—which is recorded five hundred and sixty-two times. The reason can be traced back to the use of the Septuagint translation of the Jewish Scriptures by the early Christians. In that translation the word messiah is used thirty-nine times and in every case it is rendered Christos—Christ.7 No wonder that the identity of the Jewish messiah should be transformed into a Hellenistic god. This makes it almost certain that the changes were adopted from the Septuagint and that the authors were Grecian gentiles rather than Jews. Either way, the writers, or translators, of the New Testament have effectively destroyed the identity of a Jewish messiah and replaced it with a Greek god/man by the simple act of distorting the meaning of one word. 

Following the death of Jesus, the Nazarenes were forced to reassess their concept of their leader. If we accept Christian tradition there can be no doubt Jesus taught them that he was the Messiah. It is state so in the Gospel of John, speaking of the newly converted Andrew:

He first findeth his own brother Simon, and saith unto him, We have found the Messias, which is, being interpreted, the Christ (John 1:41).
In John 4:25&26 Jesus claims that messiahship: 

The woman saith unto him, "I know that Messias cometh, which is called Christ: when he is come, he will tell us all things." Jesus saith unto her, "I that speak unto thee am he." 

Notice the awkward phrases; "being interpreted, the Christ" and "which is called Christ;" if we concede that the Gospels are of Hebraic origin then this passage is obviously a Grecian insertion intended to identify the Messiah as Christ to gentile readers. Such identifying statements would not have been necessary if the readers had been Jews. Imagine a Hebraic Jew making such senseless statements as; "We have found the Messiah, which is, being interpreted, the Messiah" or "I know that Messiah cometh, which is called Messiah." Here is scriptural proof that Jesus was viewed as the Messiah; and, more importantly, Jesus claimed to be that Messiah in John 4:26. 

Many Christians make reference to Jesus' "new doctrines" as proof that he introduced a new gospel and was the founder of Christianity. The general reference is to Mark 1:27: 
And they were all amazed, insomuch that they questioned among 
themselves, saying, What thing is this? What new doctrine is this? For with authority commandeth he even the unclean spirits, and they do obey him.

When we look at this passage closely, we find that it appears to refer more to supernatural abilities rather than doctrines. And if we look at other Scriptures describing Jesus’ ministry, such as Matthew 5:17-18, Luke 4:43 and 12:49; we find no references to new doctrines. In reality, Jesus introduced none. Careful study will reveal that all his teachings can be found in then present or earlier cultures.

For example, Socrates taught many of the same teachings and values ascribed to Jesus, two thousand and five hundred years before Jesus was born. He believed that his god had called him to teach the men of Athens the value of wisdom, to shun evil, and live righteously. He decried greed, lust for power, and taught that men should seek wisdom and truth instead of worldly desires. His belief and devotion to his god puts the efforts of most Christians to shame. Most of his life was spent trying to persuade others not to waste their time or energy in caring about their bodies, riches, or worldly concerns; but rather, in making their souls as good as possible. He believed in the immortality of the soul, in a life after death with rewards for the righteous and punishment for the evil. The righteous, he believed, would journey to Hades, the land of the death where they would live in perfect harmony with the gods. The souls of the wicked, because of their affinity for material things, would be doomed to roam the earth until they found another body. Socrates was sentenced to death for corrupting the youth of Athens, and though he had opportunities to circumvent the law and escape the death penalty he refused to do so. Rather than compromise his beliefs and integrity he chose death.

So, what was so different about Jesus’ teaching that his listeners would be astounded? To answer that we must ask, “What was the difference between Jesus’ ministry and that of other would be messiahs?” The most obvious difference is that all the other messiahs fermented rebellion by either openly protesting Roman rule or raising armies and marching upon Jerusalem. What did Jesus do? He preached the coming kingdom of God and urged repentance.

Today, all we have to do to understand the animosity that existed between the Jews and gentiles is compare first century Jerusalem to today’s Baghdad. Jerusalem suffered under a foreign, gentile, government instituted by Rome. The nation was split by religious and political groups; fanatical Zealot and Sicarii insurgents were assassinating the invaders and their sympathizers. Other sects were condemning the religious leaders as blasphemers and predicting an end time holocaust. Today, in Baghdad, the Sunni and Shiites are resisting the interventions of a gentile coalition force and attempting to topple a government forced upon them. Terrorist groups are blasting the invaders as well as their own people with suicide bombers. And fanatics are screaming for a holy war.

Now, imagine how readily a lone, Muslim, holy man would be accepted if he started wandering about Baghdad, or the Iraqi countryside, claiming to be the Son of Allah and urging all to love one another and submit to the Americans. How successful do you think he would be in trying to convince all good Muslims that the Koran was bondage and that Allah would fill them with his Holy Spirit if they would only believe him? How long do you think he would last?

Precisely the same situation existed in Jerusalem in the first century. It is absolutely incredible to think that any Jew, other than a Herodian sympathizer, would accept any ideologies that were contrary to the Torah. Jesus taught in Palestine and Jerusalem, but did not teach Christian doctrines. The Church’s image of a Christian Jesus, teaching Pauline doctrines, isn’t supported by facts. That Jesus’ followers expected his return is realistic; they most certainly believed in his resurrection—but as a Jewish Messiah. In interpreting these Scriptures we must remember that we are dealing with a strictly messianic movement. Christianity was a Hellenistic concept that developed years later. Jesus did not preach love for gentiles; he wanted Jews to love Jews, not the foreign tyrants. The proof is that after his death, his Apostles still refused to associate with gentiles, or allow the uncircumcised into the congregation.

To find the real Jesus, we must look at his life and ministry from a Middle Eastern point of view, that of a Jew by birth and an Essene by faith. Probably the strongest truth we can build upon is the fact that Jesus taught observance of the Law—to the letter. In Matthew 5:17–19, Jesus is emphatic that he had not come to destroy the Law but to fulfill it, and not just its general principles but each “jot” and “tittle”:

Think not that I am come to destroy the law, or the prophets: I am not come to destroy, but to fulfill. For verily I say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled (Matthew 5:17-18).
But which law was Jesus referring to? There was no Christianity, no Christian writings, and certainly no New Testament. Obviously, Jesus was referring to the Mosaic Law, because he mentioned it in conjunction with the Prophets, showing that he meant all the teachings of the Old Testament. Of the Jewish sects, the Pharisees and Essenes counted the Prophets as equal to the Law of Moses. In fact, the Tanakh was the only law recognized by Jesus and the Jews. Similarities are found in the writings of the Essenes’ Community Rule, where, referring to the Law, a warning is given against “treading on even one of His Words.”8
Pauline Christianity teaches that the Law was abolished by the death of Christ and that the believer keeps, or fulfills, the Law spiritually. Paul declared a salvation achieved by believing in the death and resurrection of Jesus apart from deeds. But Jesus taught just the opposite, that the Law would be in force until “heaven and earth” passed away. The heavens and earth still exist; so must the Law.  Some might point to Matthew 11:12-13:
And from the days of John the Baptist until now the kingdom of heaven
suffereth violence, and the violent take it by force. For all 
the prophets and the law prophesied until John.

Does this not imply the Law ended with John? No, it says this is the fulfillment of all the Prophets and the Law prophesied. This was the “end of days,” the coming of Elias (v.14) a time of war and vicious struggle. The kingdom of heaven was near. The “violent” ones were the Zealots and Scarii, who were already using force in an attempt to bring about its realization. Later, we’ll see that there is much, much more to this passage; but for now, notice what both John and Jesus were teaching: “Repent, for the kingdom of God is at hand!” Luke 16:17 is explicit:
And it is easier for heaven and earth to pass, than one tittle of the law to fail.

Most Christians and theologians today readily accept the teaching that Jesus disregarded the importance of the Law by eating with sinners (meaning anyone not a Jew), breaking a fast, or other such acts. All such incidents are found in the Gospels and were created years later to cast doubt upon Jesus' dedication to the Law and making it appear that he was introducing a new covenant. But, until all the contradictions we have been presenting are refuted or harmonized it can’t be proven that Jesus was changing the Law in any way. If he had done so he would have been violating God’s commandments and teaching others to do likewise. 

Whosoever therefore shall break one of these least commandments, and shall teach men so, he shall be called the least in the kingdom of heaven: but whosoever shall do and teach them, the same shall be called great in the kingdom of heaven (Matthew 5:19).
 Even if we consider, as some suppose, that Jesus was introducing a spiritual observance of the Law, such reasoning would not explain his condemnation of his own actions. This is the same law referred to in Deuteronomy 4:2.

Ye shall not add unto the word which I command you, neither shall ye diminish ought from it, that ye may keep the commandments of the Lord your God which I command you.

Many Christians feel that the Law was given only for the Jews, and not meant for the gentiles. Look at Micah 4:1-2:

But in the last days it shall come to pass, that the mountain of the house of the Lord shall be established in the top of the mountains, and it shall be exalted above the hills; and people shall flow unto it. And  many nations shall come, and say, Come, and let us go up to the mountain of the Lord, and to the house of the God of Jacob; and he will teach us of his ways, and we will walk in his paths: for the law shall go forth of Zion, and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem.

Jesus’ message was the coming kingdom of God on earth. According to Jewish belief, after the kingdom was established, all the gentile nations would come to the knowledge of God through his Law! It was the Law that brought salvation, not a belief in the redeeming works of Jesus. Are you still in doubt? Would you believe it from the mouth of Jesus? 

And, behold one came and said unto him, Good master, what good thing shall I do, that I may have eternal life? And he said unto him, Why callest thou me good? There is none good but one, that is, God: but if thou wilt enter into life, keep the commandments. And he said unto him, Which? Jesus said, Thou shalt do no murder, Thou shalt not commit adultery, Thou shalt not steal, Thou shalt not bear false witness, Honour thy father and thy mother; and, Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself (Matthew 19:16-19).
This incident is also recorded in Mark and Luke with only verbal differences. It is apparent that the man who came to Jesus was not a cynic. He was truly desirous of knowing what he had to do to acquire eternal life. Notice that he knew he had to “do” something. This is important because it tells us that Paul’s idea of “believing” that Jesus’ death and resurrection paid the penalty for sins had not been introduced! If such was so, why was Jesus still referring those seeking salvation to the Law? Here we find that the recipe for eternal life doesn’t call for belief in Jesus, baptism, church attendance, death on the cross, or a forthcoming resurrection from the grave.

Perhaps you’re thinking that the Law was temporal, only for the Jews, and salvation through Jesus was given later for the gentiles. Let’s save that 
premise for a later chapter. When Christians are faced with the plain teachings of Jesus, that he did not change the Law, they automatically resist the idea because the implication is that they too should keep the Law. And such an idea is unacceptable after having known the “freedom” in Jesus Christ. The second realization is that such an observance of the Law would 
make Christianity a hoax; and obviously, that is even more unacceptable. However, the concept that salvation, eternal life, is attainable by keeping the commandments can be substantiated in other New Testament Scriptures, see Luke 10:25-36; 19:1-10 and Mark 12:28-34.

Jesus was teaching and looking for a soon-coming kingdom as evidenced by his statement in Matthew 4:17: "Repent: for the kingdom of heaven is at hand." He felt the time was so short and the kingdom so near that nothing of this world held value. He compared it to a pearl of great price. Money was scorned and love of parents counted as meaningless; even life itself meant nothing in comparison. And it was so imminent that he warned his disciples:

Verily I say unto you, There be some standing here, which shall not taste of death, till they see the Son of man coming in his kingdom (Matthew 16:28).
But when they persecute you in this city, flee ye into another; for verily I say unto you, Ye shall not have gone over the cities of Israel till the Son of man be come (Matthew 10:23).
Jesus’ most important prediction, that the kingdom of God would be seen by that generation, is still untrue today. Christian scholars have fought with this difficult verse, but for the impartial observer, the meaning is clear. When Jesus repeatedly said that the kingdom of God was nigh, he meant exactly that—it was due at any time. And the kingdom of God was definitely not some fourth-dimensional realm or a mysterious kingdom entered only by faith in the resurrection. He meant that the kingdom would be here on earth within the lifetime of a mature adult. It is clearer in Mark 13:30: "I say unto you, that this generation shall not pass, till all these things be done." The two other synoptic Gospels also contain this formula (Matthew 24:34; Luke 21:32). The Essenes believed the battle would take forty years, a Jewish generation, so Jesus felt sure that some of his followers, repentant and baptized as they were, would not have died before the eve of the kingdom.9
Although it is a commonly held belief that the red letterings in the New Testament are quotations from the mouth of Jesus, there is no evidence to support such a claim. Even so, by comparing these teachings to those of the Essenes, it becomes obvious that they are derived from a common source. Erich Von Daniken, author of Miracles of the Gods, gives us a good list of comparisons.

The Essenes renounced the theologians of their time, the Sadducees and Pharisees. So did Jesus.

The Essenes preached meekness and humility to please God. So did Jesus.

The Essenes warned of an imminent "Last Judgement with fire." So did Jesus.

The Essenes said a man must love his neighbor like himself.
That was the leitmotif of all Jesus' speeches.

The Essenes spoke of the "Sons of Light" who fight against the "powers of darkness." Who does not know these metaphors from Jesus' sayings?

The Essenes preached the "spirit of truth" and promised "eternal life." Jesus did so too.

The Essenes spoke of "members of the New Covenant" and the "Holy Ghost." What did Jesus do?

The Essenes had communal meals preceded by saying grace— like Jesus at the Last Supper.

The Essenes spoke of the foundation "that will not be shaken," Jesus of the rock (church of Peter) against which the gates of hell shall not prevail.

Beatitudes were found in the fourth Qumran cave that begin sentence after sentence with the word “Blessed” – the opening phase that Jesus used in his Sermon on the Mount."

The Gospels have obviously been edited and rewritten. The Essenes' writings, which lay hidden for nearly two thousand years, have not. This raises the question, "Were the Gospel teachings taken from Jesus, or did early Christians borrow them directly from the Essenes?" In either case, there can be no doubt where Jesus learned them, since the Essenes had been living them for over a hundred years.
Chapter 5 — Jesus and the Essenes

The Essenes waited expectantly for the kingdom of God. When the signs were right, they were to send forth prophets to warn the people of Israel, calling them to repentance. That this point was reached is made evident by the message of John the Baptist and Jesus, the gospel of the kingdom. What they taught along with that message had been lost or distorted until the revelation of the Dead Sea scrolls. Those scrolls give us a greater understanding of their doctrines and expectations.

Though the Essenes sought perfection, they did not believe that it could be obtained on earth in their mortal forms. Their philosophy was that if it was of this world, it was subject to error. That included their predictions. They could discern the times and signs, but there was no guarantee that their predictions would be right. Therefore, when the diviners of the signs considered that the end time was near, a Nasi, the messianic leader, was sent out into the community to test the attitude of the people.1 

Such a policy would safeguard the Essenes as a whole while allowing God to show whether the signs were correct or not. John the Baptist was one such leader; Jesus was his heir—the Nasi, the prince, the leader of a vanguard whose duty was to recruit an army of believers. As mentioned earlier, the Qumran writings never referred to the Nasi as the Messiah. The reason might be that whether he was or not depended upon God. He was simply the leader of the congregation of Israel in the last days, but the Semitic root nsr, meaning protector or savior, suggests that by God’s will he would become the Messiah. 
The Essenes’ Commentary on Nahum explains that prior to the battle with the sons of darkness, the ranks of the believers would be expanded by the conversion of the wayward Jews.2 As the kingdom drew nigh, the numbers of such converts were expected to mushroom as the new covenant attracted the lost sheep of the house of Israel back to the fold. The phrase, "the simple-hearted folk of Ephrain," implies that many Jews were expected to return to the fold by the end time.
We’ve stressed the secretiveness of the Essenes, because it is crucial to scriptural understanding. For centuries they had read the Scriptures, watched the stars, studied the times and current events; waiting for the signs that would foretell the coming of the kingdom, all as covert activities. Not even their own younger generation understood the hidden things of the elders.3 When they met as strangers there were coded words and phrases used for identification. Most, if not all, of the parables spoken by Jesus were Essene teachings. Their beliefs and training were in direct opposition to Roman rule, were, in fact, subversive; therefore, it was necessary that they code their speech and messages. Thus, when Jesus spoke in parables, he was speaking in allegories. For example, in Luke 3:9 and Matthew 3:10, the message is expressed as a parable: "every tree which bringeth not forth good fruit is hewn down, and cast into the fire." It was up to every Jew who was not righteous to look to his own salvation by repentance and baptism, lest he be baptized with fire. Note that John the Baptist, like Jesus, spoke in parables. Both illustrated their meaning with analogies or allegories that would not have been meaningful to a gentile unfamiliar with the messianic expectations of the Essenes. Another good example is found in Mark 2:18-20:

And the disciples of John and of the Pharisees used to fast: and they come and say unto him, Why do the disciples of John and of the Pharisees fast, but thy disciples fast not? And Jesus said unto them, Can the children of the bridechamber fast, while the bridegroom is with them? As long as they have the bridegroom with them, they cannot fast. But the days will come, when the bridegroom shall be taken away from them, and then shall they fast in those days.

The generally accepted interpretation of this passage is that Jesus was the bridegroom and that his disciples could not fast so long as he was with them. The insinuation is that Christ has done away with fasting, yet immediately, he seems to say there will be a time when it will be appropriate, when he is killed. If Jesus died on the cross as part of God’s plan to atone for mankind’s sins, as the Church would have us believe, then the crucifixion was no occasion for fasting! The last portion, “…and then shall they fast in those days,” verse 2:20, has been interpolated. The writer of Mark was writing after the destruction of the Jerusalem temple, about 40 years after the events of the Gospel, so he could put words like this into the mouth of Jesus to make him seem to predict the future, but the addition is illogical. Here again, Jesus is supposedly breaking the Law, yet later, we find his Apostles teaching and living that Law.

Jesus would never have ignored a fast unless there was a strong reason for it—or unless it was a parable, not an actual event. In Jewish tradition, the bridegroom is God, and the bride, or the children of the bride chamber, is the children of Israel.4 God and Israel are betrothed, not Jesus and his disciples.

This is a distorted kingdom parable. In Jewish tradition, the bride and bridegroom fast until the wedding; then the fast is lifted for the wedding feast. In other words, the bride (the children) enters the house (the kingdom) of the bridegroom (God). The fast, which went before, is broken, and the joyous wedding feast (messianic meal) begins. In this case, Jesus was not recommending that Jews should not fast; he was giving an analogy between the kingdom and the feast after the wedding fast. Jesus would have used it in this sense, implying that there was cause for rejoicing, because God was with the elect, and they would soon be entering his kingdom. This has been distorted into Jesus feasting when others fasted. The next verses (Mark 2:21-22) introduce another example:

No man also seweth a piece of new cloth on an old garment: else the new piece that filled it up taketh away from the old, and the rent is made worse. And no man putteth new wine into old bottles: else the new wine doth burst the bottles, and the wine is spilled, and the bottles will be marred: but new wine must be put into new bottles.5
Both of these sayings seem to be referring to the newness of the Christian religion compared with the oldness of Judaism and emphasizing the need to split cleanly with the old in favor of the new. If such is so, it is something added by Mark and not something that Jesus said; because at that time, as we have already seen, Christianity wasn’t even an idea.

They have to be given their proper context. The linking of these two mini–parables with the verses about marriage and fasting above suggests that Jesus might have been using a parable to describe the nature of the kingdom in the context of the destruction of the temple. He is promising that the kingdom will be accompanied by a new temple, showing that the old priesthood was incompatible with the new one to be provided by the Essenes. Elsewhere (Matthew 26:61), he is accused of threatening to destroy the temple.

While it may seem that Jesus was introducing changes, we must recognize the fact that such changes would contradict his plain statements that the Law would not be altered nor voided; and for that reason alone, such Scriptures should not be interpreted in contradistinction to that Law. As a rule of thumb, to discern between truth and fiction concerning Jesus, compare his words and actions to the Jewish Law; if it contradicts the Law, then it is almost certainly a later interpolation.

The writer of Mark makes it obvious that parables are meant to obscure, not to clarify; but theologians who hold the opposite view have generally ignored this. The Pharisees used parables to clarify, so today’s clergy draw upon this concept as proof that Jesus used them in the same way. The fallacy of this theory is that Jesus was an Essene, not a Pharisee. Mark is quite explicit that the parables are allegorical. In Mark 4:13, Jesus is saying that the parables are allegorical. How can today’s clergymen maintain that they are not? Neither is their meaning to be sought in the mystical interpretations of the later Church but in what we know of the traditions of the Essenes, and what we can determine of the sect we call the Nazarenes.

In Mark 3:23, the evangelist told us that Jesus spoke in parables, further proof that Jesus was an Essene. For the Nazarenes, he was the Master, the Maskil, whose duty was to impart knowledge with discretion and keep it secret from the wicked;6 by this, we know that the parables were allegorical and not, as theologians stoutly maintain, simple stories. If you still doubt, read Matthew 13:14–15, where Jesus uses the quotation from Isaiah to explain why he was teaching in parables.

And in them is fulfilled the prophecy of Esaias, which saith, By hearing ye shall hear, and shall not understand; and seeing ye shall see, and shall not perceive: For this people’s heart is waxed gross, and their ears are dull of hearing, and their eyes they have closed; lest at any time they should see with their eyes, and hear with their ears, and should understand with their heart, and should be converted, and I should heal them.

Christians are willing to believe that some of the meaning of the parables has been lost. It only appears so because the context is that of an Essene sect working to help bring in the Jewish kingdom of God on earth—not the later invention of a spiritual indwelling kingdom. Once this is realized, the Gospels become much clearer.

Essenes regarded Scripture as mysterious. The use of the phrase mystery of the kingdom of God, emphasizes the link between the New Testament and the Qumran scrolls. Paul often uses the word mystery (sometimes translated as secret) in his epistles. The Essenes interpreted old documents as prophetic of current events; one being the Habakkuk Commentary. The Essene sages sought to read in the Scriptures the hidden things of God and, having discovered them, they sought to conceal them from unrighteous ears. This is the real significance of the parables of Jesus. They look like simple moralistic folktales but there is more to them than meets the eye—or ear! Those that had ears to hear, who had been taught and had grasped the method, would understand references intended to baffle the ignorant. Let’s look at one more example, Mark 8:14-21:

Now the disciples had forgotten to take bread, neither had they in      the ship with them more than one loaf. And he charged them, saying, Take heed, beware of the leaven of the Pharisees, and of the leaven of Herod. And they reasoned among themselves, saying, It is because we have no bread. And when Jesus knew it, he saith unto them, Why reason ye, because ye have no bread? Perceive ye not yet, neither 
understand? Have ye your heart yet hardened? Having eyes, see ye not? And having ears, hear ye not? And do ye not remember? When I brake the five loaves among five thousand, how many baskets full of
fragments took ye up? They say unto him, Twelve. And when the seven among four thousand, how many baskets full of fragments took ye up? And they said, Seven. And he said unto them, How is it that ye do not understand?

Here Mark has occasion to depict the disciples as idiots, using a speech of Jesus in which he likens the kingdom of God to bread. Disciples who supposedly have just witnessed two miraculous mass feedings squabble because they have only one loaf of bread with them. That could not be the context of this passage; Jesus was not speaking of food. The feeding of the multitudes was not a miraculous multiplication of bread. It was a ritual meal eaten by the new converts signifying their acceptance into the Nazarene ranks. A similar ritual is described in the Damascus Rule where the people were assembled for the feast of the renewal of the covenant and to allow initiates to be recognized.7  At that meeting, all the people were arranged in ranks by the thousands, hundreds, fifties and tens—just as Jesus arranged the masses (See Mark 6:39-40).
Jesus spoke about leaven as part of the mass conversion of the Nazarenes. Many of these people would have been Hellenistic Jews, Jews who had fallen under the influence of Romano-Greek culture but, in view of the coming kingdom, glad to be accepted as part of the chosen. These were the sinners and tax collectors. They could not be expected to understand common scriptural symbolism, let alone the esoteric speeches of the trained Nazarenes. Where genuine misunderstandings are recorded in Mark, they are not the misunderstandings of the twelve Apostles but of ordinary disciples.

Note that Mark expressly says that an underlying meaning is involved here, proving once again that an allegorical meaning has to be sought in the parables. Mark records a trace of Jesus’ speech. It is about the kingdom of God, expressed as baskets of the life-giving bread and the tiny remnant of God as the seven loaves that will trigger its introduction. First, he warns against the doctrines of the Pharisees and Sadducees, inevitably using a bread-and-leavening metaphor.

Leaven is a small piece of fermenting dough used to infect the new bread, to make it rise. It has not been baked and so is corruptible; it can spoil or become moldy. Leaven, therefore, represents evil in the surviving Jewish tradition, the rabbinic. The leaven of the Pharisees and the Herodians is corrupt and can yield no bread of life—no entry to the kingdom of God. So it is with their teaching of the kingdom. Matthew gives the correct interpretation in 16:12. Whereas Mark has been keen to explain parables for his readers, he fails to do so here because to do so would remove the miraculous elements from the feeding miracles. It is because the true interpretation is so much at variance with Mark’s illusion that Christian scholars label this as a particularly difficult passage—meaning they can make no sense of it as scholars that does not contradict their beliefs as Christians.

When reading the Gospels, it becomes apparent that Jesus limited the area of his ministry and seemed to avoid the larger cities. There are also a number of occasions where he is fleeing and he repeatedly adjures those he "heals" to keep quiet and tell no one. The Gospel writers make it appear that it is the multitudes he is trying to escape, but was it? Ask yourself if that really makes sense? If Jesus was a peaceful man, a humble teacher and healer, why would anyone want to discredit or kill him? If his gospel was one of love and salvation why would he be in danger? Later we’ll show evidence that Herod Antipas killed John the Baptist because he feared John might lead the people in a revolt. Perhaps that is why Jesus attempted to keep his audience small. The Sadducees confined their activities to the temple, so he was no threat to them, not until he came to Jerusalem. And when the Pharisees punished someone, it was generally for secular reasons, not religious. Even then, it was usually merely a period of ostracism. However, to discourage rebellion, the Romans did have a law against unauthorized meetings and it was the Jewish leaders’ responsibility to control dissenters.
Chapter 6 – The Verdict & Resurrection
That there was animosity and dissension between Jesus and the Sadducees and Pharisees is evident in the fact that Jesus was brought to trial before the high priest. Mark has him on trial before the Sanhedrin, but even many Christian commentators think that story is fictional. Obviously he did something, but what? The generally accepted story is that the Jews engineered his death because he claimed to be God, or the son of God. Is that what happened, or was it a story concocted by the Church to malign the Jews? Without a doubt, the Pharisees, Sadducees, and Herodians wanted to see him out of the picture. And why not; he was vilifying them and cursing the temple? 
First, it should be noted that a distinction was made between claiming to be a spiritual son of God, as with the Essenes, and professing physical descent.1 One was simply a confession of servitude; the other was an attempt to elevate oneself to the godhead—which would constitute blasphemy. If we give credence to this story we find some interesting arguments. It should first be noted that the only Scriptural record where Jesus claimed to be the Son of God was in the Gospel of John (Jn. 10:36), but in verse 34 Jesus references Ps. 82:6 to declare everyone is the Son of God. However, there are numerous incidents where others acknowledged him as such. This might explain why the Jews turned to the Roman court. After bringing the witnesses in to testify against Jesus there was still insufficient evidence to convict him; and when they couldn't induce a confession from him they turned to the civil law to rid themselves of an undesirable.2
Matthew 21 gives an account of Jesus’ arrival in Jerusalem on what has become known as Palm Sunday. Prior to his entrance, he makes specific arrangements in an apparent effort to fulfill a prophecy recorded in Zechariah 9:9 that purportedly foretold of the Messiah entering Jerusalem riding upon an ass.
Rejoice greatly, O daughter of Zion; shout, O daughter of Jerusalem: behold, thy King cometh unto thee: he is just, and having salvation; lowly, and riding upon an ass, and upon a colt the foal of an ass.
The result was predictable. The prophecy was well known by the people and they immediately acknowledged him as that Messiah by spreading their garments and tree branches before him and crying; “Hosanna to the son of David: Blessed is he that cometh in the name of the Lord.”

Engulfed by the jubilant crowd, it appears that he went directly to the temple where he cast out the merchants and over-turned the moneychangers’ tables; thereby stating, “I am the king!” In doing so he was knowingly committing a treasonous act. The fact that his entrance was planned, that he procured the ass, shows he wasn’t merely caught up in the fever of an excited mob. At that point, he obviously had a following large enough to convince himself that he was the Messiah. No doubt he believed the kingdom was at hand and expected God’s holy army to descend when he had occupied the temple. Otherwise, what could he hope to accomplish? Surely he knew the temple guards or Roman army would arrest and crucify him; and how would that reflect on his claim to be the Messiah? Also, if he knew of his impending death, why didn’t he inform his followers? Yes, I am disregarding Mark 10:33 in which Jesus allegedly announced his fate, but only temporarily; we'll address that thought later in this chapter.
But were his acts a criminal offense that befitted death? Yes—by Roman law! According to it, by assuming the power of civil authorities and controlling passage through the temple, he had committed the crime of Laesae Majestatis (high treason). Of this he was definitely guilty, because he overthrew the tables and refused to allow anyone to carry anything through. Of course, the high priests had absolute power over the temple guards and could have had him thrown out or arrested; instead, they simply asked him by whose authority he acted. Why? If we assume they were only allowing him to incriminate himself, he would still have been arrested at some point. Instead, he occupied the temple and taught daily, implying that he had control for a number of days.

The obvious is that when Jesus rode into Jerusalem on Palm Sunday, he was viewed as the Messiah. And it doesn’t matter whether he was at the head of an army or not. The people rose up and, perhaps, by sheer numbers, took the temple. Such is insinuated in Mark 11:17-18 and Matthew 26:3-5, where the scribes and priests desire to kill him but fear the people. And in Matthew 21:45-46, the reason is stated, that the people thought him a prophet. The only prophet the Jews were looking for that was to ride into Jerusalem on an ass was their King! Notice: their king—not their God.

The strongest evidence that Jesus was an insurrectionist is the fact that he was crucified as one, and the proof of that fact is recorded in the Gospels. Herman Samuel Reimarus, a Hamburg language professor, writing two hundred years ago, pointed out that there was one Jesus; a freedom fighter leading a revolution against the Romans. He listed Gospel evidence as this: 

· He gathered large crowds which the authorities considered potentially subversive. 

· He was described as a Galilaean, like Judas the Galilaean, a rebel.

· The nicknames of many of his followers sounded more like men of violence than men of peace. (That is: Petra, meaning Rocky, the tempestuous brothers and the Sons of Thunder)

· He deliberately depicted himself as a king as he entered Jerusalem and his supporters greeted him as such openly.

· He had committed the crime in Roman law of Laesae Majestatis by assuming the power of civil authorities to permit passage through the temple.

· An insurrection had occurred in which men had died and Jesus’ supporters had been armed and resisted arrest with violence, cutting of a man’s ear.

· When Jesus was charged as a rival to Caesar’s rule in Palestine, claiming to be the king of Jews, he chose not to deny it unequivocally at his trial.

· Jesus was Barabbas, the nasi, one of the holy ones of God but a failed rebel.

Reimarus’ reference to Jesus being Barabbas is something that I leave to your discernment. The word Barabbas comes from the Aramaic, Bar-abba, meaning son of my father. Jesus always called God, “my father,” using the Aramaic term Abba. Therefore Jesus’ title, “Son of God,” could be interpreted as Barabbas. According to Origen, an early Church writer, some old manuscripts of Matthew reveal the full name of the criminal as Jesus Barabbas.3
In Matthew 10:34, Jesus told his followers that he had not come to send peace on the earth but a sword—plainly meaning the coming struggle to rout the Romans and usher in the kingdom of God. In Luke 12:49, he said he would cast fire on the earth; and in Matthew 11:12 that the kingdom had to be entered violently. In Luke 22:36, he urges his followers to buy swords, on credit if necessary, or even by selling their clothes. Luke tries to make it appear that Jesus wanted the weapons to deliberately break the Law to fulfill prophecy (see Isaiah 53:12), but since he’d already broken the Law such reasoning is senseless.

In Luke 13:1-5, some come to Jesus telling him of Pilate (meaning his soldiers) mingling the blood of Galileans with their sacrifice. This might refer to a Sabbath attack by the Romans against rebels within the temple. Jesus answers by mentioning eighteen upon whom the tower of Siloam fell. He then uses both cases to urge repentance lest his listeners perish likewise. Why? How would repentance preserve them from the Romans—unless that repentance was, like the Essenes’ teachings, a commitment to arms?

It was a capital offense to act against the Empire or Caesar; it was a capital offense to assume the actions of an official without authority; it was a capital offence to join an armed body in capturing a public place—indeed, simply to carry arms. The Gospels are clear that Jesus was guilty of each of these offenses. Pilate’s statement in Matthew that he found no fault with Jesus is pure propaganda. Under the laws of Rome, Jesus was guilty of treason. Simply being acclaimed a king without an insurrection was sufficient for the Roman authorities to find him guilty. There is no argument about this! The prescribed punishment for these crimes was crucifixion.

In the last few chapters, we’ve revealed more than sufficient evidence to ascertain that Jesus was a leader in a rebellion to drive the Romans from his country. Of course, the idea of Jesus with a sword in his hand is abhorrent to Christians today. But it shouldn’t be incredulous. A warrior in the mold of Joshua, Gideon, or David was the Hebrew’s expectation. And why should it be so hard to envision Jesus fighting the gentiles to preserve Judaism and the Law of God, when the Catholic Church exterminated millions of heretics and Jews in God's name to preserve the power of their dogma? The Catholic Encyclopedia cites Jesus, Paul, and the Apostles as authority for their atrocities. And they do not misquote.

The Apostles acted upon their Master's directions. All the weight of their own Divine faith and mission is brought to bear upon innovators. "If any one", says St. Paul, "preach to you a gospel, besides that you have received, let him be anathema " (Galatians 1:9). To St. John the heretic is a seducer, an antichrist, a man who dissolves Christ (1 John 4:3 ; 2 John 7); "receive him not into the house nor say to him, God speed you" (2 John 10). St. Peter, true to his office and to his impetuous nature, assails them as with a two-edged sword: " . . . lying teachers who shall bring in sects of perdition, and deny the Lord who bought them: bringing upon themselves swift destruction . . . These are fountains without water, and clouds tossed with whirlwinds, to whom the mist of darkness is reserved" (2 Peter 2:1, 17). St. Jude speaks in a similar strain throughout his whole epistle. St. Paul admonishes the disturbers of the unity of faith at Corinth that "the weapons of our warfare. . . are mighty to God unto the pulling down of fortifications, destroying counsels, and every height that exalteth itself against the knowledge of God. . . and having in readiness to revenge all disobedience" ( 2 Corinthians 10:4, 5, 6 ). (http://www.catholic.org/encyclopedia/view.php?id=5695).
Christianity teaches that Christ died for all mankind. No one is forced to serve God; man is a free agent. However, during the Middle Ages, if you chose not to believe the Church, you were a heretic, an antichrist, and were to be exterminated! It was a case of bow the knee or offer the neck. Though the Church might speak of love and forgiveness, their affections were the same as those of the Old Testament God. It was reserved only for those who submitted to their God. The Church even claimed a divine blessing from God to stamp out all opposition. It was a matter of natural survival!

The first law of life, be it the life of plant or animal, of man or of a society of men, is self-preservation.… The integrity of the rule of faith is more essential to the cohesion of a religious society than the strict practice of its moral precepts. For faith supplies the means of mending moral delinquencies as one of its ordinary functions, whereas the loss of faith, cutting at the root of spiritual life, is usually fatal to the soul. In fact the long list of heresiarchs contains the name of only one who came to resipiscence: Berengarius. The jealousy with which the Church guards and defends her deposit of faith is therefore identical with the instinctive duty of self-preservation and the desire to live. This instinct is by no means peculiar to the Catholic Church ; being natural it is universal. All sects, denominations, confessions, schools of thought, and associations of any kind have a more or less comprehensive set of tenets on the acceptance of which membership depends. In the Catholic Church this natural law has received the sanction of Divine promulgation, as appears from the teaching of Christ and the Apostles quoted above (http://www.catholic.org/encyclopedia/view.php?id=5695).
Considering the bloodlust and hatred of the early Christians toward “heretics,” and their zeal in stamping out any conflicting doctrines, why should it be so hard to believe that Jesus was a religious freedom fighter? But whether such is so or not, Jesus was certainly guilty under the civil law of Rome. How the crucifixion was carried out is of little importance. The story has been told and retold, written and rewritten so many times that there’s no way the truth could ever be revealed. It is enough to know that Pilate found him guilty of insurrection and passed the only sentence possible under the conditions. It is almost a certainty he was crucified. What happened to his body afterwards is impossible to ascertain.

That leads us to the resurrection story or, rather, I should say, stories, since there are so many conflicting accounts. We have already pointed out the late addition to Mark’s final chapter concerning the resurrection, which labels it as false. Another indication that chapter sixteen is at least out of sequence is the second mention of the two Marys after just referring to them at the end of chapter fifteen. Other inconsistencies and contradictions identify the tales as nothing more than fables. In Mark there are three women. The stone had already been rolled away, and a man in a white garment awaited the women when they arrived. In Matthew, there are two women, an earthquake, and an angel to roll back the stone. In Luke, there was a group of women and two men in white with a reminder that Jesus had already told them of his crucifixion and resurrection—an obvious Church addition, since the Apostles knew nothing of it; for in John 20:9, we are told that "they knew not the Scripture, that he must rise again from the dead.” Of course, they didn’t know the Scripture; the resurrection stories had not yet been concocted.

Again, we see the growth and exaggeration from the early to later Gospels. Mark records only a man in the empty tomb. The resurrection tale is added later. In Matthew, there is an earthquake, and the man has become an angel. To prove the body wasn’t simply stolen, the story of guards is invented and a cover-up is hatched. And to sanction the ministry to the gentiles, both Mark and Matthew have a resurrected Jesus sending the disciples throughout the world. The incident in Mark is in the falsified last chapter, which attests to its credibility. In Mark and Matthew, the women are instructed to tell the disciples to go to Galilee, where they will see Jesus; yet before they can even pass the word, Jesus is already making appearances. From there through the Gospel of John, the stories of Christ appearances pop up like UFO sightings. And with almost every occurrence, Jesus institutes or endorses a controversial, gentile, Christian, teaching. A reasonable person must conclude that Jesus died a Jew and was resurrected a gentile, preaching newly discovered Christian doctrines. The obvious is that either these folktales came to light after Mark and were then incorporated into the other three Gospels, or that they were inserted years later to give credence to contested Church doctrines.

All these convenient tidbits of truth are at variance with other Scripture. In Acts 1:6, the Apostles ask the risen Jesus, "Lord, wilt thou at this time restore again the kingdom to Israel?" When that line was penned, they were still looking for a literal kingdom of God. In Acts 15:16, James, quoting from Amos 9:11, makes their position clear. The Davidic tabernacle would soon be rebuilt, and then all men would seek the Lord. Notice verses 19 and 20. The gentiles were still not accepted under the Mosaic Law.

The only logical explanation is that the body was stolen from the tomb, but by whom? The man, or men, in white give us the strongest clue. The followers of John the Baptist and the Nazarenes wore white, and the Qumran Essenes were called the people in white. Even modern Christianity pictures Jesus as dressed in white. Doesn’t it stand to reason that the Essenes removed the body of one of their own for an honorable and proper burial? Perhaps, one even waited to inform Jesus’ followers as to the actions taken with his body. And could the confused message about him going before them to Galilee simply be directions to his final resting place?

The Essenes and the followers of Jesus believed the righteous would be raised from the dead on God’s day of vengeance. When rumors of the empty tomb began circulating, some came to the conclusion that Jesus had been resurrected as the first fruits of righteousness (See Revelation 1:5 and I Corinthians 15:20). Both Scriptures show that his followers thought the general resurrection had begun. More than likely, some thought they had seen Jesus.

But if the resurrection stories were merely rumors, how could the universal acceptance of a risen savior have spread so rapidly throughout the world? And what of the outpouring of the Holy Spirit; surely there must have been some miraculous occurrence to transform the quaking, hiding, Apostles into fearless, roaring, orators. Where did the new gospel come from if not from a risen Christ? The Catholic Church, and indeed almost all Christendom, teaches the line of apostolic succession, which contends that Paul and the Apostles, preached the inspired message of Jesus Christ to the entire world. Such a commission has even been inserted in Matthew (28:19-20).
Go ye therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost: teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you…
And, according to Acts 2:38, Peter preached salvation through a resurrected Jesus Christ. 

Then Peter said unto them, "Repent, and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins, and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost."

Do you see the conflict? The Apostles were to teach and baptize "all nations," which would include the gentiles. Only it appears the Apostles knew nothing of that commission; they taught only the Jews. Here, Peter is speaking to "Jews, devout men, out of every nation" (Acts 2:5). And, as we have already learned, years later he would still need a vision from God to tell him that gentiles were no longer unclean (Acts chapter 10). 
Another question we should consider is, "What message were they to preach?" The message of personal salvation wasn’t introduced until Paul began his ministry years later. What message did the Apostles carry to the world during that interim period? What Scriptures did they use? The main precept of Jesus’ message was the coming kingdom, not a personal plan of salvation based on faith in his resurrection. The only Scriptures he used were the Tanakh, the Hebrew Law and Prophets. Christianity claims that the Jews rejected the message of Jesus, and for that reason, God opened the door of salvation to the gentiles. That simply isn’t true. How could they reject what was never preached? Also, Jesus’ triumphant entry into Jerusalem on Palm Sunday denies any such assertion. We should also consider the fall of Jerusalem in 70 AD, and the total defeat of the people. The destruction of Jerusalem wasn’t because the people rejected the Messiah. Quite the contrary—it was because they were uncompromisingly messianic. It wasn’t the people who rejected him; to them he was their King, the Messiah.  It was only the corrupt members of the Sadducees and Pharisees, the Roman sympathizing Herodians, who rejected him.

There can be little doubt that, following the death of Jesus, the disciples fled in shocked confusion back to their homelands. They needed time to regroup and collect their thoughts. Even the Gospels depict them in such a state. This only substantiates the fact that Jesus had not told them of his impending death. Had he taught them that he was to die and rise as the immortal son of God, had he instructed them to return to Galilee and await his arrival, they would never have fled Jerusalem in fear. They would not have sneaked back to their homes and hid, because their master's death would have been a triumph, not a tragedy. Despite their love and concern for Jesus, no amount of suffering and sorrow could have tarnished the birth of a god! Such an event, especially an expected event, could have never induced sorrow and fear. Such an occurrence would have had the disciples bouncing off the walls of Jerusalem with inconceivable joy. They would not have crawled back home like boot-kicked dogs. They would have marched through the country as a conquering army.

That Jesus was truly resurrected is not only absurd, it contradicts the message he proclaimed and leaves too many questions unanswered. For instance, why do we find Jesus teaching two avenues to salvation? Why weren't the Apostles expecting his death and the coming of a spiritual kingdom? Why did they continue to deny it, even years later? Should we be asked to stake our lives, and as some believe, our souls, on such a contradictory and baseless assertion? I think not. A story like that might be acceptable in a paperback novel or Hollywood production, but then, no one is expected to believe such a tale.

That brings us back to the question concerning the rapid expansion of the belief in Jesus as a risen savior. If it wasn't the resurrection that instilled their unwavering faith, what could it have been? The answer is the belief in a resurrection, but not just a physical resurrection. One of the main tenets of Christianity is the indwelling of the Holy Spirit, or Christ, within the believer.

The truth should be obvious. Jesus was not the Messiah; he was one sent by the Essenes to test the signs and omens observed by the sages. As the people responded to his call, events led him to believe himself the Messiah. And not until the fatal sunrise in Gethsemane, after a night of prayer and waiting for the miracle of the kingdom, did he realize his interpretations were in error.

With the advent of Jesus, a new sect of Jews began saying that the Messiah had actually come and was about to proclaim his kingdom—only he failed and was crucified. That would have been a terrible disaster for an ordinary sect, with a prophet as leader, but it would practically be a deathblow for the followers of a messiah. One who had failed, obviously couldn't be the Messiah. Or could he? For the orthodox Jews such was the understanding; but the common Jews of the Hellenistic world had a different concept of death and rebirth. For them, the Savior must die; to die and be reborn was a well known part of their Renewal of Life beliefs. Here was the fuel for the resurrection story. But how did it ignite?

Following Jesus' death, the only believers were his Apostles and disciples—all Jewish. Jesus did not teach a new order; that came later. Most of Jesus’ converts were from among the common people, Jews who were familiar with the basic teachings of the Essenes. At that time, Jesus’ ministry had not spread to the Hellenistic Jews who lived in colonies scattered throughout the world, especially in the distant cites such as Rome and Alexandria. Many of those Jews had accepted Hellenistic values and lifestyles to the point where they spoke and read Greek. They even had the Hebrew Scriptures translated into Greek, called the Septuagint, which would later become the first book of study for the Christians. And while most still looked to Jerusalem for their heritage and religious instructions, their lives were steeped in Hellenistic mysticism. Here we have the bridge between the ministry of Jesus and Christianity. Few Christians today will deny the infusion of paganism within the Church, but hardly any realize the significance of that reality. The average Christian, if he even considers the relationship, associates the mystery religions with the mythological gods and heroes—silly, outdated, dead religions. The subject might even bring vague images of ignorant fools making offerings to stone images.

Here is one of the stumbling blocks to understanding the origin of Christianity, because those idol worshippers of the first century were far from ignorant fools. Many were from the wealthy and learned families, the educated ruling class, kings, noblemen, and philosophers who could trace their educational linage back to Pythagoras, the father of philosophy. And it wasn’t just pagans who accepted the existence of these gods; Christians too believed they were real. But we’ll save that for future discussion. First, let’s find out just where Christianity originated.

Chapter 7 — Paul: the Man 
Is it not strange that in a story about the birth of a god and the emergence of a new religion, we can find hardly any information about the life of the god/man or that of his brothers, disciples, and family? Why is the number and names of his disciples a confused jumble of misinformation? Why are all traces of then-popular religious orders and warring sects practically erased from history? Why did this god/man, and all those associated with him, pale into insignificance while the teachings of one self-proclaimed evangelist swept the world with a religious fervor that grew into the greatest religion on earth? Wait! I can almost hear your objection; "Are you implying that Jesus 'paled into insignificance?'" Other than his name, yes.
Paul of Tarsus is the only character in the New Testament who gives us a resume of his qualifications for the office of Apostle of Jesus Christ; and it is quite an impressive resume. Assuming what we are told is true, he was a citizen of Tarsus, of Cilicia, a Pharisaic Jew of the tribe of Benjamin, and a student of Gamaliel, one of the most noted rabbis of that time. He also tells us he was a free born Roman citizen. For past experience he lists the position of Deputy of the High Priest, licensed to apprehend and imprison those considered heretics. But, his position at the time he submitted this resume would have been Apostle of Jesus Christ to the Gentiles.

Basically, this was the resume delivered during his last speech at Jerusalem to the Jewish mob and Roman guards who had arrested him. If a member of that crowd, or a prospective employer, were to study that resume they would be able to deduct additional information about Paul. The fact that he was a free born Roman, a Pharisaic Jew, a student of Rabban Gamaliel the Elder, and an employee of the High Priest, indicates he came from a very influential and wealth family, otherwise he would not have been able to attain such a high degree in education and move within that prestigious circle. 

However, personal references from his early life cast shadows upon his character.1 His religious affiliations and political views, coupled with references to members of Herod's household, indicate that he may have had ties with Herod's ruling party, the Herodians.2 It is speculated that since Roman citizenships were first awarded to Herod the Great and his family for their role in welcoming the invaders, that Paul's parents may have received their citizenship in that manner. And there are other factors which support such a theory, one being a letter referencing a kinsmen named Herodion (Romans 16:11); another, the mention of one of his converts at Antioch named Manaen, who was “brought up with Herod the tetrarch” (Acts 13:1). While such evidence might seem to link Saul to the Herodians, we should also consider another possibility; his relationship with the high priest, where the role as henchman might indicate employment with the temple guard.

Another explanation for Paul's Roman citizenship may be found in the fact he was a citizen of Tarsus, a city in modern Turkey, which indicates that he and his parents were Hellenistic, Greek speaking, Jews and far removed from the influences of the Herodian court. A. N. Wilson, Paul: the Mind of the Apostle, speculates that since Paul's professional claim was that of a tentmaker, it was most probably a trade learned from his parents. Mr. Wilson further speculates that since Cilicia was a thriving Roman providence and the Roman Legions needed tents, Paul's parents or grandparents might have contracted to make those tents and became wealthy enough to purchase their citizenship.3
Whichever thought we might pursue, neither would clash with the character of the monster we know as Saul prior to his conversion. If we assume he was a Pharisee, on the order of his teacher Gamaliel, or Josephus who despised the Zealots and blamed them for the destruction of his country, then we might be able to conceive of his hatred of the Nazarenes. Because one of the most outstanding differences between the Nazarenes and Pharisaic Jews was the degree to which they accepted the Romans. It is here we should discern the first warning signal of what is to come. Paul boasts of being a Pharisee, is proud of his Roman citizenship, and has no qualms about flouting them in times of need.4 On the other hand, Jesus’ values were just the opposite; he despised the Pharisees and was crucified by the Romans. Upon Paul’s arrest, using the power of his citizenship in his defense (Acts 22:25), he ingratiated himself with the Roman rulers, Felix and Festus; and gained an audience with King Agrippa. And, never one to miss an opportunity, he even tried to convert them. To the contrary, Jesus refused to even recognize the gentiles’ authority and certainly never offered them salvation. How then can it be said that Paul was Jesus’ disciple?
The majority of nationalistic Jews hated the Romans and detested their money. The Essenes were awaiting the return of their Messiah to drive the gentiles from their country, and the Zealots and Sicarii were trying to incite the people to rebellion. We have repeatedly mentioned riots protesting the Romans’ presence. But Paul welcomed them and urged submission.

Let every soul be subject unto the higher powers. For there is no power but of God: the powers that be are ordained of God. Whosoever therefore resisteth the power, resisteth the ordinance of God: and they that resist shall receive to themselves damnation… For for this cause pay ye tribute also; for they are God’s ministers, attending continually upon this very thing. Render therefore to all their dues: tribute to whom tribute is due: custom to whom custom; fear to whom fear; honour to whom honour (Romans 13:1-2, 6-7).
Can you picture Jesus or John the Baptist proclaiming the Herodians as “God’s ministers?” Or urging the Jews to pay tribute to the Romans? They didn’t even like the Pharisees and Sadducees! According to Josephus' Antiquities, Herod’s son, Antipas, even chopped off John’s head because he feared John would incite the people.5 Considering Paul’s boast of Roman citizenship and his ties with the Herodians, the Pharisees, and Gamaliel, one can’t help but wonder if his entire ministry might not have been a covert mission to undermine and destroy the fanatical faith of the Essenes and Zealots. It would have certainly been the most effective way possible. Were it not for the depth and intensity of his doctrines, and his dedication, I might even give the though serious consideration. Regardless of the matter, there can be no doubt that Paul was, at the least, a Roman sympathizer.
There were those who believed Paul was a charlatan. According to the Ebionites, one of the last surviving branches of the Nazarenes, Paul was not a Pharisee and his parents were gentile converts.6 The Ebionites had no regard for his ministry and believed he had founded a new religion for selfish motives. (Please note: Here is evidence that Paul did start a new religion, not one shared with the Apostles.) They did not accept Paul’s view that Jesus was divine but saw him as human, sent to begin the new era. This was the Apostles’ concept of Jesus—as a man, the messenger or Messiah, not divine. The Ebionites accepted the Torah, obeyed the Law of Moses, and regarded themselves still as Jews. As the true successors to the Nazarenes it was they, not Paul, who transmitted the purer teachings of Jesus; for their founders, Peter and James, had known Jesus in life. While these accusations conflict with the generally perceived character of Paul, in this study we will see that his actions do give credence to the Ebionites' beliefs. 
Here we should question the treatment of our information for this portion of our study and establish some guidelines for credibility. There are basically two stories of Paul's life and ministry found in the New Testament; Paul's own version, stated briefly in Galatians and his other letters; and detailed accounts in the Acts of the Apostles. However, the two accounts are contradictory. To resolve the differences we must credit Paul's version over that of Acts, simply because his works were first and, despite the Peter/rock fable, they are the foundation of Christianity. When we study Acts from that perspective it becomes evident that the author, supposedly Luke, was promoting a Christian Paul. Such a statement may seem confusing since all Christianity knows Paul was a Christian. Were the believers not first called Christians at Antioch where Paul was preaching? Yes, according to Acts 11:26, but how many times did Paul use the term? None—in fact, it's only used three times in the entire New Testament, twice in Acts and once in I Peter. 
The inconsistencies and intents in Luke's writings are apparent to many theologians and biographers of Pauline study. Marion L. Soards, B.A., M. Div., and author of The Apostle Paul: an Introduction to his Writings and Teachings, reaches this conclusion:
The standard scholarly explanation of these differences between Acts and Paul (as known from his letters) is expressed in terms of the known theological tendencies of the author of Acts, Luke. It is clear that Luke has an overarching concern to demonstrate the continuity of God's saving acts in human history. For him, Jerusalem itself is the center of God's past involvement with humanity; it is the center from which the gospel of Jesus Christ goes out. By bringing Paul to Jerusalem almost immediately after his conversion and by having him endorsed by the twelve apostles there, a linearity is shown to run from God, through Jesus Christ, through the apostles and the church in Jerusalem, to Paul and the churches he founded outside Palestine. In other words, Luke, writing in about A.D. 90, retells the story of earliest Christianity in order to document the continuity of the proclamation of the gospel and, thereby, to demonstrate the unity of the church in his own day (The Apostle Paul: an Introduction to his Writings and Teachings, p. 12).
Professor Soards cites one of the major conflicts above; Luke's endeavor to depict Paul as a Christian, even though Paul never sanctioned such divisions. Quite the contrary, Paul repeatedly identified himself as a Jew of Tarsus and a Pharisee; he never acknowledged the Christian identity.7 In fact, he exhibited distain for divisive labels.8 Christian was the appellation later assumed by many sects, and some even used Paul's doctrines as a basis for their teachings.
Another reason for skepticism is the scholarly recognition of the We Document in Acts; a division in the sixteenth chapter that indicates inserted texts or a change in author. Robert Eisenman describes it thusly:

…The We Document in Acts is in the first person plural—therefore its designation. It intrudes variously after line 16:10. Seemingly it is a diary or travel document of some kind. For some, it is the only authentic material in Acts, though it is neither without problems nor continuous. It is even possible to contend that it is the real or authentic historical core of Acts and the basis of the whole presentation (James the Brother of Jesus, 4.51).
However, despite the conflicts, we will include the references to Paul in Acts throughout this study, mainly because any agreement between the writings of Acts and the letters of Paul will indicate certainty, but all references should be viewed with reservation.

Paul was not some uneducated herdsman or farmer; he was dedicated, charismatic, and intelligent, as his epistles prove. His writings blend Jewish Scriptures, philosophy, and pagan mysteries into a smooth allegorical structure that baffles millions of adherents even today. Robert Eisenman, in his James the Brother of Jesus, stated that Paul was probably the greatest rhetorician ever produced in the West, and I concur with that assessment. A. N. Wilson, Paul: the Mind of the Apostle, describes him as "one of the most important and influential figures who ever lived," and "one of the most stupendous religious poets and visionaries whom the world has ever known." A number of theologians have declared that he was one of the great figures in Greek literature.9 
Together with Philo of Alexandria, he is the great conduit through which Jewish concepts and stories and patterns of thought came to the Gentile world. As these ideas came through the channel, they passed into a new intellectual world; the attempt to translate Hebrew ideas into a Gentile setting, above all a Greek setting, meant using words either with new sense or with great boldness (A. N. Wilson, Paul: the Mind of the Apostle, p. 28).
Paul wrote, spoke, and thought in Greek; even so, it should be noted that his Greek was of the common form, rather than the classical. And though he claimed to be a Pharisee according to the law, he seems to have read the Scriptures from the Septuagint instead of Hebrew as would be expected in Pharisaic studies. His understanding of Hebraic Scriptures, Jewish tradition, and a driving perseverance, coupled with a truly astounding persuasive ability, crowned him with the title, Apostle to the Gentiles.

Paul is called Saul when first introduced to New Testament readers at the stoning of Stephen (Acts 8:1). At that time, he was a young man "consenting" to Stephen's death. It is easy to envision a young man, perhaps a student, caught up in the excitement of an angry mob as they stone a blasphemer, but such an event introduces a very puzzling question concerning both Paul and his teacher Gamaliel. According to the Original Encyclopedia the Gamaliel in question was a highly honored member of the Jewish Sanhedrin court. And, because of his request for lenience for Peter and the apostles in Acts 5:34 he later obtained the reputation in Christian circles as a pacifist; and some even claim a secret Christian.10 If he truly was a pacifist, and he was Paul's teacher, then we have to question the effectiveness of that training when we consider the hatred and viciousness with which Paul performed his role as enforcer for the court. However, the standard of values prevalent in Palestine at that time might provide an explanation to the conflict.

The general attitude at the council mentioned in Acts 5:34 was one of hostile intent; Gamaliel's reason for sparing Peter and his associates was not concern for suspected blasphemers; but a fear of offending God. That passage gives us a good insight into the mentality of the Pharisees and the Jewish council, and a powerful clue as to the doctrine of the Apostles. First, we find that the council members were unsure as to the source of Peter and John's power. Gamaliel's suggestion was that they wait and see whether it be of God or not. Secondly, Peter's message had to be of the Messiah, not the Christ, otherwise there would have been no uncertainty in the council. Toleration of messianic expectations within the ranks of the high priests was limited, to say the least; toleration for someone attempting to make a god of that same messiah would have been nil. Even so, the majority of first century Jews, the common working class, viewed the Pharisees as the "good guys." Just as Christians today applaud those who stand to protect the integrity of God's Word; so were the Pharisees applauded. 

When next we hear of Paul, he is older and a persecutor of the Nazarenes. The first part of Acts chapter 9 tells of his conversion. How accurate is the account? Who knows? For though Paul does confirm the event, (Galatians 1:13-16) he doesn’t confirm the story. In Acts 9:7, the writer states that those who accompanied Paul “stood speechless, hearing a voice, but seeing no man.” Here is one of many contradictions we find in the story of Paul; for in Acts 22:9, the statement is reversed, and says those with him saw the light, but heard not the voice. The least we can infer from this contradiction is a copying error. 
That something happened to Paul, to change him, cannot be denied. However, even if we consider the account of his conversion valid, we still have only the word of Luke regarding what that "something" was; and Luke wasn't present at the event. I stress the point for a reason. If we have no witness to substantiate his conversion; then we have an unsubstantiated story to validate Paul's entire ministry. In effect, the only evidence we have is Paul’s own word that Jesus, from the beyond, called him for a ministry of which no one else had ever heard—not even the Apostles who trained at Jesus' feet. And why was Saul called in such a manner when it was necessary that a replacement for Judas be one who had known the master personally, one who had been taught firsthand (Acts 1:21&22)? 
Many times I have heard Christians testify, or ministers declare from the pulpit, that God "told" them a certain thing, or "impressed" upon them to do something. Perhaps it was something as simple as witnessing to a particular person; or, as in Paul's case, as serious as going into the missionary field; but whatever the purpose, the evaluation of both the call and the commitment were based upon faith. The strength of such faith may be measured by the depth of commitment. It requires little faith to tell an acquaintance about Jesus, or witness to a fellow-worker; but to make a total commitment, as Paul did, requires a complete surrender to a perceived idea; or, as Paul stated it:

Therefore we are buried with him by baptism into death: that like as Christ was raised up from the dead by the glory of the Father, even so we also should walk in newness of life…our old man is crucified with him, that the body of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth we should not serve sin (Romans 6:4&6).
This was Paul's epiphany. Whether any credence can be given to the Acts' story of a miraculous vision or not, there can be no doubt Paul had some type of amazing revelation; something inspired him to revert from an angry, violent, persecutor to a loving, concerned, pacifist. According to A. N. Wilson:

The revelation or apocalypse came upon Paul instantaneously, but we discern from his autobiographical reflexions that it took him at least three years for its implications to sink in;  three years before he turned back to meet Peter and James in Jerusalem (Paul: the Mind of the Apostle, chapter 4, p. 71).
Beginning in the Garden of Eden, sin has been prevalent throughout the Hebrew Scriptures; and has been a generally recognized force in all societies. Because of sin Yahweh cursed all creation. Numerous times it brought his wrath upon the Israelites and their gentile neighbors; for sins Egypt was plagued, for sins the Canaanite dwellers were destroyed before the Israelites, and for repeated sins Israel and Judah were punished. Men sinned because they were weak, or erred in judgment; the children in the wilderness sought other gods, King Saul was vain, David coveted, and at times Yahweh "hardened" someone's heart. In every case there was one common denominator. Whether the offender was tempted, foolish, rebellious, or seduced by other gods the sin was disobedience to Yahweh, the God of Israel—such is the definition of sin. There were instances where persons, or even whole nations, might be led astray by an evil spirit, and God might even condemn all mankind as wicked, but he never perceived mankind as hopelessly lost to demonic possession. No matter how depraved or wicked mankind might become there was always the Law; it was present salvation and the promise of God's future triumph. 
But Paul had a different vision; in his view this world and all in it was wicked, corrupt, and ruled by Satan. The Law wasn't working. All Judea was overrun by foreigners, the temple was desecrated, and the people were so corrupt they could never obtain God's mercy. The old customs were being cast aside for gentile values. All men were evil. Even the Law was being compromised and diluted; and, therefore, unable to save. Was God helpless before the gods of the invading cultures? Had he cast away his people? God forbid! There had to be another explanation. Mr. Wilson, referring to man's need for a god, thrusts straight to the heart of the matter:

This is genial, even uplifting, but to the restless and almost Nietzschean mind of Paul, it leaves unanswered and untouched the two most troubling elements in the observed universe; namely, its apparently blameless suffering and its boundless wickedness. And metaphysic which blandly assumed that it was possible for evil to be 'forgiven' simply by the assertion that God was good could not answer the intense isolation of the human soul in the grip of sin or psychological nightmare; nor could it really correspond to the world as it was actually observed—a world as Paul would conceive it, where demonic powers were at work, filling the minds of the mad with evil nightmares and the bodies of the weak with sickness and disease, a world out of joint, a universe groaning and travailing towards some violent consummation…Into such a world, Paul, with an inspired and completely original vision of Jesus, believed that a unique figure had stepped; one who was both a Prometheus, whose own weakness defied the strength of the Allfather; whose innocent folly overcame the wisdom of his ancestors; whose lawlessness—dying the death of a criminal—overcame the law; and whose pure and unflinching agape, charity or love over-shadowed the malice which all discerning people might have felt or guessed to be at the heart of the First Cause, if there were a First Cause (Paul: the Mind of the Apostle, chapter 7, p. 122-123).
Paul taught that the Torah had been superseded by the death of a divine being, Jesus Christ, in atonement of men’s sins. Such a conclusion should not be surprising considering Paul's early environment and exposure to the Hellenistic culture of his hometown. 

Tausus, located on the Tarsus Cay, was the capital of Cilicia and the focal point for trade between the Mediterranean Sea and the magnificent road system built by the Romans. It was a center of military activity for the Roman army which was mostly Asiatic at that time; and was probably responsible for the introduction of the Mithraic Mysteries which dominated Tarsus society. No doubt Paul, as a youngster, would have been exposed to the cult worship. According to A. N. Wilson a number of similarities existed between that worship and Paul's concept of the redeeming Christ:

…The most distinctive feature of Mithraic worship is that the initiates either drank the blood of the sacred bull or drank a chalice of wine as a symbolic representation of blood. The steer would be held over a platform and ritually slain. Under the platform stood the initiate, who would be literally bathed in the blood which dripped down from the platform. He would rub the blood in his eyes, ears and nostrils. The tuarobolium as the Romans called it, like the sacred meals of other cults, symbolized the transfer of life and power… If Paul's parents were Jewish, they would have been disgusted by the idea of the cult of Mithras, since the drinking of blood is one of the most fundamental taboos in Jewish life. But for those who practiced the religion of Mithras, it was a commemoration of the life-principle itself. From the bull slain by Herakles, for example, flowed not merely blood but life, corn, plenteousness. It symbolized the springing up of new life beyond the grave.

…Any child born or brought up in Tarsus could not fail to have been impressed by the great religious ceremonies which took place there in honour of Herakles (Paul: the Mind of the Apostle, 2.25-26).
For some reason Paul became disillusioned with the world he saw; the pain and suffering, the injustice, wickedness, greed, and the helplessness of man to alter their destiny. Perhaps he realized there was no difference between the sacrificial bull offered to Herakles and the lamb offered to Yahweh. Perhaps he had gazed upon too many crucified men. Perhaps there was something in the eyes of that last person he scourged. Or, perhaps a number of small inconsistencies within Judaic worship had been chafing in his mind for years. We will never know what inspired his allegorical interpretations of Hebrew Scriptures, nor how long it took him to formula the complex theories he came to believe as God's directing; we can only try to separate the gold from the dust of centuries.
Paul would like his reader to think he was a seer or medium who had supernatural revelations and received his doctrine while in trances. There are a number of references to such in Acts and his writings refer again and again to an indwelling Christ; a Christ that revealed those things he recognized as God's will. Such a talent, or such a relationship, would only give credence to his claim of power through the Holy Ghost. At any rate, he cared nothing for what Jesus taught; the only use he had for Jesus was as the risen Savior, evidently all else came from visions (Galatians 1:16-17, 2:2; Acts 16:9).
Paul's writings concerning Jesus reveal some startling facts. First, Paul knows nothing about Jesus other than him crucified and resurrected. The only references he made to the man, Jesus, was that he was of the Davidic line and born of a woman. The only time he quoted Jesus’ teachings was in I Corinthians 11:24-27, and the passage smacks of a later interpolation; compare it with Matthew 26:26-29. He never refers to any event or incident in Jesus’ life; the virgin birth isn’t mentioned, no manger, no wise men, no angels or heavenly choir. There’s no mention of his baptism or association with John; no voice from heaven or flying doves. Paul makes no references to Jesus’ ministry or miracles; no healing the sick or raising the dead, no changing of water to wine or calming the seas. Even though he repeatedly testifies of Jesus’ supreme sacrifice of dying and being resurrected; he never mentions the details surrounding those events. There’s no reference to his trial, the cross, no Golgotha, earthquakes and risen saints. Why? Why is there no mention of these miraculous events? 
Oft times, while studying the Bible, much can be learned by considering the secondary information supplied rather than the main subject; for example, descriptive phrases or sentences that sets the scene, events that precipitated the present action, or facts unrelated to the main issue of a dialogue or action. Even in the meager bit of information Paul provides concerning Jesus we find one major fact—Jesus was not the son of God. Paul said he was born of woman; think about that. Why would Paul even mention that fact? We're all born of women. Have you ever hear of anyone being asked if their mother was a woman; of course not. So why would Paul even broach the subject? I can think of only one occasion in which that question would be relevant; someone must have introduced the question of Jesus' supposed miraculous divine conception and Paul was setting the record straight. It is true that Paul taught that Jesus was the son of God; that was one of his main tenets. In Romans 1:3&4, he states that Jesus was "of the seed of David according to the flesh: And declared to be the son of God…by the resurrection from the dead." According to Paul, Jesus wasn't the son of God until after the resurrection! This is further substantiated by the statement that he was "of the seed of David." Genealogy was reckoned through the male line, so Paul is telling us Jesus had a human father.

I'm aware that the subject of Jesus' substance has been argued for nearly two thousand years, that wars have been fought over the subject at the cost of many lives and much suffering; so I've no intention of trying to settle the issue. I'll only state what seems evident to me. Paul saw nothing unusual about the man Jesus until he was resurrected from the grave. At that time he was "declared to be the Son of God." Prior to that time Paul, considered him nothing more than another crucified, would be, messiah. 

But this still doesn't explain why Paul avoided any reference to the human aspects of his life. There seems to be only three possible explanations; first, the stories hadn’t been voiced. This means the Jesus we’re familiar with never existed. Secondly, the tales and growing legends were circulating but Paul viewed them as unworthy of mention. If this is so, we have to ask ourselves how Paul could not find the miraculous tales important enough to comment upon or use in his ministry. The third, and most likely reason, was Paul’s understanding of Christ as an allegorical concept of the logos, an intermediary between man and God. He would most likely derive such reasoning from the dying and resurrecting redeemers of Zoroastrianism—the Mithra worshipers of his home town. And when the spirit of the dead Jesus began teaching him amazing new doctrines it would only be natural for him to assume that Jesus and the logos were one and the same. This would also explain why he avoided any references to the man, Jesus. The doctrines he was receiving were so drastically different from the teachings of the Apostles until Paul determined not to know anything “save Jesus Christ, and him crucified,” all else he would glean from his visions. And as we shall see, he did know a great deal more; not only about Jesus, but even the thoughts and intents of God.

Paul usurped the history of the Jews and used its long tradition, as prophetic of his concept of Christianity. Then he combined those concepts with the dying and resurrected god of the mystery religions, and the heaven descended redeemer of the Gnostics. The results were incredible stories—stories that sparked the dreams of his listeners. There was an explanation for the tardy kingdom, a form of escapism for the poor, downtrodden, and sinners; freedom from a rigorous and hard to comprehend law for the Jews and an open door for the gentiles. He was offering a reasonable means to a utopian world; and the admission was affordable for anyone, it was something all could give freely—love.
For all the law is fulfilled in one word, even in this; Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself (Galatians 5:14).
Love was the key, the door was death to this world and faith in the resurrection of the one he called Jesus Christ. Most Christians today are familiar with the term "dead in Christ" and think they understand its meaning; if they do their lives certainly do not illustrate that understanding—at least not in the Pauline concept. Paul might have eaten, slept, dressed, worked, and perform all the necessary, daily, human functions; but all were done for the "glory of God" (I Corinthians 10:31). All personal cares, desires or ambitions were discarded, to be replaced by a driving obsession to reveal the salvation in Jesus Christ. His only diversion was the desire to be with his redeemer. 
For me to live is Christ, and to die is gain (Philippians 1:21).
I am crucified with Christ: nevertheless I live; yet not I, but Christ liveth in me: and the life which I now live in the flesh I live by the faith of the Son of God, who loved me, and gave himself for me (Galatians 2:20).
In Jesus' crucifixion and death, Paul conjured up his own sufferings and death; for Saul truly died on that road to Damascus. It was not Paul who lived, but Christ who lived in him.
He did not limit himself to preaching the word. We read that 'God did extraordinary miracles through Paul' [Acts 19:11]. Although Jesus was the Christ raised up by God, it should not be forgotten that Paul regarded himself as a figure in whom the Christ was now active and alive. If he had been living in a Hindu or Buddhist culture, Paul might well have regarded himself as an avatar. In his own body, he bore the wounds of Jesus [Galatians 6:17]; he had the mind of Christ [I Corinthians 2:16, Philippians 2:5]; as a 'person in Christ' he had, like Jesus, ascended into heaven and come down again [II Corinthians 12:2]. It is not to be wondered at that he possessed miraculous or, if this is to make a distinction, magical powers (Paul: the Mind of the Apostle, chapter 11, p. 184).
According to Acts, when Paul went to Jerusalem to join the disciples they would have nothing to do with him until Barnabas vouched for him; then "…he was with them coming in and going out at Jerusalem. And he spake boldly in the name of the Lord Jesus; and disputed against the Grecians" (Acts 9:28-29). This appears to be another late effort by the Church to Christianize Paul’s new religion, because in Galatians, Paul tells an entirely different story. He claims he did not receive his gospel from man, but by revelation of Jesus Christ. And in Galatians 1:16-17, he states that he didn't even talk with "flesh and blood,” and denies going up to Jerusalem to the Apostles, but went into Arabia. And after three years, he finally went up to Jerusalem and stayed with Peter fifteen days. But he saw none of the other Apostles except James (Galatians 1:18-19).

This story is interesting because, according to Paul, the Arabia referred to was ruled by Aretas. That Arabia was not Syria northeast of Judea but Nabataea, whose capital was Petra, south of the Dead Sea, near Qumran.11 Study of Paul’s writings and ideology leave no doubt that he was, not only familiar with Essenes’ teachings and philosophy, but was also a master scholar. It is possible that the three years he referred to were spent as a novice at Qumran. Evidence of Essene influence can be seen in his writings, including the word Belial, the Essene word for the devil, which is used nowhere in the New Testament, except in II Corinthians 6:14–15; a strong Essene passage: "what fellowship hath righteousness with unrighteousness? And what communion hath light with darkness? And what concord hath Christ with Belial?"

Paul writes of a mystery and hidden wisdom in I Corinthians 2:7: "But we speak the wisdom of God in a mystery, even the hidden wisdom, which God ordained before the world unto our glory"—language we can see precisely in the Dead Sea Scrolls. As we’ll see later, Paul could more than hold his own when expounding upon the subject, proving he was well versed in their doctrines.

In Galatians 2:1, Paul tells us it was 14 years before he went back to Jerusalem with Barnabas. Here, he again denies the account in Acts chapter 9. The only way we could possibly connect the two stories is to equate the "many days" to fourteen years or so. Even then there are glaring contradictions. In Acts the disciples fear and disbelieve Paul until Barnabas vouches for him, surely after fourteen years, his ministry would have been noted and the fear dispelled. In Galatians 1:18 Paul spends 15 days with Peter, three years after his stint in Arabia. The only other Apostle he saw at that time was James. There is no mention of Barnabas, so it isn’t likely these were the same events. Fourteen years later, when Paul and Barnabas go up to Jerusalem to discuss Church policies; there's no indication of fear on the disciples’ part. 
From the same Acts account we're told that Paul spent some time with the disciples at Damascus—not the twelve Apostles we're familiar with—and "straightway he preached Christ in the synagogues, that he is the Son of God" (Acts 9:20). Here, if we can believe the source, is the introduction of Paul’s new gospel, presented to Jewish Nazarenes. Prior to that time, no one had heard of the gospel of Jesus the Christ because the Apostles were still teaching the soon coming kingdom of God. How do we know? Because in Galatians 1:11&12 Paul declared:

But I certify you, brethren, that the gospel which was preached of me is not after man. For I neither received it of man, neither was I taught it, but by the revelation of Jesus Christ.

This leaves no doubt; the Apostles were not teaching Paul's doctrine of salvation through Jesus Christ. Also, the writer of I Timothy, supposedly Paul, claimed to be the first to suffer for Jesus Christ.

Howbeit for this cause I obtained mercy, that in me first Jesus Christ might shew forth all longsuffering, for a pattern to them which should hereafter believe on him to life everlasting (I Timothy 1:16).

This contradicts and denies the book of Acts' earlier stories of Peter and John's beating and imprisonment for preaching salvation through Jesus. Unless their persecutions were for preaching Jesus the Messiah! 

That Paul was preaching a new gospel is further evidenced in the book of Romans where he again claims to be its originator, and gives us a detailed description of his doctrines:

Paul, a servant of Jesus Christ, called to be an apostle, separated unto the gospel of God, (Which he had promised afore by his prophets in the holy scriptures,) Concerning his Son Jesus Christ our Lord, which was made of the seed of David according to the flesh; And declared to be the Son of God with power, according to the spirit of holiness, by the resurrection from the dead: (Romans 1:1-4).

Notice how Paul mentions a new gospel, "the gospel of God," and states that it was promised "afore by his prophets in the Holy Scriptures; "Concerning his Son Jesus Christ our Lord." Careful and unbiased study of the Holy Scriptures reveals the promise of a messenger, a messiah, a servant, the anointed one—but never a son of God. And there is no indication that the Law would be replaced by a new gospel. 

In this passage we are also told it was "the spirit of holiness" that declared Jesus the son of God. What was this spirit? How did it make such a declaration—to whom? Was it the spirit that spoke to Paul? Was it the Holy Ghost that testified in unknown tongues? If so, how do we know what that spirit was saying? 

In II Corinthians 12 Paul tells the Corinthians of a vision, or revelation, which appears to refer to his conversion. He speaks of a man, presumably himself, who was caught up to paradise and heard "unspeakable words…unlawful for a man to utter." The experience was so powerful that, after fourteen years, he was still unable, or unwilling, to say whether he was in body or spirit; but in verse 7 he speaks of himself. An abundance of revelations were given to him; so many and so powerful that he also received "a thorn in the flesh, the messenger of Satan" less he "should be exalted above measure." He doesn't elaborate upon the nature of his affliction, but does say he sought the Lord to remove it; to which God replied:

…My grace is sufficient for thee: for my strength is made perfect in weakness (II Corinthians 12:9).

Many Christians and Bible scholars have speculated upon just what the affliction might have been; everything from ugliness to epileptic seizures has been suggested. My preference tends to seizures, but not epileptic. One of the manifestations of the Holy Ghost is bodily possession. While in the Church of God I witness such occurrences almost weekly, but they were generally restricted to shouting, the waving of hands, "walking" the aisles, and occasionally, seizures, in which a person might faint or collapse to lay jerking or twitching. While such actions testify to the indwelling of the Spirit to believers, more orthodox Christians attribute such behavior to self-delusion or satanic possession. The experience Paul described introduced some "affliction" that might be attributed to Satan. That "thorn" which was given to him so that those revealed revelations might not elevate his status too high. From such reasoning we might derive a controversial conclusion, but only after confronting some tough questions. First, were the revelations given to Paul so powerful that he was afflicted with some physical deformity, such as a lisp or blindness, to detract from his appearance as a God? Conversely, epileptics were often considered possessed persons, either of good or evil. Isn't it possible that Paul, under the spirit, had seizures; seizures identical to those common in holiness meeting today, and might those seizures not been perceived as Satanic in certain instances, and thereby, prove an affliction that would prevent his being exalted? I believe so. I believe Paul was introducing the same phenomenon that is known as the tongues movement today. Further more, I don't believe the story of the outpouring of the Holy Ghost on the day of Pentecost, nor any of the related stories that credit Peter as the central figure of the phenomenon. 
We have already mentioned the superstition and religious fear that dominated the uneducated masses. During the first century gods were not viewed with suspicion or mass skepticism as they are today. Monotheism was still a relatively new idea. And all of those pagan gods were credited with their own legends, miracles, mysteries and supernatural powers. The fact that such preposterous tales have thrived throughout history only testify to the ignorance and superstition of the believers; and yet, the interests of those ancient believers and those of today's general populace are not that different. Where today it is the movies, computer gaming, publishing, advertising, and related industries that exploit that human passion; in the first century it was the necromancers, wizards, charlatans, and prophets that preyed upon the uninformed or imaginative. And that is where Paul excelled.

Every religion had its prophets, sorcerers, or magicians; and all had their philosophy and miracles. All could work their magic, most could affect cures, many were soothsayers, and a few could, supposedly, raise the dead; but somehow, Paul discovered a unique magical trick. Only Paul could lay hands on his listeners and fill them with a supernatural power  (Acts 19:11-19). That ability was passed on to Peter, John, and others; and was so desirable Simon Magus tried to purchase it (Acts 8:18-20). Try to imagine how that might impress the recipients! What would be your reaction if someone told you of an omnipotent god who could live inside you and endow you with miraculous powers; and then proved his claim with a simple touch?  
It isn't in the scope of this work to investigate miracles, or the mysterious workings of God; if one is inclined to believe in God, then the occurrence of miracles is a given. But just a thought; one of the holiness movements' favorite scriptures is found in Mark 16:17&18:

And these signs shall follow them that believe; in my name shall they cast out devils; they shall speak with new tongues; they shall take up serpents; and if they drink any deadly thing, it shall not hurt them; they shall lay hands on the sick, and they shall recover.
Early holiness churches gained a tarnished reputation as fanatics because they interpreted this passage literally and attempted to prove their sincerity by handling snakes and drinking poisons. Needless to say, in many cases their faith wasn't justified. Today such practices have been outlawed here in the United States, and only a very few churches insist on observing such rituals. On the other side of the coin, we find that magicians such as Harry Houdini, David Copperfield, and David Blaine have routinely performed feats that, no doubt, would have convinced tens of thousands of ignorant Jews and Grecians in the first century that they were in the presence of gods. And what of the miraculous healings of men like Oral Roberts and Ernest Angley? Ask yourself, "Why does everything connected with God have to be based upon faith and miracles; things that can be distorted, misinterpreted, or flat out counterfeited?" Surely, if God wanted to give you a sign, he'd provide something David Copperfield couldn't top! The New Testament is filled with wonders, signs, and miracles; they may be viewed with superstitious awe as proof of God, or simply good illusions.

We know that Paul was a great orator and a devoted, zealous servant to his cause, whether he was chasing down heretics, or converting sinners. What is not so evident was his political acumen. His one driving desire was to convert everyone to his belief. His philosophy is probably best described in his own words in I Corinthians 9:22:

I am made all things to all men, that I might by all means save some.

In the preceding verses, he tells us that to the Jew, he was a Jew; to those under the Law, he was under the Law; to those without the Law, he was without Law—whatever it took to win converts, he would do it.

Sometime after Paul's conversion he appeared on the scene preaching some very controversial doctrines; doctrines that nearly got him killed numerous times. It is stated in Acts chapter 2 that all the Apostles were "filled with the Holy Ghost, and began to speak with other tongues." If such was the case then Paul's reception of the Holy Ghost had to be a separate, private, occurrence because he had not yet been converted at that early date. Now, I know that the outpouring of the spirit, evidenced by speaking in tongues, is supposed to be an act of God, but history and experience implies differently. Throughout history the occurrences of tongues were more like a virus, where one person introduced the disease and it spread by contact. The latest outbreak, which I referred to earlier, started with one man's teachings, Charles Parham, and has spread throughout the world. For that reason, and the fact that the teaching is one of the basic tenets of Paul's doctrines, I believe its introduction into Christianity originated with Paul. I also believe that, because there was contention between Paul and the Apostles throughout his entire ministry. There were disagreements so damaging to the Judaic Law that it leaves one wondering how they could find any common ground; unless there was some type of bond they couldn't sever—a bond such as a belief in the manifestation of the Holy Ghost.

Paul's message, his first message (Acts 9:20) to the brethren at Damascus was Christ, the son of God. When that same discourse was presented to the "Jews,'" their reaction reinforces the idea of a new message—they tried to kill him. But just how was Paul's gospel different from that of the Apostles? Could it have been because it was for the gentiles? What was he preaching that was angering his listeners to the point of murder? Christians today may think the question insignificant; because, of course, Paul taught what they teach. However, there are thousands of different Christian churches teaching different versions of Paul's doctrines. Now, it is certainly not my intention to attempt to resolve all those conflicts; but, for this study, we at least need a good understanding of what is meant when we refer to Paul's gospel.
When he escaped from Damascus and went to Jerusalem, another attempt was made upon his life. Why? It couldn't be because he was a persecutor of the "Jews," because he had been working for them. Was it because he deserted to the other side? That is a possibility, but why single him out when there were at least twelve other dissenters preaching Jesus Christ the Son of God? Here is the key! It had to be something in his message; something different from what the Apostles were teaching. We've already seen that the Apostles were not teaching Paul's concept of Jesus as the son of God; they were preaching Jesus the Messiah. Was that what so angered the "Jews?" Declaring a man to be the Son of God was a violation of the first commandment; "Thou shalt have no other gods before me." The concept of any man being equal to God, or that God would share his authority, was unacceptable and blasphemous to the "Jews." Was that what angered them? Quite possibly, that did seem to be what Jesus was charged with before the Sanhedrin, but Paul preached another doctrine that was even more detestable to some of the "Jews."  

To understand the significance of that doctrine we must first clear up a misconception. No doubt you've notice I've been enclosing the word Jews in quotations. The purpose is to emphasis the fact that the Gospels and early Christian writers made hardly any distinction between Jewish factions; further proof that those writers were gentiles. By the time those works were recorded the Sadducees, Zealots and Essenes had been annihilated or lost to history, all Palestine lay in ruins, and the "Jews" had been lumped into one body of "Christ-killers." They were hated and persecuted by the Christians, and were the recipients of all the animosities fueled by the hostilities of the gentile/Jewish conflicts during the Jewish War. In this example, a close reading reveals that Paul's persecutors in Jerusalem were Grecians, Hellenists or Greek speaking Jews. Those in Damascus were orthodox Jews, which means Paul's gospel was making a lot of people mad. To understand why some of the Jews hated Paul while others fellowshipped with him we must separate and identify the various Jewish factions instead of lumping them into one stereotyped group. When we do so, we'll be able to find the answer to such questions as: "If the Jews were killing the Christians, why were they attending common temple services?" (Acts 21:22-24).

We have already introduced the Essenes, Nazarenes, Zealots, Sicarii and other more obscure groups; but it should be realized that some of these sects were splintered into smaller factions that might combine the beliefs of two or more groups. Think of a rioting situation in which many people are angry, helpless, and frustrated. Hippolytus offers some strong evidence that presents a clearer picture of the situation, from his The Refutation of All Heresies, bk. IX, chap. XXI:
…if they happen to hear any one maintaining a discussion concerning God and His laws–supposing such to be an uncircumcised person, they will closely watch him and when they meet a person of this description in any place alone, they will threaten to slay him if he refuses to undergo the rite of circumcision. Now, if the latter does not wish to comply with this request, an Essene spares not, but even slaughters. And it is from this occurrence that they have  received their appellation, being denominated (by some) Zelotae, but by others Sicarii.

Robert Eisenman makes references to some rare passages by Origen and the Roman historian Cassius Dio in which Origen confirms such actions and Dio dates the time:

Origen…defines 'Sicarii' as those attempting to forcibly circumcise others—this, in violation of the Roman 'Lex Cornelia de Sicarius'. In other words, 'Sicarii' not only implies 'Assassins', but those forcibly circumcising others. Dio Cassius tells us that this ban, which Origen claims the judges in his time were zealously enforcing, came into effect in Nerva's time (96-98 CE) (James the Brother of Jesus, 9.184).
For the Jews the question of circumcision or the lack thereof, wasn't just a matter of doctrinal differences. To place it in the context of our modern society, it would have been more hideous than cult brainwashing or child abduction. Young Jewish men who were drawn to the Hellenistic values found their circumcision an embarrassment at the public baths, the marriage bed, or at the sporting events which were generally performed in the nude. Some even went to painful and hazardous lengths in attempting to reverse the operation. For the orthodox Jews it wasn't just an affront to their God; but a corruption of the moral and spiritual fiber of Jewish society. And while the assassinations described above are dated decades after Paul's lifetime they, in addition to circumcision being the central topic of the Jerusalem council, leave no doubt as to the importance the Jews placed upon the tradition.
If we view Paul's teachings from this aspect we have a clearer understanding; he wasn't just introducing a new supreme being he was negating the law of separation between the Jews and the Hellenist society. In effect, Paul was tearing down the wall of separation the old line Jews had been struggling to build between Jewish traditions and the inroads of the Grecian culture. That is why Paul's doctrines were accepted by the gentiles and the Grecian Jews who were already surrendering to Hellenist values, and why he was unable to establish a ministry within Palestine.
These weren't the only concepts and teachings that stand in stark contrast to those of the Nazarenes or Apostles; differences that would not have existed if they had been teaching the same doctrines. Many of these differences increased in intensity and fervor during the years in which the latter New Testament books and Church writings were recorded. In fact some grew to such fanatical concepts as to seemingly justify many of the persecutions perpetrated by the Catholic Church. Often the concepts are presented in very similar phrases or word patterns. There are many subjects and instances, but, for an example let's look at only a couple. One of the most obvious is the introduction and growth of the Christian hatred for Jews. While it is true that some Jews did persecute and kill the Nazarenes, we have to remember our earlier study of that subject in which we learned such actions were mostly confined to the Herodians or orthodox Jews striving to preserve their concept of the Law. In Acts 21:20-27 we find the Nazarenes attending temple services with the Jews with no hint of danger. It was under Paul's ministry that the animosity began, and throughout that ministry he was repeatedly rebuffed or attacked by Jews. In I Thessalonians 2:14-16 Paul states: 

For ye, brethren…have suffered like things of your own countrymen, even as they have of the Jews: Who both killed the Lord Jesus, and their own prophets, and have persecuted us; and they please not God, and are contrary to all men: Forbidding us to speak to the Gentiles that they might be saved, to fill up their sins alway: for the wrath is come upon them to the uttermost.

We have to interpret the directive to be inclusive of all Jews; with direct reference to the Jerusalem Church, because it was James who directed Paul to restrict his ministry to the gentiles (Galatians 2:9). And in Galatians 1:8 Paul throws out a blanket curse on anyone who disputed his gospel:

But though we, or an angel from heaven, preach any other gospel unto you than that which we have preached unto you, let him be accursed.

These condemnations were to bring great repercussions upon the Jews; and, eventually, to any the Catholic Church chose to term heretics. They not only condemned the members of the Jerusalem Church, who were most certainly preaching a different gospel (Acts 15:1), but anyone who taught anything contrary to Paul's doctrines. However, such actions were not Paul's intent, nor desire. After all the times he had been beaten and scorned by the Jews he still clung to his own teachings of love:

Give none offence, neither to the Jews, nor to the Gentiles, nor to the church of God: Even as I please all men in all things, not seeking mine own profit, but the profit of many, that they may be saved (I Corinthians 10:32 and 33).  

Pacifism was the attitude of Paul and his converts. It was also the attitude of all early Christians. The expectation and appeal of martyrdom was the comfort that enabled them to face the hatred and persecutions of the world with serenity. But with Catholicism's rise to power the attitude changed. Where Paul suffered the abuse of the Jews and sought every opportunity to convert them; his accusation that they had "killed the Lord Jesus" labeled them with the venomous appellation of Christ-killers. As the hatred between the two religions became more intense the Jews were at last considered spawns of Satan and irretrievably lost. That hatred and distrust continued for nearly two thousand years; until the horrors of the Nazi holocaust so shamed the Christians till, at last, they recognized the rights of the Jews as a people.

Another contrasting subject is the one we just mentioned, Paul's concept of Jesus. Throughout his writings his knowledge of the man Jesus was limited to the information that he "…was of the Davidic line, born of woman, and was crucified." The only other information added by the New Testament epistles and pastorals was the name of Jesus' home town, Nazareth. What I find curious is the fact that, other than the Gospels, the personal life of Jesus is totally ignored; while Paul's message is taught exclusively. With so much information about Jesus' life found in the Gospels, why isn't there at least an introduction to the man in the other writings? Such a strange coincident might be explained if the Gospels were written much later than the other books. However, it is a general consensus that most of the epistles and pastoral were written contemporaneously with the Gospels. The theory might be raised that the authors of those writings were only following Paul's example, and refused to entertain questions concerning the life of Jesus. That is possible, but there were at least nine or ten authors involved, and surely new converts were asking questions about the personal life of their new savior. It's inconceivable that not even one of those authors addressed any of the questions; while, at the same time, complete biographies of Jesus were being collected and circulated. To suggest that perhaps the epistle authors were concentrating upon doctrinal issues and promoting the gospel, and didn't want to detract from that ministry might be plausible if only the biography of Jesus was involved; but it wasn't. The gospels are filled with the miraculous works of Jesus; events such as the virgin birth, his Baptism, and crucifixion; and, most importantly, the very words of Jesus' teachings! Can you imagine any Christian minister today preaching the message of salvation week after week, year after year, and never turning to the gospels in his Bible! No, of course not; there has to be a sound reason. We might entertain the thought presented earlier, that Paul's Jesus was an allegory—a spirit; and it might be that we should again ask why Paul would ignore all the training material that the information about Jesus' life would have provided. Could it be possible that the Gospels were rewritten later (there is really no reliable reference to them prior to c. 180 AD) and were based upon Paul's teachings? Or is it just possible that the man Jesus was considered to be the Messiah, and such knowledge conflicted with Paul's Christ? If so, that would mean that the Christianization of Jesus and the Apostles occurred years later, at the hands of gentile believers.
When we read the Gospels and early accounts of the disciples, even before the gentiles were received into the Church, it is easy to assume that 
they were already rejecting Judaism shortly after Jesus’ death. It becomes easy to think of the Jesus movement among the Jews as a brief sputter that was quickly smothered by the gentiles; such was not the case. The concept of Jesus as the Messiah was being introduced to both gentiles and Jews. 
It had long been the practice of the Israelites to accept gentiles into the nation of Israel, and the covenant of God, through circumcision (Exodus 12:48-49). However, until they were circumcised, they were accepted only as being under the law of Noah, the divine laws considered to have been in operation prior to the Covenant of Moses.
There can be no doubt that the Hellenistic Jews, those of the Diaspora who would have come to Jerusalem for the Feast of Pentecost, spread the message of Jesus through the gentile communities, and won many converts even before Paul began preaching his brand of salvation. However, they were all converts to Judaism, and accepted circumcision and obedience to the Law of Moses. There were also gentiles called "god-fearers," such as Cornelius mentioned earlier, who believed in the Jews' God, but would not accept the act of circumcision. Some of those god-fearers accepted Jesus as the Messiah, but were still considered unclean. There were a number of different concepts of Jesus the Messiah, but no conclusive proof that the ‘Son of God/redeemer’ stories had been conceived prior to the writings of Paul. We have already seen proof of that fact; later, in our study of the Apologists, we'll find more astounding facts.
Chapter 8 – Paul's Missionary Journeys
According to the chronology in the book of Acts Paul made three missionary journeys throughout Asia and Macedonia prior to his arrest and transportation to Rome. Even though times and durations of the itineraries are omitted Acts presents very detailed accounts of Paul's movements and a better understanding of his person. Therefore, let's study these writings and try to identify and refute the inconsistencies.
First Missionary Journey

It was from Antioch that Paul began his first journey (Acts chapter 13). He, Barnabas and John Mark sailed to Salamis in Cyprus where they preached to the Jews in the synagogue. Afterwards they crossed the island to Paphos where Paul had a run-in with a sorcerer named Bar-jesus. But the situation was neatly settled when Paul cursed the sorcerer with blindness. 
Here, with the working of miracles, we find another inexplicable difference in the presentations of Acts and Paul's works. All through the Gospels and Acts Jesus, Paul, and Peter stride like super-beings, casting out demons, healing the sick, raising the dead, and working miracles. When the multitudes were hungry Jesus multiplied bread and fishes; when wine was needed for a wedding he transformed water. In the book of Acts alone Paul and Peter are credited with over a dozen specific miracles or miraculous occurrences. In contrast, while Paul acknowledges miracles, no examples are found within his letters. Instead of multiplying bread, he collects donations for the needy in Jerusalem. Instead of exhibiting miraculous powers in bold confrontations; he patently accepts his lot, or simply moves on to another town. When he does force a confrontation it is in the name of Rome—not the power of his Christ (Acts 16:37). Paul's ministry was one of love, pacifism, long-suffering, humility, and total concern for others; in the latter writings we find the seeds of pride, hatred, greed, and intolerance that were to consume the Church when it came to power. 
From Paphos, Paul and company sailed to the city of Perga, in what is now Turkey, where John left them and returned to Jerusalem (Acts 13:13). From there they headed north to Antioch in Pisidia, still modern Turkey. Again they went to the synagogue, and when asked to speak, Paul gave a stirring sermon from which we gain a greater understanding of his doctrines. First, he gave a condensed version of Israel's history up to the reign of David. From there he stressed the idea of Jesus as the seed of David and promised savior to Israel. He told of John's message of baptism of repentance and stated that John testified of Jesus by declaring himself unworthy to loose Jesus' shoe latchets. It should be noted that the same story, using almost the same wording, is recorded in Matthew 3:11, Mark 1:7 and Luke 3:16; which proves the writer of acts was familiar with their gospels—or the oral traditions that must have been circulating. A question we'll consider later is; "Just who was copying who?"

But, to whom was this salvation sent? 

Men and brethren, children of the stock of Abraham, and whosoever among you feareth God, to you is the word of this salvation sent (Acts 13:25—emphasis added).

Paul was preaching to the Jews, but opened the door to the gentiles. And in Acts 13:27 he gave an accurate description of those Jews who wanted Jesus dead; the people of Jerusalem and the rulers who did not know of, or believe in, the coming of a messiah. That would, in all probability, be the Herodians, their appointed officials, and the people who welcomed the Romans.

In Acts 13:28 Paul said the Jews could find no fault in Jesus; so they turned to Pilate to have him slain. No doubt the Jewish council couldn't produce enough evidence to make a charge of blasphemy stick; but, as we have seen, the Romans were very intolerant toward insurrectionists. 

Paul had a different concept of Jesus. From his perspective Jesus was wrongfully crucified (by the Jews), resurrected to immortality by God, and was the means of salvation for all who believed. Two points should be noted; first, Paul's condemnation of Jews had to be directed at a certain segment because he was preaching to Jews and identified himself as a Jew. Secondly, notice the swipe he takes at the Law, stating that there were things the Law of Moses could not justify (Acts 13:39). Here is another of Paul's doctrines that has far greater ramifications than is apparent with a casual reading.

Another thing that should be noted; the number of times Paul turns to the Hebrew Scriptures for proof. Time and again Paul uses the midrash interpretation and the gezerah shawah principle, that is the "similar category" logic, to substantiate his doctrines. In this instance, five times in eighteen verses, he presents his message of a resurrected Son of God. And it is here that we begin to see the weakness of his ideology. In Acts 13:23 he attempts to present Jesus as the seed of David, promised by God. The reference is to Isaiah 11:1:

And there shall come forth a rod out of the stem of Jess, and a Branch shall grow out of his roots:

The verses following this one speak of the spirit of the Lord resting upon this person, he will be a righteous judge, he will "smite the earth with the rod of his mouth" and "slay the wicked." Many like to envision this character as Jesus, the Son of God, just as Paul intended. Verse 10 even says this person will be an "ensign" of the people and he'll even draw the gentiles to himself. Sure sounds like it might be Jesus, right? Only a couple of problems; verses 6-9 describe a paradise like existence in which peace will reign; that hasn't occurred yet, though Jesus has come and gone. And Jesus didn't draw the gentiles to himself—Paul did. Then in verse 11 the specific period is identified; "in that day, that the Lord shall set his hand again the second time to recover the remnant of his people, that shall be left, from Assyria, and from Egypt, and from Pathros…." That was to be the second time he brought them out of Egypt (bondage). Those events did occur, and the Jews (Israel) did return from all those nations to which they had been carried; when they were freed by Cyrus the Persian (c. 520 BC). However, we're still waiting for the Lord to "utterly destroy the tongue of the Egyptian sea" (verse 11:15). Some events in this prophecy were actual, historical, events and Paul's attempt to use them allegorically falls short because only parts of the tales conform; while the other portions contradict his story. 

In Acts 13:33 Paul continues to search for Jesus in the Hebrew Scriptures by referring to Psalms 2:7, "…Thou are my Son; this day have I begotten thee." The subject is Israel during, or toward the end of, their dynasty. The heathen nations, subservient gentiles, are attempting to break free from God's "anointed," Israel (Psalms 2:2); but God will laugh at them. He, God, has set his king in Zion (2:6—whoever reigned at that time, David, Solomon, etc.); then he declares:

…Thou art my Son; this day have I begotten thee. Ask of me, and I shall give thee the heathen for thine inheritance, and the uttermost parts of the earth for thy possession (Psalms 2:7&8). 

This passage addresses the nation Israel; the Son is the king. God refers to Israel as his wife frequently in the Hebrew Scriptures (Isaiah 54:6; Jeremiah 3:20). The king would logically be the "Son" of husband and wife. There is nothing in this passage that even hints of a messiah or Christ. Look at the end of the chapter, 2:11-12, where the same threat is conveyed to the heathen as that made in the blessing to Abraham (Genesis 12:3); basically, telling the heathen to kiss up to the Son, Israel's king, if they want to prosper. Whoever was on the throne of Israel during that era was reaping the blessings promised to Abraham.

Acts 13:34&35 speak together; Paul is trying to prove the resurrection of Jesus and refers first to the "sure mercies of David" in Isaiah 55:3; 

Inclline your ear, and come unto me: hear, and your soul shall live; and I will make an everlasting covenant with you, even the sure mercies of David (Isaiah 55:3).

Then, in verse 35, he tries to tie them to the Psalms 16:10 statement:

For thou wilt not leave my soul in hell; neither wilt thou suffer thine Holy One to see corruption (Psalms 16:10).

Apparently Paul is trying to put these two different verses, from two different books, concerning two different subjects together and make them prove Jesus was raised incorruptible. Problem is; Isaiah's "Holy One," in verse 55:5, is a reference to God, using the Hebrew word qadosh, meaning: god, sacred, angel, holy one. Look at the context, it is used in conjunction with "…the Lord thy God…for he hath glorified thee." Contrarily, the "Holy One" in Psalms 16:10 translates to chaciyd, meaning kind, pious, godly (man); showing that the speaker in Psalms was only a man (David?) expressing his trust that God would keep him from "corruption"—sin.

As for Acts 13:41 & Habakkuk 1:5, let's just place them together:

Behold, ye despisers, and wonder, and perish: for I work a work in your days, a work which ye shall in no wise believe, though a man declare it unto you (Acts 13:41).

Behold ye among the heathen, and regard, and wonder marvelously: for I will work a work in your days, which ye will not believe, though it be told you (Habakkuk 1:5).

Look at the slight change in wording; "despisers" instead of "heathen," and "wonder" replaces "regard" with the threat of "perish" instead of marveling. In Habakkuk, God is warning Israel of the Chaldeans. But Paul has personalized the passage to threaten those who despise his message.

As a Christian I was taught that prophecies such as these had a literal and allegorical interpretation; a past fulfillment, and a future fulfillment. And at that time such an understanding made sense. But it did so only because we, like Paul, wanted to find a prophecy to fit a speculation. If one is willing to ignore contradictory facts, then one could probably find similar support in the Muslim Quran or the works of Nostra Damus. In fact some early Church fathers did turn to dozens of apocalypse books such as the Apocalypse of Baruch, the Revelation of Esdras, and even the pagan Sibylline Oracles to support imagined prophecies.

Let us return to Antioch. When we consider that Paul was speaking to orthodox Jews what transpired should not be surprising. The Jews were not impressed, but after they were gone some gentiles asked Paul to speak to them the next Sabbath. And the result is predictable; the Jews became angry because Paul was blaspheming the Law. But look how the writer twisted the definition of blasphemy. In Acts 13:45, when Paul drew a crowd of gentiles the Jews, "were filled with envy, and spake against those things which were spoken by Paul, contradicting and blaspheming." The Jews objected to Paul's blaspheming the Law; but it was the Jews who were judged guilty. Later, when we study Paul's doctrines the extent of the damage he was doing will become clear.

So, Paul rebuked the Jews, telling them it was necessary that the salvation should be offered to them first; but since they refused it, he would turn to the gentiles. Now, try to imagine what he was asking those hard-line Jews to believe. In a world where the Jewish Law had demanded separation from the gentiles for hundreds of years, Paul was trying to tell them that the Messiah they had waited centuries for had come and was contradicting God's Law! Talk to any knowledgeable Christian theologian today and he'll assure you that God will not ask anything of you that contradicts his word; that is one test of a false prophet. 

To the law and to the testimony: if they speak not according to this word, it is because there is no light in them (Isaiah 8:20).

And yet, that is exactly what Paul was doing. As a result, the Jews ran them out of the country. 

From Antioch they went to Iconium where again, they spoke in the synagogue and both Jews and Greeks, gentiles, believed. The hostilities and divisions Paul's teachings incited are made evident in this passage. The unbelieving Jews stirred up the gentiles until the entire city was divided. Then the Jews, gentiles, and the rulers of the city assaulted the apostles with the intent of stoning them, but they escaped to Lystra.

The ignorance and superstition that must have been prevalent all through the land becomes apparent when we read how the citizens of Lystra mistook Barnabas and Paul for the gods, Jupiter and Mercurius, and tried to worship them. But all adore turned to anger when word of Paul's receptions in Antioch and Iconium reached the city and excited the people. Paul was stoned and thrown from the city where his followers at first thought he was dead. What followed leaves no doubt as to Paul's courage and dedication. When he recovered he went back into the city to find his disciples and left the next morning for Debre. Then, after preaching there, he and Barnabas retraced their journey and visited all those cities where they had converts; ordaining elders and encouraging them in the faith. Imagine the courage, or complete disregard for life, it took to go back into those cities where scores of men were ready to take their lives.

Paul and the Jerusalem Council

Paul and party returned to Antioch, in Syria, where they stayed for a "long time." Then some Jews came from Judea and were teaching the gentiles that they must be circumcised to be saved (Acts 15:1). Paul and Barnabas disputed their claims, insisting that faith in Jesus Christ was sufficient for the gentiles. But the Jews would not yield their position, so it was decided that they should take the matter before the Jerusalem Church. The fact that the matter was taken to the Jerusalem Church instead of the orthodox Jews makes it obvious they were from the Apostolic Church. 
The meeting in Jerusalem (c. 49 AD), between Paul and the Apostles of Jesus, or the Jerusalem Church, was historic; not only in importance, but also scope. Even though the actual dialog is limited, it is here we are given evidence of strong differences between their doctrines. For that reason I believe this section merits a separate study; and was placed at this point because it supposedly occurred following Paul's first journey.
The Nazarenes expected Jesus to return and were looking for salvation through him—salvation in the form of a final judgment upon mankind and the establishment of God’s kingdom on earth. Remember Jesus had taught repentance and observance of the Law as the key to entry into the elect. Paul probably introduced the gospel of Jesus’ atoning sacrifice within two to four years after the crucifixion. 
But now Paul was defending his views before the council. He had been teaching that converted, uncircumcised, gentiles were not Israelites and therefore, were not required to observe the Law. In the account from Acts, the atmosphere is very amicable; the only dissenters are a group of “false brethren." But in Paul's account from Galatians (Chap. 2) he can't hide a trace of vanity. The reader can feel the tension in Paul’s speech and manner. Here is a decisive and controlling man forced to give grudging respect to the Jerusalem Church leaders. The "false brethren" have come to "spy” (v.4), but Paul and party stood boldly, "… we gave place by subjection, no, not for an hour." Those of authority did not intimidate him. They could teach him nothing. But to the contrary, after they had heard of his works, they gave him the right hand of fellowship (2:9). But there were stipulations, "…that we [Paul] should go unto the heathen, and they unto the circumcision." (Notice this statement: the Apostles were to go “unto the circumcision;” verification that they did not preach to the gentiles and the first proof that belies the doctrine of apostolic succession.) Of course, Paul didn’t abide by the decree; in fact, it was his policy to go to the Jews first when preaching in new cities (Acts 17:2, 17; 18:4-5 and 19).

It is Paul’s “right hand of fellowship” statement that Christians turn to in an effort to prove the Apostles accepted Paul’s ministry, but James’ decree makes it clear that gentile converts were still considered outside the Law:

Wherefore my sentence is, that we trouble not them, which from among the gentiles are turned to God: But that we write unto them, that they abstain from pollution of idols, and from fornication, and from things strangled, and from blood. For Moses of old time hath in every city them that preach him, being read in the synagogues every sabbath day (Acts 15:19-21).

Look at the stipulations imposed—all regulations under the Noahic Law. Of course they weren’t required to be circumcised! James still viewed them as gentiles under the Law of Noah. And if they weren’t circumcised, they weren’t Israelites. However, he does leave the door to salvation open by telling them they can go to the synagogues every Sabbath and learn the Law of Moses. In effect, he was saying to Paul, "You go to the gentiles and teach them what you must; only don't try to pervert the Jews, leave them alone."

It appeared to be a logical decision. After all, the Apostles’ concern really wasn’t with the gentiles; their goal was to protect the purity of the group and prepare their own people for the coming kingdom. A believing gentile was certainly preferable to a pagan gentile. Either way, it made little difference; for surely the kingdom would come any day. But James’ decision was a turning point in the history of the Nazarenes and an open gate for Christianity. The die was cast. The Mosaic Law and the teachings of Jesus had become susceptible to subjective interpretation. And though not evident at that time, the Jesus movement had passed from the followers of Jesus, to Paul and the gentiles.
When Paul left the council, the Apostles sent their own men with letters stipulating the council's restrictions. That wasn't a joint missionary excursion, the council's men, Judas (surnamed Barsabas) and Silas, were observers, sent to uphold the council's edicts, and to insure their position was made clear (Acts 15:23-29). 

Paul's Second Missionary Journey
Following the Jerusalem council, Paul began his second journey. The council's representatives, Judas and Silas were to accompany Paul and Barnabas as far as Antioch, carrying letters stating the decision of the council. We will discuss the ramifications of that decree later, but here we should note two points that was determined at the council. First, although the council decided not to insist upon circumcision of the gentiles; they still refused to recognize them as Jews, and therefore, they would still be considered unclean (Acts 15:19-21). Secondly, Paul was told to go to the gentiles and leave the Jews alone (Galatians 2:9).

After a few days, Paul and Barnabas decided to revisit all the cities where they had established colonies. However, Barnabas wanted to take John again, but Paul objected so strenuously they parted ways, with Barnabas and John going to Cyprus and Paul choosing Silas, who still resided in Antioch.

This time they traveled overland to Tarsus, and on to Debre and Lystra where they met Timotheus, the son of a Jewish mother and a Greek father (Acts 16:1). Paul chose him as a disciple, but even though he was not full Jewish, Paul circumcised him because of the Jews who knew his father was a gentile. This is most likely another example of Luke's attempt to alter Paul's image, because Paul was adamant in his stand against circumcision. To concede and circumcise anyone would have been in direct conflict with the argument he had just made in Jerusalem.
With his company, Paul traveled to Iconium, Antioch, and Galatia, delivering the decrees published by the Jerusalem council.1 At Troas Paul had a vision in which a man in Macedonia called for help; a vision he interpreted as the Lord directing him to carry the gospel to Macedonia. So, taking ship they traveled to Samothracia, then overland to Neapolis and Philippi. 

Apparently there was no synagogue in the city, because on the Sabbath they went outside the city by a river, "where prayer was wont to be made" (Acts 16:13). There they met, Lydia, a woman who worshipped God, who believed their gospel and, after being baptized, invited them to her home. 

On the way to Lydia's house, Paul cast the demon out of a damsel who prophesied for her master. And, because the man had lost a good source of income, he became angry and had Paul and Silas dragged before the city magistrates, where he accused them of corrupting the Roman citizenry. Urged on by an angry crowd, the magistrates had them stripped, beaten, and tossed into prison. 

The story records that they prayed and sang up an earthquake that shook all the doors open. When the jailer awoke and saw the doors open he knew his life was forfeited so he drew his sword to make a quick end, but Paul cried, "Do thyself no harm; for we are all here" (Acts 16:28). That led to the jailer's conversion, whereupon, he carried Paul and company to his house, cleaned their wounds, fed them, and then urged them to flee. But Paul trumpeted his Roman citizenship and refused to run. As a Roman citizen he enjoyed special privileges, one of those rights excused him from questioning by torture; in this case, being whipped. 

They have beaten us openly uncondemned, being Romans, and have cast us into prison; and now do they thrust us out privily? Nay verily; but let them come themselves and fetch us out (Acts 16:37).

Here, is the first incident recorded where Paul claimed his privilege as a Roman citizen. Although it would be a perfectly legal claim, it still has the reek of piracy; that is, sailing under two flags; or standing with ones' feet in two worlds. However, the desired result was attained; the rulers fell all over themselves trying to make amends.

Later, in his epistle to the Philippians, which was probably written from Rome, the love and compassion which Paul felt for those who had opened their hearts and minds to his gospel is made evident. In the greetings that concern is openly expressed by such phrases as; 

I thank my God upon every remembrance of you, always in every prayer of mine for you all; making request with joy, for your fellowship in the gospel from the first day until now…because I have you in my heart…I long after you all in the bowels of Jesus Christ…I pray that your love may abound… (Philippians 1:4-5, 7-9). 

Therefore, my brethren dearly beloved and longed for, my joy and crown, so stand fast in the Lord, my dearly beloved (Philippians 4:1). 

Here, the eloquence of Paul, which undoubted flowed from his heart, is so beautiful as to choke the throat and tear the eyes of even an unbeliever. This small book is alive with the emotions that were obviously coursing through Paul's mind as he awaited his fate. And the beauty of his pose leaves no doubt as to his literary talent. In the following passage the reader can almost feel the contrasting emotions that were warring within his mind as he struggled between the love for his converts and that for his God.
According to my earnest expectation and my hope, that in nothing I shall be ashamed, but that with all boldness, as always, so now also Christ shall be magnified in my body, whether it be by life, or by death. For to me to live is Christ, and to die is gain. But if I live in the flesh, this is the fruit of my labour: yet what I shall choose I wot not. For I am in a strait betwixt two, having a desire to depart, and to be with Christ; which is far better: Nevertheless to abide in the flesh is more needful for you. And having this confidence, I know that I shall abide and continue with you all for your furtherance and joy of faith; (Philippians 1:20-25).

Other references indicate the pressures he faced as he awaited the opportunity to speak before Nero, in the hope of promoting his gospel. One of the greatest appears to be concern for the souls of those who had accepted Jesus Christ; repeatedly throughout his epistles he abjures them to be strong in the faith and love one another.

If there be therefore any consolation in Christ, if any comfort of love, if any fellowship of the Spirit, if any bowels and mercies, fulfill ye my joy, that ye be likeminded, having the same love, being of one accord, of one mind. Let nothing be done through strife or vainglory; but in lowliness of mind let each esteem other better than themselves. Look not every man on his own things, but every man also on the things of others. Let this mind be in you, which was also in Christ Jesus: (Philippians 2:1-5).
In this work we also find the seed of Christian martyrdom. We have already recorded Paul's statement; "For to me to live is Christ, and to die is gain," that theme is repeated.

Holding forth the word of life; that I may rejoice in the day of Christ, that I have not run in vain, neither laboured in vain. Yea, and if I be offered upon the sacrifice and service of your faith, I joy, and rejoice with you all (Philippians 2:16 and 17).

Yea doubtless, and I count all things but loss for the excellency of the knowledge of Christ Jesus my Lord: for whom I have suffered the loss of all things, and do count them but dung, that I may win Christ (Philippians 3:8).

Despite its promise of suffering and death, this was one of the attractions of Paul's gospel; and most likely why few of the wealthy and affluent enlisted. It was a religion for the desperate and the idealists; those trapped within a lifestyle of misery or those who envisioned a new world order. It was a philosophy that offered an escape; an escape to a world they dared not even dream. And it wasn't just a future expectation; it was hope in a world without hope, a dream that gave them courage to endure. And Paul lived that dream within their mist. Here was a man who was willing to back up his words with his life. And a man who could reach out and touch someone and fill him with a power that transformed the values of this world to dust.

But what was this promise? What was worth persecution, torture, and death? Paul said that he clung to his faith:

That I may know him, and the power of his resurrection and the fellowship of his suffering, being made conformable unto his death; If by any means I might attain unto the resurrection of the dead (Philippians 3:10 and 11).

And he comforted those who believed with this promise:

For our conversation is in heaven; from whence also we look for the Saviour, the Lord Jesus Christ: who shall change our vile body, that it may be fashioned like unto his glorious body, according to the working whereby he is able even to subdue all things unto himself (Philippians 3:20 and 21).

But not all believed; there were dissentions.

Some indeed preach Christ even of envy and strife; and some also of good will. The one preach Christ of contention, not sincerely, supposing to add affliction to my bonds: (Philippians 1:15 and 16).

For many walk, of whom I have told you often, and now tell you even weeping, that they are the enemies of the cross of Christ: whose end is destruction, whose God is their belly, and whose glory is in their shame, who mind earthly things (Philippians 3:18 and 19).

Even in his denunciation of those unbelievers, he does so with a heavy heart. These are not the emotions of a scam artist or an Elmer Gantry evangelist. Paul's teachings are the sincere, heartfelt, beliefs of a caring and loving person, driven by concern for others and a genuine love of his God.

Acts 17 opens with Paul's arrival in Thessalonica, where he and his party headed for the synagogue. For three Sabbaths straight Paul preached Jesus the Christ unto them; a few Jews believed and a multitude of gentiles, or Greeks. Everything seemed to be going well until the unbelieving Jews became envious again and incited the people against them. Here we find evidence of the beginning conflict between Jews and Christians that has persisted down to the present day. Not only was Paul accusing the Jews of murdering their Messiah, but he were trying to tell them that the Messiah was some type of man/god, and the orthodox Jews could not justify such teachings with their Law. No wonder they cried; "These that have turned the world upside down are come hither also" (Acts 17:6). The result of the outcry was predictable; Paul and his disciples were forced to flee.

Remember the scripture we mentioned that defined Paul's philosophy?

I am made all things to all men, that I might by all means save some.

In this instance we find an example of that philosophy revealed by Paul's insistence upon preaching to the Jews. By his own words in Galatians he was commissioned to the gentiles—not the Jews. Yet in every city that had a Jewish synagogue that was the first place he went. And it was to the Jews he preached first. Paul was a man that, using today's language, pushed the envelope. He would use every edge, every advantage, to accomplish his purpose—to convert everyone to Jesus Christ. And why shouldn't he? By his reasoning there was not one single thing in this world that matter more than winning someone to Christ. He was a man who listen to God, rather than men; and, as we will see later, he reserved the right to interpret God's will.

Paul and Silas were spirited away to the nearby city of Berea, where, again, they headed for the synagogue. There their message was received readily until men from Thessalonica heard Paul was preaching in Berea and came over to speak against him. It appears that somehow Paul was separated from Silas and company and placed upon a ship for Athens, because as soon as he arrived in that city he sent word back to Silas and Timotheus to join him. 
While he waited he chanced to meet a group of Epicureans and Stoics. Always curious for other thoughts and ideas, they invited Paul to tell them of his God. Paul had seen an altar dedicated to the "unknown god" when he entered town, so he attempted to present Jesus Christ as that unknown god. It appears the philosophers listened very politely; then some scoffed at the idea of a resurrection from the dead, others put him off with a promise to talk more at a later time. No doubt Paul recognized a polite dismissal because he didn't wait around, but left with a few who believed, and headed for Corinth.

Among those who believed were women. This is significant because women were also noted among the believers in Thessalonica and in the persons of Lydia and a Pricilla we haven't mentioned; it is important because again it indicates the class of people receptive to Paul's message. Uneducated, superstitious men who mistake him for a god, women, and gentiles are open to his message; while philosophers and Jews who are familiar with the Scriptures reject his teachings. In I Corinthians 1:26&27 Paul admits as much:

For ye see your calling, brethren, how that not many wise men after the flesh, not many mighty, not many noble, are called: But God hath chosen the foolish things of the world to confound the wise; and God hath chosen the weak things of the world to confound the things which are mighty;

In other words, the wise were not called—only the foolish. By Paul's own perception, it was the wisdom of the world that threatened his ministry; and it was worldly wisdom he condemned repeated in his epistles.

For it is written, I will destroy the wisdom of the wise, and will bring to nothing the understanding of the prudent. Where is the wise? Where is the scribe? Where is the disputer of this world? Hath not God made foolish the wisdom of this world? (I Corinthians 1:19&20).

For the wisdom of this world is foolishness with God. For it is written, He taketh the wise in their own craftiness (I Corinthians 3:19).

Notice the prophetic reference in 1:19; "For it is written…," here is another of Paul's distorted prophecies. Isaiah 29:14 is the closest match we can find:
Therefore, behold, I will proceed to do a marvelous work among this people, even a marvelous work and a wonder: for the wisdom of their wise men shall perish, and the understanding of their prudent men shall be hid.

Paul uses this statement to condemn anyone who might reason; any who disagreed with his concept of truth. Notice the difference a couple of shifted words may make. Speaking for God Paul says, "I will destroy the wisdom of the wise…" But the Hebrew Scripture says; "for the wisdom of their wise men shall perish;" very similar wording, but vastly different meanings. Paul is saying God will destroy all the wisdom of the world; while the original simply says the wisdom of Jerusalem, "Ariel…city where David dwelt…," (Isaiah 29:1) would perish because they ceased to follow God's instructions. The original was intended for a specific time, place and people; Paul distorted it to denounce the wisdom of the intelligent and educated who discerned his flawed teachings.

Was Paul intentionally attempting to void logic and knowledge? Yes, but we should consider his reasoning. It was all dependent upon his belief in the parousia, the eminent return of his savior. 
But this I say, brethren, the time in short: it remaineth that both they that have wives be as though they had none; And they that weep, as though they wept not; and they that rejoice, as though they rejoiced not; and they that have, as though they possessed not; (I Corinthians 7:29-20).

Paul's vision was simply his interpretation of that expected end time event. One could say he was just another would be messiah preaching the new age to come—a new age that didn't occur.
With such an attitude, it should be obvious that Paul had very little regard for anything earthly. Worldly knowledge was to perish; only the knowledge of God mattered.

But as it is written, Eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, neither have entered into the heart of man, the things which God hath prepared for them that love him. But God hath revealed them unto us by his Spirit: for the Spirit searcheth all things, yea, the deep things of God. For what man knoweth the things of a man, save the spirit of man which is in him? Even so the things of God knoweth no man, but the Spirit of God. Now we have received, not the spirit of the world, but the spirit which is of God; that we might know the things that are freely given to us of God. Which things also we speak, not in the words which man's wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost teacheth; comparing spiritual things with spiritual (I Corinthians 2:9-13).

 Here is the great rhetoric of Paul; it wasn't with wisdom of words that he blinded his listeners, but the negation of reason. By placing spirituality above knowledge and reason he elevated his wisdom beyond question. How can one question that which he cannot understand? And how can one understand the things of God—except the spirit of God reveal them? Of course, Paul was the only one who had Jesus as a personal counselor. This applied not only to those who might question Paul's teachings; but also, to those who believed. And this logic even prevails in today's Christianity; it is impossible to have a meaningful Bible discussion with a Christian so long as faith is in the equation. Anything that contradicts the Word of God is negated by faith.

 Not only did Paul condemn knowledge and use faith as a cover for his lack of answers, he brushed off his followers questions with the pat answer still prevalence in fundamentalist churches today; God will reveal all things in the sweet bye and bye.

Therefore judge nothing before the time, until the Lord come, who both will bring to light the hidden things of darkness, and will make manifest the counsels of the hearts: (I Corinthians 4:5).

For now we see through a glass, darkly; but then face to face: now I know in part; but then shall I know even as also I am known (I Corinthians 13:12).

These are the escape clauses for all unanswerable, critical, questions. It is impossible for me to number the times I, as a Christian, used them to overcome doubt and confusion as I struggled to harmonize biblical contradictions.

The Jews required a sign, circumcision, and the Greeks sought wisdom (I Corinthians 1:22); but Paul's evidence was the outpouring of the Holy Ghost and speaking in tongues;

And my speech and my preaching was not with enticing words of man's wisdom, but in demonstration of the Spirit and power: (I Corinthians 2:4).

For he that speaketh in an unknown tongue speaketh not unto men, but unto God: for no man understandeth him; howbeit in the spirit he speaketh mysteries (I Corinthians 14:2).

Paul turned to the Hebrew Scriptures to base his doctrines, but mysticism and miracles, such as healings and manifestations of the Spirit was the proof of his truth.

In Corinth Paul tried a new tactic. As before, he lost no time in finding the Jewish synagogue, but he kept quite about Jesus the Christ. Instead he "reasoned" with the Jews and Greeks every Sabbath while he awaited the arrival of Silas and Timotheus (Acts 18:4). Then when his companions arrived he was "pressed in the spirit, and testified to the Jews that Jesus was Christ" (verse 5). One can't help but wonder why he wasn't "pressed in the spirit" earlier. Could it be that he wanted Silas and Timotheus there before he had to run?

Again the Jews opposed him and "blasphemed," and again, as in Antioch, Paul cursed them and promised to "go unto the gentiles." It becomes obvious that Paul wasn't really a very honorable man when it came to keeping an agreement. We must assume he had agreed to the Jerusalem Church's charge that he minister to the gentiles; yet he never missed an opportunity to preach to the Jews first. And here, for the second time he withdrew his ministry from the Jews. Does he honor his own word? No, when he leaves Corinth and arrives in Ephesus what does he do?

And he came to Ephesus, and left them there: but he himself entered into the synagogue, and reasoned with the Jews (Acts 18:19).

Don't misunderstand my intention; I'm not trying to tarnish Paul's character or belittle his accomplishments. The purpose of this section is to study his life; and the fact that he was willing to use deception to accomplish his goal should only help us understand the man. The only thing of importance to him was saving souls, and I'm sure that for him, to withhold his message from anyone would be the equivalent of withholding salvation. Hopefully, as you learn more of him, you'll begin to see a very different person than the one you now know.

From Ephesus, Paul made a brief stop in Caesarea before returning to Antioch, in Syria; thus ending his second mission.

Paul's Third Missionary Journey

Paul probably began his third journey about 53 AD. By that time his method of operation had evolved from that of a wandering prophet to the touring of an evangelist. As the scriptures reveal, those journeys were always perilous. The contentions between Christians, Jews, and pagans were intensifying, but the number of believers was growing.

When Paul reached Ephesus, one of his first stops, he discovered someone else had been planting seed. Shortly before, an Alexandrian named Apollos had passed through the area teaching the message of John the Baptist. When Paul chanced upon some of Apollos' converts he asked if they'd received the Holy Ghost, to which they replied they'd never even heard of it. Naturally, Paul told them of the Jesus he served and elevated him above John by explaining:

…John verily baptized with the baptism on repentance, saying unto the people, that they should believe on him which should come after him, that is, on Christ Jesus (Acts 19:4).

This is strictly Christian doctrine. The purpose was to elevate Jesus to a position of eminence over John, because, as evidenced in this passage, John still had many followers over twenty years after his death. 

Truly both John and Jesus did preach repentance and baptism, but as a Jewish purification ritual. Such a rite was special to the Jews and was often used by soldiers before going to battle; it was an oath of allegiance and a holy sacrament. The Essenes’ Community Rule, from the Dead Sea Scrolls, prescribed washing in water for those who had repented.2 Here also, is a logical explanation as to why the “Son of God” was in need of baptism. Everyone who transgressed God’s word was unclean, and everyone, all Israel, had transgressed by allowing the foreigners to rule. Even a potential messiah to the Jews, a man with supernatural powers, had to be washed clean of sin by baptism. 

If the Gospel accounts of Jesus's baptism and John being a 'forerunner' to Jesus are not totally fiction, they have been mythologized beyond recognition. In all probability Jesus was dead long before John's confrontation with Herod.3 But the issue must be addressed; so we'll accept the stories as being credulous and direct our rebuttal accordingly.
First we should note how the event has been exploited by expanded additions. In the account found in Mark (Mark 1:1-11) we have a short, concise tale; Jesus came to John, was baptized, the Holy Spirit descended upon him in the form of a dove and a voice from heaven proclaimed, “Thou art my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased.” In Luke's version, the emphasis is on John. It was John who voiced all the rhetoric, rebuked cynics and pass out the sage advice. In fact Jesus' baptism is almost forgotten. John testifies of one to come and is then thrown in prison. Then the writer does a; "By the way, Jesus was baptized with all the rest" (Luke 3:15-22). But Matthew includes the additional information that John recognized Jesus and protested his unworthiness whereupon Jesus reassured him (Matthew 3:13-17). And the Gospel of John, if you can believe it, has John announcing the “Lamb of God, which taken away the sins of the world” before Jesus even arrives on the scene. According to that gospel, John had already been proclaiming Jesus as his replacement before he appeared (John 1:29-34). However, John didn’t know Jesus, but knew the redeemer would be revealed unto him because that was the reason he had been called to baptize; that was his mission. God (the one who sent him to baptize) told him, “Upon whom thou shalt see the Spirit descending, and remaining on him, the same is he which baptizeth with the Holy Ghost." John stated that he saw those things and bare record that Jesus was the Son of God (John 1:33-34). And after John had baptized Jesus he directed his own followers to Jesus (John 1:35-42). In John 3:28-31, he is credited with an eloquent speech in which he professed to be only the messenger for Jesus and said, "He must increase, but I must decrease." Before his death John supposedly directed his disciples to serve Jesus—yet decades later there were followers still loyal to John.

Now, let's look at Matthew 11:2-6 & Luke 7:18-23, John is in prison and sends two of his disciples to reaffirm Jesus’ identity. Why? According to John's gospel, he baptized Jesus, touched him, saw the fulfillment of a commandment that placed him in the position of a prophet, saw the Holy Ghost descending upon Jesus, and actually heard the voice of God proclaiming his Son! What more powerful assurance could his disciples possibly bring him? None—all references to the event, especially in the Gospel of John, were written, or rewritten, specifically to depict John as subservient to Jesus. 

Under careful examination the truth of the Acts 19 passage becomes apparent. Both John and Jesus preached the same message; repent for the kingdom of heaven is at hand (Matthew 3:2, 4:23 & Mark 1:15). Notice, this was not a new message. It was not the introduction of an indwelling kingdom. This was the same message the Jews had dreamed of and looked forward to for hundreds of years, the promise of God’s kingdom upon earth. Look closely, John does not mean Jesus when he speaks of someone coming whose shoes he’s not worthy to unloose (Mark 1:7). If this was originally a true story of Jesus’ ministry, then we know he was to be a leader molded after the great prophets of ancient Israel, the message was the coming of the kingdom of God and freedom from oppression. 

In Mark 1:2&3 we find a mongrel prophecy. Two prophecies from Malachi 3:1 and Isaiah 40:3 have been combined to try and make them identify John the Baptist as the forerunner of Jesus. 

Here, again, Paul turns to the midrash method of interpretation in that he refers to multiple scriptures; and the pesher in that the interpretation required a special knowledge. The word pesher is derived from the Hebrew word pesharim, meaning interpretation. In relation to scriptural interpretation the theory is that Scripture that previously was only partly known; is now fully known. The writers believed that Scriptures were written on two levels; one for the common reader, and another for someone with special knowledge—such as a prophet. This is the exact values Paul presents for his ministry; it was given to him by God, and he is, basically, the only one who can interpret it. That explains why Paul is able to turn to Hebrew Scripture and conjure up new interpretations that are totally out of context. And that is why today's Christian is able to grasp those interpretations; only the enlightened comprehend. The great fallacy of such reasoning is that it only works if factual evidence is altered or obscured; that is where scripture modifications and faith enters.

But we who have no special gift must rely upon literary interpretation—what is written, not what someone claims is written. Therefore, in reference to the passages in question, the prophecies referred to are not speaking of John or the Son of God. Both are judgment prophecies referring to the coming of God and the establishment of his kingdom on earth. In the quote from Malachi there has been a subtle change. The writer of Mark wants the messenger to precede the messiah (Jesus) so he writes, “before thy face," but in Malachi God wanted the messenger to appear before His face, therefore he says, "…I will send my messenger, and he shall prepare the way before me." The “messenger” was the expected messiah, not a forerunner to Jesus; and it was God who was to come with judgment upon Israel, not a redeemer. Careful reading of Malachi 3 with the last sentence of chapter 2 reveals that the messenger is the long awaited messiah, the one to come is God, and the event is the Day of Judgment.

And we find another twist of words in the statement from Isaiah: 

…Prepare ye the way of the Lord, make his paths straight. John did baptize in the wilderness, and preach the baptism of repentance for the remission of sins (Mark 1:3&4).

The Gospels teach that a spiritual Law has superseded Mosaic Law, so the writer tries to present salvation through Jesus, when the original is speaking of the spreading of the Law—salvation through the Law.

The voice of him that crieth in the wilderness, Prepare ye the way of the Lord, make straight in the desert a highway for our God (Isaiah 40:3).

The thought is confirmed in the Dead Sea Scrolls, from the Community Rule the Essenes use almost the exact same quotation in reference to their perceived role:4
…they shall separate from the session of perverse men to go to the wilderness, there to prepare the way of truth, as it is written, "In the wilderness prepare the way of the Lord, make straight in the desert a highway for God." 
And they unmistakably identify the highway as the Law:

This means the expounding of the Law, decreed by God through Moses for obedience, that being defined by what has been revealed for each age, and by what the prophets have revealed by His holy spirit (Community Rule, 1Qs, 4Q255-264a, 5Q11, Col. 8, lines 13-16).
The “wilderness” spoken of in Isaiah 40:3 does not refer to John’s physical environment, in Isaiah it is a metaphor likening a chastised and beaten Jerusalem (Israel) to a landscape; the people are grass, (see Isaiah 40:6&7) the valleys are the poor and oppressed, the mountains are the rich and powerful, etc. The crier is, again, the messenger expounding the Law, warning of the coming of God and the Day of Judgment. In verse 40:5 it is stated that “all flesh," meaning all people, shall see the glory of the Lord “together." This cannot be a reference to Jesus because only a few people saw him and the reign of God on earth has yet to occur (See Isaiah 40:9-11).

Here, as in Mark and Luke, Christianity has transformed the story of Jesus as the expected deliver of Israel to an avenging/loving Son of God. Ask yourself, does the Christian Jesus fit the role of a judgmental god who was to fulfill metaphors such as men being “hewn down, and cast into the fire” (Matthew 7:19), or burning "the chaff with unquenchable fire” (Matthew 3:12—again the wicked)? If so, at what point in his ministry did it occur? The conclusion should be obvious, what we have is a Hebrew story corrupted to support Christian fables. 

In Ephesus, when Paul finished speaking, he laid his hands on Apollos' converts and they received the Holy Ghost, prophesied, and spoke in tongues (Acts 19:6). Afterwards, as usual, he went into the synagogue and reasoned with the Jews over a period of three months.

On his previous journey Paul stopped by Ephesus and spoke in the synagogue, but apparently he was anxious to return to Antioch, because even though they begged him to stay he declined, claiming a need to attend the feast in Jerusalem. But this time, it was the Jews who grew tired of Paul's presence and his doctrines. And their reaction shouldn't be surprising. Such a gathering might be compared to a ranting Pentecostal evangelist preaching in a Jewish synagogue today. 

The importance of miracles and mysticism is emphasized in Acts 19:11-19. Paul worked miracles by the laying on of hands, or simply by touching or praying over handkerchiefs and items brought from the sick and diseased. Then some "vagabond Jews" tried their hand at casting out demons in the name of Jesus; probably Jews who wandered about the country selling cures and charms, much like the gypsies that toured Europe for centuries. According to the story, the man with the demon acknowledged Jesus and Paul but denied the Jews' authority, assaulted them, tore off their clothes, and chased them from the house naked.

Christians refer to this story with glee and assurance that it demonstrates the power of the Lord. The alleged incident made a great impression upon the Jews and Greeks in Ephesus, because fear fell on all of them and the name of the Lord Jesus was magnified. This is the reaction we would expect of a superstitious and ignorant culture. What is so unusual about the event? To begin, we can't be sure of the supposed dialog; people are prone to create colorful versions of popular tales. So, when we strip away the mystical implications we're left with a story of an ill-tempered, mentally disturbed, man running a bunch of  vagabonds from his house; vagabonds who were probably anything but fighters.  
Ephesus was the center for eastern commerce, trade, and the worship of the goddess Diana. For over eight thousand years they had maintained a temple dedicated to her worship. The manufacturing and sale of her images was the main source of income for the local silversmiths, and the intrusion of Christianity threatened their trade. To protect his livelihood, one of the silversmiths, Demetrius, gathered his fellow tradesmen and raised such a cry that the whole city was excited. They caught two of Paul's disciples and carried them into the audience room before the town clerk, who showed great wisdom in calming the mob and saving the two men.

Paul continued his journey, making a tour of all the congregations in Macedonia and Greece. As he prepared to sail for Syria he received word of another plot on his life, so he traveled by land, back through Macedonia to Philippi; then sailed to Troas and once again to Ephesus where he informed them that he planed to attend the Feast of Pentecost in Jerusalem. Then he gave his farewell address, telling them they wouldn't see him again. 

It seems as though he had been contemplating a visit to Jerusalem to coincide with the Feast of Pentecost, and might even have entertained the idea on his previous missionary journey (see Acts 18:31). Did he foresee the possibility of what actually happened? Of course, the question is irrelevant to Christians because they entertain no doubt that all the events in Paul's life were directed by God; but let's look at it from a humanist viewpoint. Did Paul anticipate the events that would lead to his arrest and an appeal to Rome? I believe he did. He wasn't scheming just to obtain passage to Rome; nor was it an inconceivable plan. The pastor of the Church of God where I belonged once decried the ignorance of the U. S. Congress and said he'd give anything if he could speak before the house. I believe Paul felt that same frustration and devised a way to present his gospel to Nero, the Roman Emperor. Yes, his life was at stake, before both the Jews and Caesar, but that is only a tribute to his belief and dedication to his cause. Try to imagine the genius behind such a plan. Did he anticipate the scene in the temple and the Jews' reactions; or did he simply journey to the city looking for an opportunity to affect his arrest? No doubt he was aware that an arrest for a crime that would land him in prison for years of isolation would not help his cause. No, the issue of his gospel had to be the subject of his arrest and the consequences of his actions must have been evident because those he met, as he journeyed to Jerusalem, repeatedly warned him of the danger. But why would that danger be greater than all the perils he had faced on his journeys? 

Arrest and Imprisonment

When Paul arrived for the Feast of Pentecost he was welcomed warmly by the brethren of the Jerusalem Church; but wasn't greeted by James and the elders until the next day. At that time, as soon as greetings were ended, Paul "declared particularly what things God had wrought among the gentiles by his ministry." This news was greeted by praise from the elders which seems to indicate full accord; but their next actions belie the apparent harmony. As soon as the praises died they, presumably James, said:

…Thou seest, brother, how many thousands of Jews, there are which believe; and they are all zealous of the law: And they are informed of thee, that thou teachest all the Jews which are among the Gentiles to forsake Moses, saying that they ought not to circumcise their children, neither to walk after the customs. What is it therefore? The multitude must needs come together: for they will hear that thou art come. Do therefore this that we say to thee: We have four men which have a vow on them; Them take, and purify thyself with them, and be at charges with them, that they may shave their heads: and all may know that those things whereof they were informed concerning thee, are nothing; but that thou thyself also walkest orderly, and keepest the law (Acts 21:20-24).

Look at the sudden change in attitude; from praise one second, to suspicion the next. Something certainly aroused the gentle nature of the Apostles. And even though Paul "declared particularly" the works of God there can be no doubt he didn't tell everything. Had he done so, the option of taking a vow would have been a form or repentance, not assurance. The subject of contention was whether of not Paul was teaching the Jews to break the Law and whether he was keeping it or not. To prove his loyalty he was asked to take a vow and enter the temple with some other young men. There can be no doubt Paul misrepresented his doctrines to the Jerusalem Church by remaining silent upon some issues. It is unimaginable that he could have told them the Law did not absolve sin and that his Christ was now the propitiation for those sins. Or that Jesus was the Son of God.

The only topic for discussion at the Jerusalem Council, years earlier, seems to have been whether the gentiles should be circumcised, and, if not, whether the Jews should associate with them. Even though Paul had declared the "wonders and miracles God had wrought among the gentiles" (Acts 15:12), there is no indication he revealed all his other teachings at that time either. I'm convinced that had the Apostles been aware of some of his attacks upon the Law, more than a vow would have been expected of Paul. But, since his ministry was outside Palestine how could they know what he was teaching? His writings, which were sent to the different churches he'd established, would not have been readily available to them. 
But obviously word had filtered back; because the Jerusalem Church had received reports he was blaspheming the Law and encouraging Jews to do the same. It is possible that John Mark was the one who returned with those tales. He left with Paul and Barnabas on that first missionary journey, but quit and returned to Antioch. Later, on the second journey, Paul's refusal to take him caused a split between him and Barnabas. Is it possible that John took offence to Paul's doctrines and carried word of those teachings back to Antioch, and thus, to Jerusalem?
Paul heeded the Apostles' suggestion, and the next day, following instructions, he purified himself and entered the temple (verse 26) where he awaited an offering for everyone. Here we see Paul's philosophy of "being all things to all men" in action. He was with the Jews, so he became a Jew. At this point we can't help but wonder; "Was this all part of his plan? Did he know, or expect, what was to follow? Was he in the least surprised when some of those Jews, who had heard him speaking in Asia, accused him of blasphemy?" 

The seven days were almost complete when those Jews cried out;

…Men of Israel, help: This is the man, that teacheth all men every where against the people, and the law, and this place: and further brought Greeks also into the temple, and hath polluted this holy place (Acts 21:28).

The crowd dragged Paul from the temple and would have killed him if the Roman guard hadn't intervened. Obviously those foreign Jews were hearing things outside Palestine that wasn't being publicized within the country. Here we must ask some very hard questions. If those accusations were untrue, why didn't the Apostles and members of the Jerusalem Church stand in his defense? Why were the Roman guards forced to rescue him? Why didn't the Apostles come to his defense the next day when he was brought to face his accusers? Could it be possible that they knowingly lured Paul into the temple just to get rid of him? Is it possible that those "four men" with a vow upon them were gentiles, planted purposely to incite the Jews? I know these are shocking statements, but after we examine Paul's attacks upon the Law and view the damage, you may not think so. 

Under the protection of the soldiers Paul asked to speak to the people; and, for once, his rhetoric failed him. The crowd listened quietly as he told of his early life, how he'd persecuted the Church, and his conversion. But when he confessed that he had consented to the death of Stephen the people shouted him down and demanded his death. The chief captain commanded that he be brought into the castle and scourged to find the truth of the matter. And for the second time, Paul drew upon his Roman citizenship to escape the lash. Who knows, perhaps he remembered the time before, in Philippi, when he played that card. Perhaps everything was going according to his plan. 

Unable to determine how to charge Paul the captain of the guard called a meeting of the chief priests and council the next day, and sat Paul before them. It wasn't a friendly meeting. To open the conversation Paul declared he'd lived uprightly before God and a dispute erupted when the high priest, Ananias, ordered someone to strike him on the mouth. But Paul wasn't intimidated, quickly he turned to the Law for defense by retorting; "God shall smite thee, thou whitted wall: for sittest thou to judge me after the Law, and commandest me to be smitten contrary to the Law (Acts 23:3)?" Someone asked if he dared to revile God's high priest. Paul's reply was ambiguous; "I wist not, brethren, that he was the high priest: for it is written, Thou shalt not speak evil of the ruler of they people." Did he truly not recognize the high priest, or was he mocking the priest's lapse in observance of the Law?

Before the incident could be settled Paul took charge of the proceedings by playing upon the animosity between the Pharisees and Sadducees that composed the council. "Men and brethren," he cried "I am a Pharisee and son of a Pharisee: of the hope and resurrection of the dead I am called in question." The declaration immediately split the sects because the Pharisees believed in the resurrection while the Sadducees did not. The decision of the Pharisees again makes obvious the fear and uncertainty that ruled their thinking. They were afraid to convict him because they believed it possible that an angel or spirit might have spoken to him. And like Gamaliel's caution concerning Peter and John; they feared offending God. Notice how religious beliefs in good and evil, spirits, demons, and divine beings can destroy the ability to reason? The trial ended in an uproar and, once again, Paul was dragged to safety. 

Some of the Jews, about forty, banded together and vowed not to eat or drink until they killed Paul. In all probability these were the Scarii referred to in the introduction. They went to the council and arranged for them to request another audience with Paul, at which time, the assassins would strike. But Paul's nephew, his sister's son, heard of the plot and informed Paul. Of course, Paul told his guards, and the chief captain, no doubt wanting to rid himself of Paul, order a small army to slip away in the night and deliver their prisoner to Felix the governor in Caesarea.

Paul had to wait five days before the high priest and the elders, accompanied by a high powered lawyer, one Tertullus, appeared before Felix. The orator charged Paul with sedition, being a ringleader of the Nazarenes, and a profaner of the temple. Paul denied the charges and focused the issue upon the dispute of the resurrection of the dead. 

But this I confess unto thee, that after the way which they call heresy, so worship I the God of my fathers, believing all things which are written in the law and in the prophets (Acts 24:14). 

This was the type of forum Paul sought, before Felix, a Roman ruler, and he spoke boldly. Taking a stand contrary to the court of the high priest, even admitting heresy, was risky. Such a statement questioned the qualifications of the high priest and was guaranteed to infuriate; but again, Paul was betting upon his Roman citizenship. Neither Felix, nor any Roman governor would turn a Roman over to the Jewish court. And Paul could be bold, he already had the word of his God that he would testify in Rome (Acts 23:11).

Paul was held prisoner for two years until Festus replaced Felix as governor; then, once more, the Jews appealed for a trial. Festus wanted to placate the Jews and tried to get Paul to agree to a trial in a Jerusalem Jewish court, but Paul was no fool.

…I stand at Caesar's judgment seat, where I ought to be judged: to the Jews have I done no wrong, as thou very well knowest. For if I be an offender, or have committed any thing worthy of death, I refuse not to die: but if there be none of these things whereof these accuse me, no man may deliver me unto them. I appeal unto Caesar (Acts 25:10-11).

With that request, his fate was sealed; Festus decreed, "Hast thou appealed unto Caesar: unto Caesar shalt thou go."

However, Festus still had a problem. Any criminal that appeared before Caesar must be charged with a crime—a serious crime; and Festus, dispensing Roman law, could find no crime worthy of death. So, when King Agrippa and his wife Bernice visited, Festus told them of Paul and asked if the King would hear him. And so it was, Paul was brought before Agrippa and Bernice where he was allowed to testify (Acts 26). He presented himself as a Jew of Jerusalem, a Pharisee, and claimed he was judged because be believed in the promise the twelve tribes hoped for; but neglected to mention that his understanding of that promise was different. Here Paul was, at the least, a bit evasive. By referring to the promise of the twelve tribes he states his belief in the Abrahamic covenant; even implies that Jesus was that resurrected "seed" when he referred to God raising the dead (Acts 26:8), but he didn't mention that he believed Jesus was raised the Son of God.

He revealed in great detail how he imprisoned and persecuted those the chief priests denounced. Then he told of his conversion on the way to Damascus and delivered a long speech, which he attributed to Jesus (verses 14-18). The whole speech is a much expanded version of that told previously in Acts 9. Not only is it longer, it adds details not given in the earlier version; for instance, in Acts 9 Paul was blinded, a fact not mentioned in the later chapter. Also in Acts 9, Jesus told Paul to arise and go into the city, and there he would be told what to do. In the latter version Paul is told to arise and then Jesus immediately begins to instruct him. In chapter 9, the Lord told Ananias of Paul's mission to the gentiles; in chapter 26, the Lord spoke directly to Paul and outlined his mission. But what is even more surprising and convenient is the promise of continuing holy visitation found in the clause, "…and of those things in the which I will appear unto thee." It almost sound like some super gift one might expect to find in a Dungeons and Dragons game. 

The difference between Paul's message to the gentiles and this speech to Agrippa is obvious. Paul's driving message to the gentiles was belief in Jesus Christ as the only means of redemption from sin. Yet before Agrippa, he doesn't even mention Jesus as the Christ, the Son of God and contradicts himself by stating that he showed to the gentiles:

…that they should repent and turn to God, and do works meet for repentance (Acts 26:20).

Later we'll see that Paul taught just the opposite, that works could not save; but here, we only want to emphasize the fact that he omitted the most important doctrine of his gospel—Jesus Christ, the Son of God.

Did Paul really experience a vision? It is hard to say. When one studies his writings there is an overpowering sense of honesty, truthfulness, and sincerity; and yet, we have caught him in acts of deceit, omissions of truth, and out right lies. We know he was able to find self-justification for all such acts; but we also know he would do whatever was required to further what he perceived to be the will of God. However, we don't have to come to a decision at this time; let's reserve an opinion until after we learn more of Paul.

After Paul's appearance before Agrippa he was sent to Rome where the Acts story ends with him awaiting an audience with Nero. References placing him in Rome at different times are found in other epistles such as Ephesians, Philemons, Philippians, Titus, and II Timothy. The Catholic Church believes strongly that he was acquitted of the first charge that brought him to Rome. That he conducted other missionary journeys, and, perhaps, even went to Spain. They believe his death came later, at the decree of Nero; the results of another arrest. Further details may be viewed at (http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/11567b.htm).

Chapter 9 – The Teachings of Paul

Today, the Christian world marches blindly forward espousing Paul’s counterfeit plan of salvation with total confidence that it was introduced, endorsed, and fostered upon the world by Jesus Christ! For some reason the average Christian today ignores the obvious fact that Paul and the Apostles differed on almost all their doctrines. For instance, they had different concepts of Jesus’ nature; to the Apostles he was the Messiah, to Paul, the Son of God. To the Apostles Jesus would return to bring judgment upon the wicked and usher in a literal kingdom of God on earth; Paul’s concept was a spiritual kingdom. Even their perception of salvation was different; salvation to the Apostles came through obedience to the Law, Paul taught that Jesus fulfilled the Law. 

Paul’s intelligence and intent was so masterful that even today people simply refuse to believe the truth. Although it is openly displayed in every New Testament, people still want the story concocted and perpetrated by the Catholic Church. By way of explanation let me try to explain the elements involved and how they were manipulated. The scriptures of the Essenes/Nazarenes and orthodox Jews were rigid, unyielding, bound tightly within the Law of Moses and required literal interpretations. This was something that appealed to the heritage of the Nazarenes. While they might use allegories and mysteries to conceal their teachings from the profane, the Law was written in stone, and was to be observed to the letter. Just the opposite was true for the gentiles and Hellenistic Jews. Their philosophies and religions were built upon mysteries and magic; Paul was able to translate all that he had learned during his early life at Tarsus, his studies as a Pharisee, and, possibly, as a sojourner with the Essenes, into a religious philosophy that the gentiles were clambering for. Let’s see how he accomplished it, step by step.

The first step was to establish an authority for his teachings. As we observed earlier, that authority for the Essenes was the Zaddik, the Teacher of Righteousness; one Perfect Teacher who spoke for all the people, a community pillar—men such as Noah, David and James, who were “called from the womb.” Such an authoritative figure wasn’t limited to only the Essenes, the idea of a protecting and nurturing leader originated with Adam, the First Man, and was a common tenet in Jewish tradition. Therefore, all the Jews understood the import of Paul’s declaration when he claimed that authority for himself:

But when it pleased God, who separated me from my mother’s womb, and called me by his grace, to reveal his Son in me, that I might preach him among the heather… (Galatians 1:15-16).

His credentials, Zaddik of a new priesthood; called by God, answerable to no man:

Paul, an apostle, (not of men, neither by man, but by Jesus Christ, and God the Father, who raised him from the dead;) (Galatians 1:1).

With one verbal claim Paul established unquestionable (in that it could not be disproved) authority which immediately placed him on equal footing with James, the Zaddik and Righteous Teacher of the Jerusalem Church. And in the same breath he validated the resurrection of Jesus. For years stories of Jesus rising from the grave and speaking with his disciples and loved ones had been passed among the believers, but he had ascended to heaven, leaving everyone suspended in a state of expectation. Now, Paul was telling them Jesus had returned. And, oh! They did so want to believe.

Burton L. Mack, a professor of Early Christianity at the School of Theology at Claremont, (and author of Who Wrote the New Testament?) referencing Galatians 1:16, contends that God only “made his son known” to Paul. And further states that there was no, “personal, private experience of encounter with God’s son.” Nevertheless, the author of Acts describes Saul’s conversion as a personal, private, spiritual encounter with Jesus twice; in Acts chapter 9 and 22. Obviously, these passages were intended to establish such an authority for Paul’s ministry. 
This is a perfect example of one problem New Testament studies present. As noted earlier, in chapter three, it is readily acknowledged by most theologians and Bible scholars that the New Testament does have errors, corrections, and additions. Thus our problem, how do you differentiate between the true and spurious statements? And how can you refer to one passage as proof while denying the validity of another? And, I’m sure many of my readers are wondering, “How can he claim the Scriptures are corrupt and unreliable; and still turn to them as proof?” I do so based upon Christianity’s valuation of the Scriptures. Christians turn to the Bible as divine, final proof. What choice do I have but to let the Scriptures witness to their own fallacies? 

Understand the situation under which these passages were written. Paul was writing to the churches in Galatia; probably two or three years after his confrontation with James and the Jerusalem Church council. According to his account, either fourteen or seventeen years, depending upon chronological reckoning, had passed since his call from God. Three of those years had, presumably, been spent within the Qumran Community; the balance had been dedicated to formulating his theology and building his ministry. A ministry built almost exclusively among the gentiles in other nations. Now he is explaining to the Galatians what transpired at the Jerusalem Council. He is confident, even a bit defiant and perhaps angry. At the time of the meeting he had one successful missionary journey behind him and a number of churches already established, he would not be intimidated. 
Attack on the Law
He lost no time in attacking the Jews’ central tenet of belief, the Law of Moses, by insisting gentiles were not under the Abrahamic Covenant, and were, therefore, free from the bondage of the Law.

Even as Abraham believed God, and it was accounted to him for righteousness. Know ye therefore that they which are of faith, the same are the children of Abraham. And the scripture, foreseeing that God would justify the heathen through faith preached before the gospel unto Abraham, saying, In thee shall all nations be blessed. So then they which be of faith are blessed with faithful Abraham (Galatians 3:6-9).
As we noted before, there is no indication that Paul made assertions such as this to the Jerusalem Church when he was defending his teachings. Do you suppose he informed them that their belief in Abraham was only a stepping stone to his ministry? If so, imagine the shock that would have reverberated throughout the ranks of the Nazarenes and the Jewish community! The audacity that one man could elevate himself above, not only the high priest and religious leaders of the land, but also presume to condemn God’s Law! The Jews were upset in the cities he visited, and even tried to kill him; and yet, we find no indications of such an outrage among the members of the Jerusalem Church, which only reinforces the idea that such teachings were not publicized in Jerusalem after Paul was forced to flee the city. 

The reference has to be Genesis 22:18 even though the "seed" promise is made to Abraham in 12:2-3, 18:18, and repeatedly in chapter 17; and in every instance seed is used in the plural tense. 
It is impossible to ascertain whether James, the brother of Jesus, was truly the author of the book of James or not; neither can we know if the writer was responding to Paul's charge, but there is certainly a counter charge in the epistle of James:

But wilt thou know, O vain man, that faith without works is dead? Was not Abraham our father justified by works, when he had offered Isaac his son upon the alter? Seest thou how faith wrought with his works, and by works was faith made perfect? And the scripture was fulfilled which saith, Abraham believed God, and it was imputed unto him for righteousness: and he was called the Friend of God (James 2:20-23).
Notice that both writers turn to Genesis 22:18 for their authorization; James interpreted the passage in context by including Abraham’s “works,” Paul only wanted to reinforce the idea that faith equals righteousness. The passage speaks of Abram’s “seed;” to James the reference was to Isaac’s descendents. But Paul had discovered the power of allegorical interpretation and saw his definition as one seed, “Christ.”

Now to Abraham and his seed were the promises made. He saith not, And to seeds, as of many; but as of one, And to thy seed, which is Christ (Galatians 3:16).

Paul's interpretation is simply a play on the Hebrew word, Zera; meaning, fruit, plant, sowing-time, posterity—carnally, child, fruitful. The word is used in the plural sense extensively throughout the Hebrew Scriptures. Time and again Paul uses this method of reasoning as he casts doubt upon the validity of the Law. To those familiar with Christian doctrines, such statements sound more sensible and pleasing than the harsh demands of the Mosaic Law; but the reader should place all partiality aside, and concentrate upon the historicity of the events taking place. The point is not whether Paul was performing a service or disservice, or whether he was introducing a better religion or philosophy; rather, the mechanics of how he did it. Were his interpretations of Scriptures accurate? Did they truly support his claims?
In Galatians 3:14 we find Paul reiterating God's supposed promise to Abraham of a savior to the gentiles, in which he again distinguishes "seed" from "seeds." And here, once again, we must point out the fact that Paul's interpretation is incorrect. Paul was a master at making assumptions from Hebrew Scripture taken out of context. His hypothesis was plausible to pagan gentiles who probably had no access to the Jewish Scriptures and were familiar with a dying and resurrected god within their own culture. And, despite his claims to the contrary, Paul had the ability, the charisma, and eloquence to weave a story from the Scriptures that appeared believable, even to some of his more intellectual listeners. In this passage, Paul's idea of a promised seed is described as a covenant; a covenant given before Moses introduced the Law to Israel. Why then, he asks, was the Law given? It was given, he said, because of the transgressions of the Israelites. It was a schoolmaster (Galatians 3:24), a training aid, until Jesus should come. But it couldn't give eternal life; by some mysterious logic the blood of bulls and goats could only cover man's sins—not eradicate them (Hebrews 10:4). Eternal life could only be acquired by faith in Jesus Christ (Romans 6:23). However, when we consult the Hebrew Scriptures we find that Paul's concept of forgiveness of sin, faith, and eternal life is in stark contrast to God's principles. Almost all of Leviticus and Numbers is dedicated to instructions for sin offerings. And forgiveness of sin is promised in Leviticus 4:20; II Chronicles 6:25, 7:14; Psalm 32:1, 51:2, 85:2; Ezekiel 33:13-16, and repeatedly throughout the Scriptures. 

Paul makes vague references to the Hebrew Scriptures; but when we refer to them we find they don't exactly fit Paul's context. One of his main points of contention in this passage refers to God justifying the heathen and preaching the Gospel to Abraham. His reference to Genesis 22:18, "In thee shall all nations be blessed" allegedly teaches that God came to Abraham and promised that his "seed," Jesus, would open the door for salvation to the heathen, or gentiles. Let's see what was actually stated.

…because thou hast done this thing, and hast not withheld thy son, thine only son: That in blessing I will bless thee, and in multiplying I will multiply thy seed as the stars of the heaven, and as the sand which is upon the sea shore; and thy seed shall possess the gate of his enemies (Genesis 22:16&17).

The first rule of Bible study is context; in context this is a simple and clear promise. Paraphrased, God is saying; "Abraham, I'm going to make a great nation of you. I'll bless those that bless you, and curse those that curse you. If any other nations wish to receive my blessings they better treat you well." That is it. Abraham committed to an act, preformed a work; and God made the promise. The only seed inferred is Abraham's son, Isaac; the promise is a multiplicity of seed—seeds.
When Paul returns to his attack upon the Law he does present a scripturally true statement; he just packages it in a unique manner.

For as many as are under the works of the law are under the curse: for it is written, Cursed is everyone that continueth not in all things which are written in the book of the law to do them. But that no man is justified by the law in the sight of God, it is evident: for, The just shall live by faith (Galatians 3:10&11).

To find this reference to a curse we must go to Deuteronomy 27:26 where the commandments were given to the Israelites, and the Levites were pronouncing curses upon all those who would disobey the Law.

Cursed be he that confirmeth not in all the words of this law to do them. And all the people shall say, Amen.

At this event the people had heard the commandments, or Law, and were basically confirming their desire to either continue as Israelites, or reject the commandments and joined those outside the Law—the cursed. A decision that today is referred to as "a no-brainer." The God of the Hebrew Scriptures dealt very directly with those he chose; he either blessed or cursed, depending upon whether a person or nation, as in the case of Israel, obeyed or disobeyed. In that sense, Paul's assertion was correct; but the idea that there was a salvation apart from the Law just isn't scriptural—at least not in the Hebrew Scriptures. The idea that no man is justified by the Law might be evident to Christians today, but that wasn't a Jewish concept.
Neither was the concept of salvation in the form of eternal life. Look at the promises God made Abraham, his son Isaac, and Jacob (Genesis 13:14-16; 26:3&4; 35:11&12); land, wealth, fertility, power over their enemies and longevity—nothing about eternal life. The same promises were relayed through Joseph, Moses, Joshua and other descendants until the nation Israel evolved from nomadic tribes to city dwellers, and David consolidated the empire. As a mighty and wealthy nation the emphasis of God's promises seemed to shift more toward maintaining the empire and protection from their many enemies—still nothing about eternal life.1 There is only one reference to eternal, or everlasting, life in the Old Testament prior to the book of Daniel (12:2), where it is mentioned in an eschatological prophecy. But that reference makes it obvious eternal life for man was not in God's plans. 
And the Lord God said, Behold, the man is become as one of us, to know good and evil: and now, lest he put forth his hand, and take also of the tree of life, and eat, and live for ever: Therefore  the Lord God sent him forth from the garden of Eden, to till the ground from whence he was taken (Genesis 3:22&23).

Why was it introduced in Daniel? It wasn't mentioned earlier because it wasn't an original Jewish concept; but was adopted from the pagan worship of their captors, the Persians.2
Yes, the passage in Hebrews 10:4, and its references to Isaiah 1:11 and Micah 6:6 do condemn blood offerings. Does that mean God abolished them? We must keep everything in context. The question in these instances wasn't the efficacy of the sacrifice; but the attitude of the worshipers. They preformed the rituals of sacrifice, but their intentions were evil. And Jesus recognized offerings and sacrifices as part of the Law, for he commanded those he healed to go to the priest and offer the gift commanded by Moses (Matthew 8:4). The main concern should not be whether or not offerings were abolished; but the fact Paul was teaching something contrary to the Law; and no matter how vehemently he denies his intent to negate the Law, his actions and teachings did just that.

As for his message of the just living by faith; the word faith is used twice in the Hebrew Scriptures. Paul's reference is to Habakkuk 2:4. 

Behold, his soul which is lifted up is not upright in him: but the just shall live by his faith.

The other instance of use is found in Deuteronomy 32:20 where God accused the children of Israel of lacking faith. Here we have to make a distinction between Paul's faith and the faith demanded by the God of Israel. In this regard, the key definition in the Hebrew Scriptures was obedience; faith was simply a measurement of obedience. What was Paul's faith? How was it measured? We know it wasn't faith in the Law—Paul was negating that. It couldn't have been faith in Yehwah, the harsh, vindictive, God of the Old Testament; because He had taken a backseat to a son of God Jesus and the Holy Ghost. What we do know is that Paul's faith evolved about the "miraculous" filling of the Holy Ghost. Notice his rhetoric to the Galatians; how he is able to present inferences and insinuations as truth, and simply sweep Hebrew teachings aside. In 3:1-3&5 he belittles his readers:

O foolish Galatians, who hath bewitched you, that ye should not obey the truth, before whose eyes Jesus Christ hath been evidently set forth, crucified among you? This only would I learn of you, received ye the Spirit by the works of the law, or by the hearing of faith? Are ye so foolish? Having begun in the Spirit, are ye now made perfect by the flesh? …He therefore that ministereth to you the Spirit, and worketh miracles among you, doeth he it by the works of the law; or by the hearing of faith?

"Received ye the Spirit by the works of the law, or by the hearing of faith?" Paul would deliver his message and the manifestation of the Holy Ghost testified to the truth of that message in the form of bodily possession and ecstatic jabbering. Understand, the idea of a person being filled with the power of God was not a new concept; such incidents are recorded throughout the Hebrew Scriptures (Exodus 31:3; Numbers 24:2; I Samuel 10:10; and Isaiah 61:1, to name only a few). Paul's faith was not faith in God's word, it was simply belief in what he was teaching; eternal life through belief in the resurrection of Jesus the Christ. To Paul this was truth. And even as he undermined the tenets of the Law he did not see his actions as destructive; no amount of blood or slain animals could make a man righteous—righteousness must come from the heart. This is a truism; Paul saw the higher value and knew he had found a better way. But it did contradict the legalistic interpretation of the Judaic Law!

Apparently the Galatians had received the Holy Ghost, Paul's proof that his message of an indwelling spirit was truth; but he had left and the initial euphoric high of an emotional experience had faded. Doubts had led some to question Paul's stance against the Law. Basically, Paul asks; "Who has bewitched you that you can't see the truth that has been presented plainly before your eyes; the truth that Jesus Christ was crucified? Tell me, did you receive the Holy Ghost by keeping the Law, or by faith?" Notice, Paul had established his gospel as "truth;" but by what criteria? Galatians 3:5 tells us it was by the working of miracles and the giving of the spirit. Paul preached his message, worked a few "miracles" and, with fervent oratory and the laying on of hands, gave his listeners the gift of the Holy Spirit. And why shouldn't one believe such power was derived from God? Let's face it, not everyone can walk into a strange town and heal the sick, chase demons away, impart the Holy Ghost, and have people jabbering in unknown tongues! There have been a few such hypnotists or evangelists in our age; men like Ernest Angley, Jimmy Swaggart, or Oral Roberts were capable of such crowd manipulations. But consider Paul's message! Where are the facts? Jesus died for your sins is the central tenet of Christian belief. But why should one believe such a statement? Because Jesus arose from the grave; his resurrection is our proof. Still, that is just another statement; where is the proof? We are told it is true because he was seen of many; he even gave the new gospel to his disciples and instructed them to carry it to all the world. That does sound like something a little more solid, at least it is something we can check. When we do, the first hurdle we must overcome is the integrity of the New Testament; we can't even find out who wrote it. And even if we accept its authenticity we still have to explain why the disciples knew nothing of Jesus' commission; instances where they refused to associate with gentiles are found in Acts 2:5; 10:34-43; 11:3 and Galatians 2:9. If they wouldn't even come near a gentile, how could they convert them? And if they couldn't touch them, how could they lay hands on them to impart the Holy Ghost? Should we believe Jesus' trained Apostles ate with their resurrected master, received his commission of salvation to any who would believe, understood that that message was to overshadow all racial barriers and transcend the Judaic Law; and yet, they continued to observe the Mosaic Law and even opposed Paul's ministry? No. The facts don't support the story; quite the contrary, the story presents no facts worthy of consideration! 

In Galatians 2:16 Paul leaves no doubt that it is either the Law—or faith.

Knowing that a man is not justified by the works of the law, but by the faith of Jesus Christ, even we have believed in Jesus Christ, that we might be justified by the faith of Christ, and not by the works of the law: for by the works of the law shall no flesh be justified.

And it wasn't just the Law that came under Paul's condemnation. His teaching of the indwelling of the Holy Ghost conflicted with another facet of the Law; the dwelling place of God's Holy Spirit.
Know ye not that ye are the temple of God, and that the Spirit of God dwelleth in you? (I Corinthians 3:16).

What? Know ye not that your body is the temple of the Holy Ghost which is in you, which ye have of God, and ye are not your own? (I Corinthians 6:19).

Imagine how a statement like this would have been received by someone who had just received the Spirit and spoken in tongues. I was saved in a Baptist church and never spoke in tongues; but my conversion was a spiritual experience—one that I'll never forget. I was filled—filled is the only word for it—with a buoyant sense of excitement, and simultaneously, the most relaxing peace imaginable. And I had no doubt as to who the author of that spiritual blessing was. Therefore, it is easy for me to understand just how Paul's listeners would have felt upon hearing that their body was the temple of the Holy Spirit. 

The concept of eternal life is also tied to the doctrine of the indwelling Holy Spirit:
Now this I say, brethren, that flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God: neither doth corruption inherit incorruption.

…For this corruptible must put on incorruption, and this mortal must put on immortality. So when this corruptible shall have put on incorruption, and this mortal shall have put on immortality, then shall be brought to pass the saying that is written, Death is swallowed up in victory (I Corinthians 15:50, 53&54).

Paul was able to conjure up secrets from the Hebrew Scriptures never before imagined; not only in this world, but within the world to come.

For this we say unto you by the word of the Lord, that we which are alive and remain unto the coming of the Lord shall not prevent them which are asleep. For the Lord himself shall descend from heaven with a shout, with the voice of the archangel, and with the trump of God: and the dead in Christ shall rise first, then we which are alive and remain shall be caught up together with them in the clouds, to meet the Lord in the air, then shall we ever be with the Lord (I. Thess. 4:15-17).

Since Paul's teachings have no support within the Hebrew Scriptures, how did he come to this synthesis of ideas? How could he sanction his statements as "the word of the Lord?" Remember, Paul was the first author of the New Testament; the Gospels hadn’t been written, so he wasn’t parroting words that had been put into Jesus’ mouth. And he certainly wasn’t expressing the teachings of Jesus, otherwise he and the Apostles would not have been in council discussing conflicting doctrines; they would have been in agreement and all would’ve been teaching the same doctrines. Where did Paul get his knowledge? As I said before—he knew the mind of God. God told him. God revealed to him what no other man since Adam, including Jesus, his own Son, had been unable to discern.

For by one man’s offense death reigned by one; much more they which receive abundance of grace and of the gift of righteousness shall reign in life by one, Jesus Christ. Therefore as by the offence of one judgment came upon all men to condemnation; even so by the righteousness of one the free gift came upon all men unto justification of life. For as by one man’s disobedience many were made sinners, so by the obedience of one shall many be made righteous (Romans 5:17-19).

So, here we have the genesis of salvation through Jesus Christ, its defined as an allegory; that is, according to Webster, “The veiled presentation, in a figurative story, of a meaning metaphorically implied but not expressly stated.” In other words, God never said this; it’s just something Paul figured out. Here we see the genius of Paul’s interpretation of Scripture. 
But even geniuses err; the error in Paul's reasoning is found in his assurance that the death of Jesus Christ provided a "free gift" of justification to all men. Under Adam all came under sin and all died, even those who knew nothing of Yahweh. Therefore, reason demands that, under Christ, all should receive the "free gift" regardless of whether they know God or not; however, under Paul's message, only those who believe his gospel will be saved. Which means it wasn't a free gift, the price was that most priceless of commodities—freedom! And what man’s passion is not inflamed by the thought of freedom? Paul pressed his attack:

Stand fast therefore in the liberty wherewith Christ hath made us free, and be not entangled again with the yoke of bondage… For I testify again to every man that is circumcised, that he is a debtor to do the whole law. Christ is become of no effect unto you, whosoever of you are justified by the law; ye are fallen from grace (Galatians 5:1-4).

Here Paul is calling for a separation or setting apart, terms emphasized in the Dead Sea Scrolls, and practiced by the Essenes. Only, like most of Paul’s teachings, he is reversing the community’s rationale. Instead of separating from the unclean world in order to preserve the Law, Paul is advocating a separation from the Law, and implying nothing is unclean. He even contradicts James edict to the gentile believers against eating things offered to idols.

Now as touching things offered unto idols, we know that we all have knowledge. Knowledge puffeth up, but charity edifieth. And if any man
think that he knoweth any thing, he knoweth nothing yet as he ought to know. But if any man love God the same is known of him. As concerning therefore the eating of those things that are offered in sacrifice unto idols, we know that an idol is nothing in the world, and that there is none other God but one… But to us there is but one God, the Father, of whom are all things, and we in him; and one Lord Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, and we by him. Howbeit there is not in every man that knowledge:… But meat commendeth us not to God: for neither, if we eat, are we the better; neither, if we eat not, are we the worse. But take heed lest by any means this liberty of yours become a stumblingblock to them that are weak (I Corinthians 8:1-4, 6-9).

Since most people today do not believe in pollution of idols, it is easy to become sidetracked by sympathizing with Paul’s logic, but we should focus on the issue—Paul’s masterful emasculation of the Law. And that is the thrust of almost every attack, whether the subject concerns faith, circumcision, dietary, freedom, or whatever; the negation of the Law of Moses is the intended goal.

Notice the not to subtle attacks upon James and the Apostles: “If any man think that he knoweth anything.”—a wicked jab at James and those who upheld the Law, those “weak” men who were foolish enough to believe in idols. Paul is basically giving the same answer to all of James’ directives, “all things are Lawful for me.” He is making his position clear on bondage to, or freedom from, the Law.
Paul used another trick to conceal his intent. Repeatedly he offered assurance that the Law was good and holy (Romans 7:12), and that his teachings were not voiding it (Romans 3:31). Apparently Paul was able to keep up the charade until he was mobbed by the Jews (Acts 21). At which time he was ejected from the country, and it is assumed, never returned. Yet, even as he called the Law holy, just, and good, he was declaring it abolished (II Corinthians 3:9-16).

Although Christians claim he was only voiding the ceremonial rituals; from the Jews’ perspective he was flat out lying, and was apparently accused of such, because on numerous occasions he assured his readers that he did not lie (Romans 9:1; II Corinthians 11:31; Galatians 1:20). 
To be fair we should attempt to understand Paul's point of view. Such an assertion was understandable; he truly believed the Law was to be observed spiritually. The social and religious upheaval taking place in Palestine must be considered. Grecian Hellenist concepts had been weakening Jewish culture for centuries. Judaism had reached a major impasse; the Roman occupation had disrupted the temple services and was making it impossible for the Jews to observe the Law as commanded. The Jewish and Roman rulers were corrupt. The priesthood and people were divided in their loyalties. And, because of the wickedness of the people, they couldn't even cling to the hope of their God's deliverance. The future promised only a rebellion that would end in total suppression of the people and their religion. Many of the people, such as the Essenes and Zealots, who held messianic expectations, were blind to the hopelessness of their faith. The more orthodox and moderate intellectuals, like Paul, realized changes and compromises must be made in order to preserve their heritage. Was Paul a realist in that sense? Did he allow those compromises to corrupt his religion and faith in God? Was he, as the Ebionites charged, a charlatan, intent upon promoting his own agenda? Was he pursuing some clandestine or vengeful effort to destroy the Law? After reading of the love, concern, and dedications he expressed in his epistles to all his followers I have to say, no. What man would dedicate his life to such a hazardous occupation when there were obviously no material rewards? Then, did Paul truly have a one on one relationship with a spiritual Jesus? I don't believe in gods or miracles, but I do believe in dreams. And I do believe many physical, natural, phenomenons occur that have no present day explanations. I have witnessed such occurrences in the form of a hopeless alcoholic or drug addict who dedicated his live to God and immediately kicked his habit. And I've heard of numerous near death experiences that produced similar results. Why then, should I not believe Paul experienced a similar event? Do I believe God miraculously filled him with the knowledge of a new religious concept? No. Paul was a student of the Law and, no doubt, well acquainted with the Scriptures. Adapting that knowledge to a new concept would have required some time and study, but most likely only months instead of years. Once an idea occurred to him, say his principle of faith, he would have only had to research familiar Scriptures to solidify his thesis. 

The temple was already desecrated and any man trained in the Law and politics, as Paul was, would have been able to foresee the inevitable collapse of their country under then present conditions. As a Pharisee his political and religious values were most likely aligned with the Herodian regime; evidenced by his persecution of the Nazarenes. No doubt, at that time he didn't believe in the return of a messiah. Like many Jews, he probably believed Israel's best change for survival was cooperation with the Romans. We will never know why, but for some reason Paul envisioned a masterful transition from a failing form of worship to a new avenue to salvation.

Christians today are able to understand that by introducing a spiritual interpretation of the Law, Paul was offering freedom from the rigid adherence to obsolete and useless rituals. But we must not forget the mindset of the orthodox Jews and Nazarenes, who had dedicated every waking minute of their adult lives to pleasing their God. For them, those physical observances of the Law such as circumcision, sacrifice, and separation, were just as important as the spiritual acts. And, under Paul’s teachings, they would definitely have to go. Paul presented an escape to freedom, but for it to succeed he had to discredit the Law. And, to do so, he had to undermine James’ authority while establishing his own.

Do we begin again to commend ourselves, or need we, as some others, epistles of commendation to you, or letters of commendation from you? Ye are our epistle written in our hearts, known and read of all men: forasmuch as ye are manifestly declared to be the epistles of Christ ministered by us, written not with ink, but with the Spirit of the living God: not in tables of stone, but in fleshy tables of the heart (II Corinthians 3:3).

Paul’s reasoning is beautiful, superb, and undeniable. Letters of authority from the Church were issued to the Apostles—of course Paul had none. In effect he is saying, “Here are my works, my letters of recommendation, my converts and believers—all alive, well, and happy, blessed by God!” Then he attacks the Mosaic Law by comparing his “letters,” which have made them ministers of the New Testament, to the commandments. 
…for the letter killeth, but the spirit giveth life. But if the ministration of death written and engraven in stones, was glorious, so that the children of Israel could not stedfastly behold the face of Moses for the glory of his countenance; which glory was to be done away… Seeing then that we have such hope, we use great plainness of speech: And not as Moses, which put a vail over his face, that the children of Israel could not stedfastly look to the end of that which is abolished: But their minds were blinded: for until this day remaineth the same vail untaken away in the reading of the old testament; which vail is done away in Christ. But even unto this day, when Moses is read, the vail is upon their heart (II Corinthians 3:6-7; 12-15).

The most striking aspects of Paul’s attacks are the bold, vicious assaults. No insinuations, no subtle suggestions, no reasoning, and not an iota of compromise. Each attack—there can be no other word—each attack is sure and direct without a trace of indecision. Here is a master swordsman, lunging, thrusting, and skewing a lead-footed, stumbling, foe. In this passage, with a single strike, he tarnishes one of the Nazarenes most sacred traditions. By implying that Moses covered his face, not for the brilliance, but so the people would not realize the light had been extinguished, Paul was implying that Moses was a charlatan, deceiving the people. And how else can we interpret the phrase, “the children of Israel could not steadfastly look to the end of that which is abolished;” other than the abolishment of the Law? Notice the continual usage of allegories; how smoothly Paul negates the Law by simply insinuating that its end was hidden from them. And still, probably one of his greatest allegories is yet to come—one reflecting his opposition to separation from the gentiles, the one of the olive tree and the grafting in of the “wild” limbs. Speaking of Israel, he begins:

I say then, have they stumbled that they should fall? God forbid: but rather through their fall salvation is come unto the Gentiles, for to provoke them to jealousy… For if the casting away of them be the reconciling of the world, what shall the receiving of them be, but life from the dead? For if the firstfruit be holy, the lump is also holy and it the root be holy, so are the branches. And if some of the branches be broken off, and thou, being a wild olive tree, wert graffed in among them, and with them partakest of the root and fatness of the olive tree: (Romans 11:11, 15-17).

The “branch” and “root” imagery, as used extensively throughout the Old Testament and Qumran documents, made reference to the Messiah. Here, as usual, Paul reverses it in what was probably the most horrendous method possible for the Nazarenes; that of applying it to the gentile converts. And understand; such would include the Jews’ oppressors, the Romans, if they should “believe.” This follows after of his comparison to the “seed of Abraham” in chapter nine.

Not as though the word of God hath taken none effect. For they are not all Israel, which are of Israel: Neither, because they are the seed of Abraham, are they all children: but, In Isaac shall thy seed be called. That is, They which are the children of the flesh, these are not the children of God: but the children of the promise are counted for the seed. For this is the word of promise, At this time will I come, and Sarah shall have a son. And not only this; but when Rebecca also had conceived by one, even by our father Isaac… (Romans 9:6-10).

However, Paul’s interpretations were bound to anger and insult. God’s “children of the promise,” were alluded to as “the Children of the Flesh,” obviously referring to Paul’s new gentile community. And with a master stroke, the “Children of Sarah” are transformed into “the Children of Hagar,” thereby, reversing the Jews own genealogical claims against them; because, of course, Hagar’s son, Ishmael, was born before Isaac.

Paul bases his allegory upon Hebrew genealogy, and declares that God, in his infinite wisdom, will show mercy upon whosoever he will. Then in verse 24, according to Paul’s conjecture, he pours that mercy onto the gentiles.
Even us, whom he hath called, not of the Jews only, but also of the Gentiles: As he saith also in O’see, I will call them my people, which were not my people; and her beloved, which was not beloved. And it shall come to pass, that in the place where it was said unto them, Ye are not my people; there shall they be called the children of the living God. Esaias also crieth concerning Israel, Though the number of the children of Israel be as the sand of the sea, a remnant shall be saved… And as Esaias said before, Except the Lord of Sabaoth had left us a seed, we had been as Sodoma, and been made like unto Gomorrha (Romans 9:24-27, 29).

One often hears Christians speak of "rightly dividing the Word of God;" and the denominator is always faith. They believe God is, by faith; that Jesus is the Son of God, by faith; that he died for their sins, by faith; and that the Bible is the Word of God; by faith. This is the greatest fallacy of their reasoning; because, with faith as the denominator there are no tangible values to establish truth. Paul employs such a practice in the interpretation of this scripture. He takes a literal passage from the Hebrew Scriptures (or, in this case, four passages) changes them just a bit and by giving them an allegorical interpretation applies them to his purpose. He is using faith in what he perceives to be God's will as the determining factor to divine truth. Understand, Paul is not practicing deception; this was an accepted use of writings in that era, be they holy or secular. He has no qualms about collecting and reshuffling scriptures to conform them to his interpretation. In this case he took snippets from Hosea (1:10 and 2:23), and two sections of Isaiah (10:22 and 1:9), then used them out of context to refer to his allegorical "Israel"—his gentile converts. In the original context of both passages God is speaking to Israel and Judah; warning them of the captivity he will bring upon them, and promising he will bring a remnant out of captivity. In Hosea God addresses Israel as an adulterous wife; and though the quote provided by Paul is far from exact, it is basically accurate. However, the prophecy is for the people of Israel, the Jews; not Paul's converts. It does not make any reference to Paul's gentiles; faith must be used to reach that conclusion. Faith, I might add, in Paul's interpretation of Scriptures—not God.
In the quote from Isaiah 10:22 Paul tells us the reference is to Israel; he only had to change one word to fit his purpose. God speaks of a remnant returning; Paul's gentiles weren't returning, so he used "saved." He did the same thing in his quote of Isaiah 1:9. That passage said God left "a very small remnant;" Paul, again playing upon the word "seed," alluded to his Christ. In both these cases it was the numerator that was changed, but the denominator must still be faith. Today, Christians still use these passages to prove God rejected the Jews. 
When we connect all these conflicting teachings with Paul’s assertion in I Corinthians that his “gentiles” are the temple of God, it becomes obvious that he was attempting to Hellenize, not just the Jews, but their own God! A feat now established in Christianity.

Know ye not that ye are the temple of God, and that the Spirit of God dwelleth in you? (I Corinthians 3:16).
Again and again Paul makes it obvious that his intention is to build a community where both Greeks and Jews can live in harmony. While, today, that might seem socially desirable, and an admirable goal for strife torn Jerusalem in the first century, it must be remembered that the Jews had no concept of our values. Their whole world centered upon their God and his Law. The audacity of Paul’s teachings would have been blasphemous to any orthodox Jew. One of God’s first commissions for the Israelites, when they were to enter Canaan, was to drive all the people out. God warned them that the gentiles would be pricks in their eyes (Numbers 33:55). For fifteen hundred years their ancestors had been taught the laws defining the unclean and regulating its avoidance. And now, Paul is teaching that not only are they, the Jews, unclean; but that which has been unclean to them for 1500 years, the gentile, is now clean. And even more horrendous, that the Holy Spirit which dwelt in the temple, has now shifted into the unclean body of gentiles. Paul’s source had to be from Isaiah:

Depart ye, depart ye, go ye out from thence, touch no unclean thing; go ye out of the midst of her; be ye clean, that bear the vessels of the Lord (Isaiah 52:11).

Paul’s interpretation of this passage still lives today within Christian theology. The descriptive title at the head of this chapter in my Thompson Bible reads thusly:

The church roused with God’s promise of free redemption. 7 Tidings of the gospel. 3 Prophecy of the glory of Christ after his sufferings.

There is no sense in debating such reasoning, I'll only remind you of Paul's formula for interpreting scripture and ask: “Does it make any sense that God would suddenly do a 180 degree reversal, and desert his chosen people when they were obeying his command by resisting the pollution of the Romans even unto death?”

Engraved stones had been placed over the Jerusalem temple doors, warning foreigners, on pain of death, to stay out. The whole city was embroiled in a messianic madness that would lead to the slaughter of gentile sympathizers, the expulsion of the Herodian rulers, and the torching of their palaces and residences. The main parties behind that insurrection were the followers of a Messianic Jesus! There is no way they would have accepted Paul’s doctrines. In fact, these were the same parties that would have torn him limb from limb had the Roman guards not rescued him (Acts 21:32). The whole issue, as we have been studying, was the Apostles and Jews’ resistance to Paul’s teachings. Yes, Paul introduced and established Christianity—but it was never accepted by the Jews!

It occurs regularly, worldwide; from churches, radios, and televisions, ministers expound upon the Word of God. And just what does expound mean in this sense? That is when a minister reads a five second verse from the Bible, then talks about it for an hour. What is he doing? He is adding his thoughts, his reasoning, and his understanding to the Bible verse! Do all his listeners believe his presentation? In most cases, yes, they do. Does the speaker believe it? Obviously he does, but generally only as a reasoned discernment; not in the divine sense. The same would be true of his listeners; but that was not the sense in which Paul's listeners believed him. Without a doubt both he and his followers believed he was speaking the word of God. There were even occasions in his writings where he informed his listeners otherwise (I Corinthians 7:6 and 12; II Corinthians 8:7 and 11:17). Here was a man of God who could heal the believer, cast out demons, impart the Holy Spirit, and open the door to paradise—yes, they believed him. And even more importantly; Paul believed himself. All he had to do was turn to the Scriptures to confirm the concepts that he believed came from a spiritual Jesus.
Whether Paul's assumptions were drawn from Hebrew Scriptures; or whether he concocted the concept and then searched the Scriptures for support is impossible to say. But, by the time he began teaching of the indwelling Spirit and stating that the believer's body was the temple of God he was confident enough to write God's own script. In Philippians he reveals what could only be first hand knowledge:
Let this mind be in you, which was also in Christ Jesus: Who, being in the form of God, thought it not robbery to be equal with God. But made himself of no reputation, and took upon him the form of a servant, and was made in the likeness of men: And being found in fashion as a man, he humbled himself, and became obedient unto death, even the death of the cross. Wherefore God also hath highly exalted him, and given him a name which is above every name: That at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of things in heaven, and things in earth, and things under the earth; and that every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father (Philippians 2:5-11). 
Here, apparently, Paul actually discerns the thoughts of Christ Jesus! He pretends to knowledge that is revealed nowhere else in earlier Hebrew Scriptures. And his knowledge seems limitless; he can expound upon the reasons Jesus gave his life and the freedom from sin ransomed by that death (Romans 5:6-10); he knows all about death, resurrection, and the freedom from sin ( Romans 6:1-7); and, of course, he knew all about the indwelling of the spirit:
And what agreement hath the temple of God with idols? For ye are the temple of the living God; as God hath said, I will dwell in them, and walk in [them]; and I will be their God, and they shall be my people. Wherefore come out from among them, and be ye separate, saith the Lord, and touch not the unclean [thing]; and I will receive you, And will be a Father unto you, and ye shall be my sons and daughters, saith the Lord Almighty (II Corinthians 6:16-18).

Although Paul attributes this quote to God it cannot be found in the Hebrew Scriptures. However, it is a composite of Scripture phrases and verses. No where does God even imply that he will dwell in a person; that would contradict his greatness. How could a mere mortal survive the indwelling of an infinite God so powerful one cannot even look upon him; or so unapproachable that a mediator between him and man was necessary? The only scripture that might be so mistakenly interpreted is Ezekial 43:9 which states, "...I will dwell in the midst of them for ever"—a reference to Israel. The next phrase, "and walk in them," is equally ridiculous. Even the phrasing is awkward; how could God "walk" inside a person? God makes no such promise; however, the origin is clear. God repeatedly abjures Israel to "walk in my statutes" or "walk in my law;" (Exodus 16:4; Leviticus 26:3; I Kings 6:12; and Jeremiah 26:4) but Paul couldn't say that because he was attempting to void the Law. The next phrase, "…I will be their God, and they shall be my people," is stated seven times in the Old Testament, though sometimes in reverse order, but, in each case it addresses the nation Israel; never in reference to other peoples. 

The Mosaic Law forbade touching the unclean; but nothing can be found similar to, "…come out from among them, and be ye separate, saith the Lord, and touch not the unclean thing; and I will receive you." The closest references found is one commanding Abram to leave his country and kindred (Genesis 12:1); there are numerous allusions to the Israelites coming out of Egypt; and Ezra 6:21, 8:35 and Nehemiah 8:17 speak of the Israelites coming out of captivity; but all of these are promises made to Israel—not Paul's new church. When God issued these proclamations He was speaking of the Law of cleanliness and was calling for obedience to his Law. Notice that the statement actually contradicts Pauline doctrines in that it sanctions the Law of cleanliness; "touch not the unclean thing." One might argue that this call was a separation from sin and the worldly; however, Paul's teachings called for a breaking down of the barriers between peoples and races. If the believers huddled in isolation, how could that be accomplished?

These are the most outrageous assertions Paul has made so far. He isn't quoting from the Hebrew Scriptures, so we can only assume one of two things; one, God is speaking exclusively to him; or two, he presumes to speak for God. In either case, we have no validation for his teachings; only the words of a very eloquent and persuasive man who claimed to be the prophet of a new salvation.  

One method he used repeatedly was to concoct allegories from scripture and just assume they had to be. For example, it occurred to him that "as by one man sin entered into the world," then grace must come by one man; and he names that man—Jesus Christ (Romans 5:12 and 15). In that chapter Paul expounded upon an entirely new philosophy of sin and redemption; all based upon nothing more than his vision and new revelations within Hebrew Scripture. Not only did Paul have nothing more substantial to build his case upon, but it would have been impossible to suggest anything more reliable than those Scriptures; at least, at that time. 

Faith was the kernel and shell of Paul’s philosophy, all one needed for salvation was total faith in Jesus Christ—the Jesus Christ that spoke to him. But it wasn’t to be that simple. Questions arose and Paul found himself writing exhortations and entreaties to the various churches he established. Had it not been for these needs, and had Paul been a less literate man, we might not have his works today; and Christianity, as we know it, might never have originated. But Paul was called upon to extinguish one fire after another; the questions of circumcision, sacrifices, and the clean and unclean issue arose. He even found it necessary to establish some domestic guidelines (I Corinthians 7). It is here that another weakness of Paul’s doctrine becomes apparent. Understand Paul was a charismatic leader and eloquent speaker, with the ability to formula information and facts into intriguing assumptions. And since he was elaborating upon his own gospel (Galatians 1:11-15 and 2:1-2), he could pretty much mold it on the fly. For example in Romans 2:12 and 16 Paul claims God will judge men by "my gospel."
For as many as have sinned without law shall also perish without law: and as many as have sinned in the law shall be judged by the law…In the day when God shall judge the secrets of men by Jesus Christ according to my gospel.

And in Romans 16:25 he not only claims the gospel but declares it was a mysterious gospel hidden since the world began.

Now to him that is of power to stablish you according to my gospel, and the preaching of Jesus Christ, according to the revelation of the mystery, which was kept secret since the world began. But now is made manifest, and by the scriptures of the prophets, according to the commandment of the everlasting God, made known to all nations for the obedience of faith.

The greatest problem with this assertion is that Paul refutes it himself.

This is the third time I am coming to you. In the mouth of two or three witnesses shall every word be established (II Corinthians 13:1).

Here we have Paul's own admonition that the test of God's word is a multiplicity of witnesses; but his doctrines stand alone. There is simply nothing to substantiate the Pauline form of salvation in the New Testament or the Hebrew Scriptures. The two or three required witnesses cannot be found. In fact, just the opposite is true for almost all of Paul's teachings.

Paul is saying all this mysterious knowledge had been hidden within the writings of the Prophets, and, of course, we have already seen how God revealed it to him; how he was able to discern things withheld even from Jesus. Here is further evidence that Jesus did not teach Paul's doctrines. Paul believed his gospel was unique in that it was revealed to him by God. It was his gospel because God gave it to him; not because it originated with him. 

Apostolic Succession
I have given only a few instances where Paul introduced the main tenets of Christianity; only a few of many. For those still unconvinced, it is an easy matter to compare Paul’s other writings against the Law, as we have in these cases, and see the contradictions. Hopefully, I’ve been able to present a pattern, a method of operation, that leaves no doubt that Paul was the author and originator of the Christian religion. We saw that Paul claimed he was called of God for that purpose. And, that he received that call, and his office, from God, via Jesus Christ. That he was taught by no man—not Peter or the Apostles. He even claimed his ministry was to the gentiles (Galatians 1:16). From where does he receive his authority? He said that it all came from God, but that is just his word. Where is the proof? He learned from no man, yet, the line of apostolic succession decrees that Jesus taught the Apostles, and they should have been the ones to teach Paul. To find the answers we must shift the emphasis of our study to the secular records of the Church.
Today, most all Christian denominations teach the concept of apostolic succession; that Jesus sent his disciples to preach salvation throughout the world. The commission is given in the Gospel of Matthew and was supposedly initiated on the day of Pentecost (Acts 2), but it simple cannot be true. Why? We made references to Peter and the Pentecost events earlier, but, because of its relationship to this subject, chose not to investigate too thoroughly at that time. To understand the significance of these two subjects and how they relate to Paul we much first understand just how the Catholic Church defines the term apostolic succession, or apostolicity:

Apostolicity of mission means that the Church is one moral body, possessing the mission entrusted by Jesus Christ to the Apostles, and transmitted through them and their lawful successors in an unbroken chain to the present representatives of Christ upon earth. This authoritative transmission of power in the Church constitutes Apostolic succession. This Apostolic succession must be both material and formal; the material consisting in the actual succession in the Church, through a series of persons from the Apostolic age to the present; the formal adding the element of authority in the transmission of power. It consists in the legitimate transmission of the ministerial power conferred by Christ upon His Apostles. No one can give a power which he does not possess. Hence in tracing the mission of the Church back to the Apostles, no lacuna can be allowed, no new mission can arise; but the mission conferred by Christ must pass from generation to generation through an uninterrupted lawful succession. The Apostles received it from Christ and gave it in turn to those legitimately appointed by them, and these again selected others to continue the work of the ministry. Any break in this succession destroys Apostolicity, because the break means the beginning of a new series which is not Apostolic (http://www.catholic.org/encyclopedia/view.php?id=959).
Paramount to this tenet is the assertion that Peter was the first Bishop of Rome, but what proofs can the Church present to support that claim and all it implies? It all hinges upon the theory that Peter taught, and died, in Rome. Surely, there is concrete evidence to support such a claim. That proof, as presented in the Original Encyclopedia:

It is an indisputably established historical fact that St. Peter laboured in Rome during the last portion of his life, and there ended his earthly course by martyrdom. As to the duration of his Apostolic activity in the Roman capital, the continuity or otherwise of his residence there, the details and success of his labours, and the chronology of his arrival and death, all these questions are uncertain, and can be solved only on hypotheses more or less well-founded. The essential fact is that Peter died at Rome : this constitutes the historical foundation of the claim of the Bishops of Rome to the Apostolic Primacy of Peter  

(http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/11744a.htm).
Doesn’t it seem odd that the Church has “indisputably established historical fact” concerning Peter’s martyrdom, and thereby presence in Rome, but knows nothing else? The indisputable proof is itemized in no less than two vague New Testament references, and eleven historical allusions to those references (see reference above). The first refers us to John 21:18-19 where Jesus spoke to Peter:

Verily, verily, I say unto thee. When thou wast young, thou girdedst thyself, and walkedst whither thou wouldest; but when thou shalt be old, thou shalt stretch forth thy hands, and another shall gird thee, and carry thee whither thou wouldest not.” This spake he, signifying by what death he should glorify God.

In the first place, the Gospel of John is nothing more than a spurious piece of propaganda, written to glorify the manufactured deification of Jesus. It can’t even be harmonized with the other Gospels; and apparently, was considered insignificant until the latter part of the second century.3 As to the interpretation of the passage, I see no mention of Rome or martyrdom. What death does it signify? That someone is going to grab Peter’s garment and walk him to death? I see no indication of crucifixion, in fact it sounds more like a promise of longevity, that of an old man who has to be dressed and led about. There is no proof in this passage.

The second reference is to I Peter, which was “almost undoubtedly” written from Rome. This dubious supposition, coupled with the fact the Church can’t even prove authorship of I Peter, already gives it a shaky start. The passage in question is from the closing address:

The church that is at Babylon, elected together with you, saluteth you; and so does Marcus my son (I Peter 5:13).
The Church’s deduction is that “Babylon” could not possibly be one of four other cities referred to as Babylon throughout Christian history, so it had to be Rome.
First, notice that both these passages, which are suppose to be the basis for one of the most important tenets of Christianity, are only vague metaphors. Why would Jesus, or Peter, use such ambiguous statements as the only proof to establish the authority of God’s Church? Why didn’t Jesus state plainly that Peter must preach in Rome if the passage was to be so significance? Why didn’t the writer of I Peter just say Rome? And why would a Christian refer to Rome as Babylon, when he would know the term referred to the “Mother of harlots;” and inferred an apostate church?4
Babylon is not only used in reference to certain cities (or the Mother of harlots), it is also used allegorically to indicate a state of confusion, captivity and the epitome of evil.5 Could the writer be implying he was a prisoner in a religious cult? Or, might the author be writing from Jerusalem, one of the other four cites rejected as being the Babylon in question? Since it is believed that I Peter was written prior to 110 AD, couldn’t the Jerusalem Church have been reactivated, with Peter still in residence? And wouldn’t the Babylon label be more appropriate for a devastated city, such as Jerusalem would have been? All this, along with the Church’s assertion, is only speculation, and I don’t believe either conjecture; because I cannot believe Peter authored literature that negated the Mosaic Law. Peter was a Law abiding Jew and never subscribed to the Pauline doctrines prevalent throughout this epistle. At any rate, whatever conclusion is reached, this salutary remark is far from “indisputably established historical fact.” So neither passage is conclusive.

Without New Testament proof, we’re left with the eleven historical 
references; which were drawn from the two refuted passages; and are, in general, simply remarks based upon tradition. The first of these references was presented by living witnesses, Papias of Hierapolis and Clement of Alexandria. Both men present hearsay evidence that Mark wrote his Gospel in Rome; at the request of Roman Christians, who wanted a memorial of Peter. Papias was supposedly only a generation removed from John the Apostle in the early second century. Clement died in the early third century, so it’s most likely Clement copied a saying of Papias. And despite claims to the contrary, we already know, from earlier studies, just how reliable Papias’ quotations were. He would repeat anything told him without bothering to check its authenticity. It appears this evidence was also recorded by Irenaeus (middle second century) and copied by Eusebius about 330 AD—most likely from Clement. Now we shall see how the Catholic Church takes a splinter and builds a tree. From the same Original Encyclopedia source:

Concerning the Gospel of St. Mark, Eusebius, relying perhaps on an earlier source, says that Peter described Rome figuratively as Babylon in his First Epistle.

An “earlier source”—we’re back to that tiny little reference to Babylon in I Peter 5:13. Here we find the latter writers are starting to reference an offhand, vague, remark, in a closing address, as absolute fact. From here, Catholics down through the ages have built upon this remark to prove what they have to establish—that Peter was the first Pope. Just such foundations are what the Catholic Church is built upon—blocks of vague statements and lies, with faith and blood used as mortar. “Traditions of the presbyters” and “ecclesiastical tradition,” because they survived for ages, unlike fairy tales, became proof. “Generally agreed” remarks and “acknowledged writings” became facts. Assertions of infallibility declared God, because few disputed the claim and lived. And, as we have seen here, vague references and gossip became “indisputably established historical fact.”
 So far, the best evidence presented, to support the Church’s claim, are only inferences and, most likely, only gossip; certainly not proof. As a matter of fact, if there was a Peter in Rome, how can we be sure he wasn’t an impostor? How many people in Rome would have known Peter the Apostle? What credentials would he have needed?

There is really no need to investigate the evidence of the remaining 
nine reports because they present no new information. They are only ambiguous comments inspired by the two New Testament references, generally praising and glorifying Peter and Paul. (If the reader should wish to view those references they may be found at the website: http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/11744a.htm). So, let us return to the claim of apostolic succession—that Jesus taught the Apostles, and that authority was passed down through a succession of bishops, unbroken, to the present. 
We could contest the evidence for such an assertion by referring to the accumulation of contradictions we have been studying, regarding the New Testament. But that would be like attempting to dam a river as it enters the sea. Instead, we’ll simple go to the source and point out the fact that in the year 58 AD, approximately twenty years after the crucifixion, the Apostles were not teaching Paul’s (nor Jesus’) Christian doctrines. Rather, Paul was attempting to teach his religion to the Apostles! The Catholic Church tries to depict the Apostles, in Acts and Galatians, as back-sliding, judaizing, Christians:

The first council was a meeting of the Apostles at Jerusalem in order to put an end to the judaizing tendencies among the first Christians
(http://www.catholic.org/encyclopedia/view.php?id=5695).
Notice how the context has been twisted. Instead of Paul’s teachings being under question; it’s the “judaizing” Christians who are in error. The Catholic Encyclopedia completely disregards the fact that those “judaizing” Christians were the chosen Apostles of Jesus: Messianic Jews—not Christian Jews.

Even if we were to grant the Church’s point of view, and concede that Paul was send to correct the Apostles, that would only further deny the claim of apostolic succession, because we would have no “transmission of the ministerial power conferred by Christ upon his Apostles.” What we would have is evidence that Jesus gave Paul the message, or conferred ministerial power upon him. And despite the Church’s assertion that “no
new mission can arise; but the mission conferred by Christ,” we would have Paul doing just that, introducing a new mission! Therefore, it doesn’t manner if the early Church writers were able to trace a continuous line back 
to Paul (or Peter) or not; they are not able to make that connection between Jesus and the Apostles. The Church might make vague references to “tradition” “revealed truths” and “acknowledged writings;” and even though they were able to interpolate their beliefs into the Gospels, and other 
portions of the New Testament, they cannot prove that the Apostles accepted Paul’s concept of Jesus. And they can’t deny the fact that when Paul was hauled away to Rome, the Apostles were trying to get him to acknowledge the Jewish Law!

You simply cannot uphold these traditions without discrediting the New Testament, because the Scriptures teach just the opposite. You are faced with the choice of either denouncing tradition, or labeling the New Testament as false. This is the reason the Catholic Church strives so hard to enroll Peter within their fold, he has to be the link that connects Paul’s new religion to that of Jesus. However, Peter’s role in the matter is minimal, to say the least. It should be noted that Catholicism did not make the claim of apostolic succession until the fourth century; three hundred years after the “foundation” was lain. The Church’s rise to power came first, and then the authoritative claim for the right to rule. But why did it have to be Peter? Why didn’t the Church simply write one of the other Apostles into the scene? First, we must remember that the Gospel authors were working from folktales. The tale of Peter being the “rock,” and foundation, might have already been circulating in folk legend. Another possibility is that there simple were no tales concerning the other Apostles to build upon, and any new story would have lacked credibility.
But what of Peter’s speech on the day of Pentecost, when he preached salvation through Christ? This is one of the main passages the Catholic Church uses to prove that Peter had converted to Christianity, and was performing the commission Jesus supposedly gave to the Apostles following his resurrection. And yet later, New Testament passages show Peter was still observing the Law when he told Cornelius that it was unlawful for a Jew to consort with gentiles (Acts 10:28). He was observing the Law when he separated from Paul’s gentile converts (Galatians 2:12). He was standing with the Apostles, and is identified as a leader of the Jerusalem Church at the counsel with Paul (Galatians 2:9). And if close consideration is given to these events, attempts to undermine Peter’s dedication to the Law are evident. Specifically, when he showed loyalty to the Law by questioning Cornelius’ intentions, the vision of unclean beasts was introduced. When he separated from the gentiles, he was rebuked by Paul. And when he stood with the Apostles at the council, the writer of Luke (or perhaps a later editor) inserted a scene where Peter pleaded on Paul’s behalf (Acts 15:7-11). In that plead Peter claims God chose him to preach to the gentiles (verse 7) and James seconds that admission (verse 14). 

This is all very confusing—let's see; Peter received the commission to preach to the gentiles from a risen Jesus (Acts 10:40-43), but apparently he couldn't figure out how he was to preach to the gentiles without associating with them. So, God gave him a vision which led him to Cornelius and the outpouring of the Holy Ghost upon the gentiles. Then, with a confident mind, he attended the Jerusalem council and declared God's calling. James agreed with Peter's claim but Paul said; "No, Peter's gospel is to the circumcision; I was called to the gentiles" (Galatians 2:7&8). Poor Peter, later when he went to Antioch he didn't know what to do. Paul had him so confused he didn't even know if he was to eat with the gentiles or not (Galatians 2:11&12).

 And what was the 'gospel of the circumcision' that Peter was to preach? Do you think, perhaps, he was to tell the Jews they didn’t have to be circumcised, or that the Law was made of no effect through Jesus Christ? Of course not, he was a Jew, he was teaching Jews, and he was teaching them the same message Jesus taught—the coming kingdom of God! What was the Jerusalem counsel about? The Apostles were trying to get Paul to support the Law. And none of them were teaching salvation through Jesus. It’s very unlikely that any of the Apostles had ever heard of a commission to the gentiles until Paul started his ministry!

 All these incidents were created to associate Peter with Paul’s teachings; and they cannot be harmonized within the New Testament Scriptures! These are direct contradictions, something Christian faith refuses to see, and a choice must be made between them. The simplest way to do that is to compare the speaker’s, or characters', concept of the Law to the events depicted. For example, in the case of Peter; he was an Apostle and member of the Jerusalem Church. He kept the Law. Obviously, Jesus did not teach him differently. He would not, therefore, preach salvation through Jesus. The same can be said for the other Apostles. As for Jesus, he taught obedience to the Law throughout his ministry. How can we be sure? His Apostles continued to teach and observe the Law after his death; proving he did not teach salvation through a belief in himself. On the other hand, Paul is the only key figure in the entire New Testament who preached salvation through Jesus Christ, and did not keep the Law!

Some might raise the argument that only the Jews were obliged to observe the Law, while gentiles were exempt because they were saved under a new covenant. These same proponents claim Jesus taught two messages: the coming kingdom, also preached by John the Baptist; and, later in his ministry, salvation through faith in his resurrection. This second message is the explanation given to explain all the references to Jesus violating the Law of Moses; such as, eating with sinners and with unclean hands or breaking a fast (Matthew 9:11-14); offering salvation to the gentiles (Matthew 28:18-20); or desecrating the Sabbath (Matthew 12:1-8). If we accept such as true, then we have to conclude that Jesus was either a terribly inept teacher; or his chosen Apostles were incapable of comprehending even the simplest of instructions. Because, as pointed out above, the Apostles were still observing and teaching, the Law of Moses when the New Testament history abruptly ends. Either Jesus chose incompetent Apostles and wasted his time teaching them; or, all those references to Jesus violating the Mosaic Law are interpolations.

Further, if we did accept the theory of a new covenant, we would have two plans of salvation! Two ways to be saved! If we give credence to the saying attributed to Jesus that no man comes unto the Father but by Him (John 14:6), then what of the Apostles? They were either under the old covenant or under the new, they either preached the gospel of Jesus Christ, or observed the Law. If they observed the Law, as they obviously did, then they were lost because Paul, himself, condemned them; "…by the works of the law shall no flesh be justified (Galatians 2:16). 

The Catholic Church has built its entire structure, and reason for being, upon the theory of apostolic succession; which, in turn, is based upon one little passage credited to Jesus, in which he referred to Peter as the rock (Matthew 16:18). But in order for that authority to be valid, Peter had to convert to Christianity and preach Jesus to the gentiles! Did Peter preach in Rome as the Catholics claim?  Wasn’t his ministry to the circumcised? Why, then, would he be preaching to gentiles in Rome? And what of the other Apostles; was their mission not to the circumcised? Perhaps Peter and the other Apostles started preaching the doctrine of personal salvation after Paul’s death? If so, then they received the commission from Paul, not a risen Jesus, thus breaking the continuous succession.
In this study we have been exploring Paul's life and the Scriptures from a logical and realistic viewpoint; from that vantage I believe we have uncovered a more sensible and believable story. Since there is simply no basis of proof for Paul’s assertions, we are left with two questions: “Can we put any credence into Paul’s story and ministry?” and, “Can we believe that God spoke to him miraculously, and revealed the fantastic plan of salvation that he espoused?” Here is the well spring of Christianity! It all hinges on one point—can you accept Paul’s story on faith? If you can do so, then your faith must be greater than that of the Apostles, because they resisted Paul’s teachings. And why shouldn’t they? For three years (or one, depending on your source) they traveled with Jesus and listened to his teachings and philosophy. They had been told nothing of his death and resurrection (John 20:9). They had been taught that the kingdom was to be a literal, earthly, kingdom in which Israel would be restored to its former glory. They knew nothing of a spiritual kingdom. Jesus had taught them the eternality of the Law, not that it would be spiritualized. They were personally chosen by Jesus to carry this message to all Judea, to be his successors; why would he give them one set of instructions, then, from the beyond, give Paul an entirely different plan of salvation? The summation of the matter ultimately rests upon whether one chooses to base his decision upon factual evidence, or simply believe tradition.
I have little respect for Paul's mission and I regard the results of his work as a curse upon mankind rather than a blessing; but I can't help but admire the man. I believe he was a deluded, religious, fanatic—but I have to admire his genius. However, that genius was not exhibited by his divination of the ancient Scriptures and the gospel he preached; that reasoning was flawed by the fact his findings contradict the Hebrew Scriptures. His genius is made evident by the fact he was able to convince the world that his gospel was true. With nothing more than his rhetoric, coupled with the ability to impart the Holy Ghost, he established an unshakable faith in a new religion. Today, that faith is so grounded that it has become synonymous with truth. In an enlightened world where science has opened the universes, from sub-atomic particles to the vastness of deep space, Paul's baseless gospel still stands like a citadel. 

To imagine the import of Paul's accomplishments I would like to propose a fictitious, similar endeavor today. We will use the same point of origin for our character, Tarsus; but we will change the religion from Judaism to Islam. Our Saul, we'll use the same names for ease of comparison, goes to Medina, in Saudi Arabia, for religious study instead of Jerusalem. Of course the distance is greater, but that may be offset by today's more modern means of transportation. In Medina, the second most holy city in all Islam, Saul builds a reputation as a radical leader among the Sunni by opposing the Shiites. On a mission to Damascus he has an epiphany; Muhammad appears to him in a vision (perhaps the fruitation of much study) and declares Himself as the son of Allah. In that vision, Allah, via his son Muhammad, instructs Paul (no longer Saul) to preach the new gospel to his brother Muslims; but forewarns him that it will be rejected. But that is okay, because his true mission is to carry the new gospel to the Christians—it was only necessary that the message first be offered to Islam. The vision is so powerful, so real to Paul that he is instantly converted. The Holy Spirit of Allah possesses his body and he begans speaking in an unknown tongue. Immediately, Allah sends him to a small Shiite group who, after receiving the Holy Spirit and speaking in tongues, also believe. Then, in obedience to Allah, he takes his gospel to other Shiites who are so enraged that Paul would blasphemy the name of Allah that they attempt to kill him. He flees back to Medina where he addresses a Sunni group; a few believe, but the majority, like the Shiites, are angered and seek his life. His sympathetic brothers come to his aid and help him escape to Tarsus.

From Tarsus he carries the message to Europe, and the rest of his life is spent preaching Muhammad, the son of Allah, to the Christians. Many turn to his banner and many take up the mission. Many are persecuted and martyred, but the teachings grow and slowly make inroads into Christianity. But wherever Paul goes, he first seeks out the local Mosque and offers his gospel to the Muslims; and is almost always rejected. After Paul's death, the new religion, Mohammadity, spreads throughout Europe, into Russia, to the British Isle and across the Atlantic to the Americas. Kingdoms crumble under the pressure of religious fanacism. Great prophets arises to united the people and nations under one world Mohammadian church. Hostilites that have grown for centuries between Islam, Christianity, and Mohammadity eurpts into out right war… Enough—I'm sure you see the similarities.

Of course my version of the story is only a fantasy—today. But the plot of the story is true, it is Paul's story and it did happen. And from this musing, the accomplishments of Paul should be obvious. To imagine any man living such a life and impacting so many people and effecting history so dramatically with the aid of an omnipotent God is fantastic. To understand that it was accomplished without the aid of a god is even more amazing. That is what mades the story of Paul so astounding.
The Chapter 10—The Silent Years of Christianity
The introduction of James the Just, brother of Jesus, and head of the Jerusalem Church, occurs casually in the book of Acts, at the Jerusalem Council. This isn’t just odd; it is so conspicuous as to make one wonder why the head of the Church, and probably the most powerful religious figure throughout Palestine, was so slighted. This, coupled with the fact that there is more early secular information about James the Just than there is about any other New Testament character, including Jesus and Paul, makes one wonder why he was so insignificant within the Jesus story. And once the thought occurs, it introduces other strange inconsistencies within the New Testament writings. For example, why, if Peter was the foundation of the Church, is he scarcely mentioned either in the New Testament or secular works? Why is there no continuity throughout the New Testament? Why are the events presented like a fireworks display, with disconnected flashes from one event to the next? Why are there so many contradictions? And why does the story end so abruptly, with the religious debate at its peak and Paul in Rome? What happened to the Apostolic Church in Jerusalem? What happened to Paul, and who took up his staff? These questions have no recorded explanations, so we can only speculate. However, before we attempt to do so, let’s try to grasp the situation. 
To begin, we need to understand what was happening in Jerusalem with regard to the people, the temple, and the Romans. What was the relationship between the Nazarenes (Jesus’ disciples), the orthodox Jews, and the temple? For nearly two thousand years the Jews have been reviled as Christ-killers and hated throughout the Christian world. And yet, in Acts 21 we find James, the head of the Jerusalem Church, urging Paul to take a vow, and pointing out that thousands of Jews “believed” and kept the Law. Paul is encouraged to enter the temple, implying that James and the other disciples associated with the orthodox Jews. See the conflict? If the Jews were killing the Nazarenes, how could they be attending common temple services? On the other hand, if the Nazarenes were “Christians,” what would they be doing in a Jewish temple?

The fallacy of the great tragedy inflicted upon the Jews, is that gentiles made no distinction between them, while in fact, there were a number of differing sects holding to differing religious and political values. 

When the Herodians assumed power over the people and offices of the temple, some of the more zealous sects objected. Not only did they consider Herod and his offspring gentiles, but they condemned their custom of inter-family marriages as incest. A fact testified to by John the Baptist’s ministry against Herod. In addition, the Herodians, in cooperation with some of the priests, had opened the temple to gentiles, even accepting their polluting gifts, and offering sacrifices on their behalf. The temple priests were divided into high and low class structure, with the high priests holding pre-eminence because they were appointed by the Herodians. There was greed, corruption, avarice, and rioting within the temple and priesthood during the first century. In his Antiquities of the Jews, bk. xx, chapter 9, Josephus provides us with a much clearer understanding of the brewing trouble and the participants.

…a sedition arose between the high priests, with regard to one another; for they got together bodies of the boldest sort of the people, and frequently came, from reproaches, to throwing of stones at each other. But Ananias was too hard for the rest, by his riches, which enabled him to gain those that were most ready to receive. Costobarus also, and Saulus, did themselves get together a multitude of wicked wretches, and this because they were of the royal family; and so they obtained favor among them, because of their kindred to Agrippa; but still they used violence with the people, and were very ready to plunder those that were weaker than themselves. And from that time it principally came to pass that our city was greatly disordered, and that all things grew worse and worse among us. But through all of the chaos, it appears the devout among the Jews continued to meet together within the temple.

Note: Eisenman's James the Brother of Jesus, pp. 388 and 588, ties 
Josephus’ "Saulus" to Saul, or Paul. A connection that is not that improbable considering the similarities of the two characters. Both had ties with Agrippa and the Herodians, both were openly hostile toward the Messianic Jews, and, it may be assumed, were sympatric toward the Romans.

Another puzzle, just alluded to, involved the relationship of James and the Jerusalem Church to the Jews and the temple. Paul, in Galatians, recognizes James as the head of the Church. But since different towns or cities were allowed to have their own synagogue, such a statement might be construed as meaning a local congregation apart from the temple. However, in secular literature a number of writers recognized James as the most powerful and revered religious figure in Jerusalem.1 Today, that concept is generally recognized as true, even though we know he wasn’t the high priest. By way of explanation it should be remembered that the office of Zaddik, or the Righteous One, was held by a pious, religious leader of impeccable, moral, character. Something earned through a lifetime of dedication to God and the well being of the people; not an appointment by a Herodian ruler who sold the office of high priest.

Sadly, the most information about James’ life is found in the stories of his death, so it is to them we must now turn. Both Eusebius and Jerome claim to have seen, and copied, accounts of James death from a no longer extant copy of Joesphus’ Antiquities. References are also made from Saint Hegesippus (110 c. - 180 AD), Clement, Origen, the Pseudo Clementines, and the Apocalypses of James from Nag Hammadi.2 Not only do they testify to James’ position, they go into great detail concerning his life, his office, an attempt upon his life, and his death. They are in general agreement that James was not only the Head of the Church, but that he was the preeminent religious leader of the land. Jerome wrote that James alone had the privilege of entering the Holy of Holies which indicates his piety and the esteem in which he was held.

After the New Testament’s abrupt ending, about 60 AD, the messianic fury grew to a fanatical pitch. Then on Passover, after the death of Festus the procurator, probably in 62 AD, some members of the Scribes and Pharisees urged James to stand upon a pinnacle of the temple and calm the people. The story is recorded by the writers mentioned above, with some slight variations. From Hegesippus, writing about 170 AD, as preserved by Eusebius:
James, the Lord's brother, succeeds to the government of the Church, in conjunction with the apostles. He has been universally called the Just, from the days of the Lord down to the present time. For many bore the name of James; but this one was holy from his mother's womb. He drank no wine or other intoxicating liquor, nor did he eat flesh; no razor came upon his head; he did not anoint himself with oil, nor make use of the bath. He alone was permitted to enter the holy place: for he did not wear any woolen garment, but fine linen only. He alone, I say, was wont to go into the temple: and he used to be found kneeling on his knees, begging forgiveness for the people-so that the skin of his knees became horny like that of a camel's, by reason of his constantly bending the knee in adoration to God, and begging forgiveness for the people. Therefore, in consequence of his pre-eminent justice, he was called the Just, and Oblias, which signifies in Greek Defence of the People, and Justice, in accordance with what the prophets declare concerning him.

Now some persons belonging to the seven sects existing among the people, which have been before described by me in the Notes, asked him: "What is the door of Jesus?" And he replied that He was the Saviour. In Consequence of this answer, some believed that Jesus is the Christ. But the sects before mentioned did not believe, either in a resurrection or in the coming of One to requite every man according to his works; but those who did believe, believed because of James. So, when many even of the ruling class believed, there was a commotion among the Jews, and scribes, and Pharisees, who said: "A little more, and we shall have all the people looking for Jesus as the Christ.

They came, therefore, in a body to James, and said: "We entreat thee, restrain the people: for they are gone astray in their opinions about Jesus, as if he were the Christ. We entreat thee to persuade all who have come hither for the day of the feast of the Passover, concerning Jesus. For we all listen to thy persuasion; since we, as well as all the people, bear thee testimony that thou art just, and showest partiality to none. Do thou, therefore, persuade the people not to entertain erroneous opinions concerning Jesus: for all the people, and we also, listen to thy persuasion. Take thy stand, then, upon the summit of the temple, that from that elevated spot thou mayest be clearly seen, and thy words may be plainly audible to all the people. For, in order to attend the Passover, all the tribes have congregated hither, and some of the Gentiles also."
The aforesaid scribes and Pharisees accordingly set James on the summit of the temple, and cried aloud to him, and said: "O just one, whom we are all bound to obey, forasmuch as the people is in error, and follows Jesus the crucified, do thou tell us what is the door of Jesus, the crucified." And he answered with a loud voice: "Why ask ye me concerning Jesus the Son of man? He Himself sitteth in heaven, at the right hand of the Great Power, and shall come on the clouds of heaven."

And, when many were fully convinced by these words, and offered praise for the testimony of James, and said, "Hosanna to the son of David," then again the said Pharisees and scribes said to one another, "We have not done well in procuring this testimony to Jesus. But let us go up and throw him down, that they may be afraid, and not believe him." And they cried aloud, and said: "Oh! Oh! The just man himself is in error." Thus they fulfilled the Scripture written in Isaiah: "Let us away with the just man, because he is troublesome to us: therefore shall they eat the fruit of their doings." So they went up and threw down the just man, and said to one another: "Let us stone James the Just." And they began to stone him: for he was not killed by the fall; but he turned, and kneeled down, and said: "I beseech Thee, Lord God our Father, forgive them; for they know not what they do."

The references made to the Greek “Christ,” should be translated to the Hebrew “Messiah,” because the scene, the mood of the people; indeed the entire setting, is Messianic Judaism. It is inconceivable that a Jewish mob at a Jerusalem temple gathering in 64 AD would be chanting for a savior to the gentiles. Notice, also, that the crowd’s praise was “Hosanna to the son of David,” the same messianic greeting used to welcome Jesus to Jerusalem.

Jerome, commenting on the lost section of Antiquities, states that Josephus acknowledged that Christ was put to death, by the Pharisees, because of his great miracles—that John the Baptist was truly a Prophet, and that Jerusalem was destroyed because of the murder of James the Apostle. However, in the extant copy, Josephus blames the destruction upon the Zealots. The conflict could come from outside corruption, or at the hands of Josephus. In his later writings he seemed to have less fear of offending the Romans and occasionally made bolder statements. However, given the fact that Eusebius was the Bishop of Caesarea, where the Antiquities copy was reported, does seem very coincidental.
 Josephus' Antiquities gives us a greater insight into the rationale and chronological order of events that encompassed the incident. However, the details of James’ execution were slighted:

Upon learning of the death of Festus [Acts 25:1-26:32], Caesar [Nero] sent Albinus to Judea as Procurator, but the King [Agrippa II] removed Joseph from the High Prieisthood and bestowed the dignity of that office on the son of Ananus, who was also himself called Ananus… The younger [Ananus], who, as we have said, obtained the High Priesthood, was rash in his temperament and very insolent. He was also of the sect of the Sadducees, who were the most uncompromising of all the Jews, as we have already observed, in execution of Judgement. Ananus, therefore, being of this character, and supposing that he now had a favourable opportunity, Festus being dead and Albinus still on the road, called a Sanhedrin of the judges and brought before them the brother of Jesus, who was called “the Christ,” whose name was James, along with certain others, and when he had presented a charge against them of breaking the Law, delivered them to be stoned (Antiquities of the Jews, 20.9.1).
This gives us a glimpse into the activities surrounding the event. Eusebius recorded two versions of the murder. In one, quoting from Clement of Alexandria, he states that James was alive after the fall, but his legs were broken, and that he was killed by a blow from a fuller’s club. Eisenman, in James the Brother of Jesus, p. 589; relates a story from the Pseudo Clementines Recognitions, which uses the same events, but divides them into two different stories. The first story concerned an attack upon James, probably about 40 AD, by his “Enemy.” Accordingly, the high priests invited James to the temple for a debate, apparently a common custom, and similar to the “invitation” by the “scribes and Pharisees” in Hegesippus’ version. During the debate James’ Enemy enters:

A certain man, who was an Enemy, with a few others came into the Temple near the altar. He cried out, saying: “What are you doing. O Children of Israel? Are you so easily carried away by these miserable men, who stray after a magician?”

A marginal note in the writings identifies the Enemy as Saul. He begins to argue with James and when he is about to be overcome by James’ logic:

He began to create a great commotion, so that matters that were being correctly and calmly explained could not be either properly examined, nor understood and believed. At that point, he raised an outcry over the weakness and foolishness of the Priests, reproaching them and crying out, “Why do you delay? Why do you not immediately seize all those who are with him?” Then he rose and was first to seize a firebrand from the altar and began beating with it. The rest of the Priests, when they saw him, then followed his example. In the panic-stricken flight that ensured, some fell over others and others were beaten.

Eisenman connects this event to like events described by Josephus in which “the bolder sort” of men beat the poorer priests.
Much blood poured from those that had been killed. Now the Enemy cast James down from the top of the stairs, but since he fell as if he were dead, he did not venture to hit him a second time. The Enemy, then, in front of the Priests, promised the High Priest Caiaphas that he would kill all those believing in Jesus. He set out for Damascus to go as one carrying letters from them, so that wherever he went, those that did not believe would help him destroy those who did. He wanted to go there first, because he thought that Peter had gone there.

The story goes on to relate James’ rescue and flight, with some five thousand others, to Jericho. There is much more of interest in these accounts and those of Jerome, but we’ll not pursue them nor attempt to establish their validity. Our intent is to point out the similarities and compare them to other events in the New Testament. The first thing that should be noted is the detail provided, which generally indicates authenticity; a commotion is created so that, things “being correctly and calmly explained,” could not be understood; “panic-stricken flight,” “blood poured,” and James “fell as if he were dead.” In a later comment in the same writings, Peter is talking to a Zacchaeus, and in reply to an inquiry to James’ health, Peter stated that he “was still lame in one foot.” Common words or events bind them; the temple, James vs. his adversaries, a debate, and James falling or being thrown down.

While these small, connecting tidbits, woven throughout all the stories of James’ death (I haven’t included all of them) testify as to some type of real event, it doesn’t end with these secular tales. The same identifying events spill over into New Testament stories. Of course it is easy to connect the Enemy, and his persecution of the Nazarenes, with the almost identical story of Saul in Acts. Both men are ranting and raving, both acquire letters from the high priest, and both head for Damascus. Paul even admits to such deeds in Galatians 1:13. Perhaps the secular tale was only a work of fiction, developed from the Acts’ story of Paul; or perhaps Acts was based upon the secular tales. I am more inclined to believe the latter. If we compare the differing stories of James’ beating and death, to those of Stephen’s death, and Peters’ Pentecost speech, we come across a number of fascinating similarities.

Acts, chapter two, depicts Peter preaching Pauline salvation, an idea that is ridiculous. Not only would he have been stoned, but the incident was prior to Saul’s conversion and his introduction of a faith salvation (We can’t cite the Gospels as evidence to the contrary because they had not been written). Another ridiculous claim, already addressed, was the conversion of three thousand Jews to Christianity. But what if the speaker had been James, and the event, his debate with the high priest? What if the message was not Jesus the Christ, but Jesus the Messiah? That would be a likely topic of debate and a logical reason for the meeting. Like the overlapping of the two events in the story of James’ death, similar overlaps occur in the Peter/Steven stories, indicating the confusion in actual events. The reference to three thousand converts by Peter finds a parallel in five thousand followers who fled with James to Jericho. The persecutions of the Church by Saul, which immediately followed the death of Stephen in Acts, fits perfectly with the persecutions by the “Enemy,” following James’ beating. Stephen’s last words were: “Lord, lay not this sin to their charge.” James’ last words were: "I beseech Thee, Lord God our Father, forgive them; for they know not what they do." The latter also found its way into Luke’s account of Jesus’ death.

There are many other similarities, not only in these stories, but throughout the New Testament. It seems obvious that these were either oft repeated stories that became entangled and confused with the telling; or, they were purposely altered to complete the Christianization of Jesus and his Apostles. For those interested in pursuing this line of thought further, I recommend Robert Eisenman’s, James the Brother of Jesus. However, our purpose here is not to confirm or deny these stories, only to point out their similarities in an effort to explain some of the inconsistencies of the New Testament.

If we can accept any of three assertions as true, (1) that apostolic succession is baseless, (2) that Paul was the author and originator of Christianity, or (3) that the Nazarenes were Jewish Messianic followers of Jesus, not Christians; then it becomes obvious that the Jewish Apostles had to be Christianized for the gentile Church to survive. I know this suggests a conspiracy of preposterous proportions, but not so if you consider the destructive attacks upon Judaism, and literature in general, that followed the Jewish War and fall of Jerusalem in 70 AD. The explosive historical events that devastated Judea wiped out almost every trace of the Essenes, the Zealots, Sadducees, and Nazarenes. The only remaining Jewish sect of any significance was the Pharisaic Rabbis, who were submissive to the Romans. There was, as far as we can determine, no Nazarene history recorded. Paul was the originator and main author of the New Testament. The Gospels, pastorals, and most of the epistles were as yet unwritten, so the Hellenistic sympathizers were able to record whatsoever they chose. In fact, with Palestine in ruins and the Jews killed or dispersed, history lay open for anyone to interpret and record. We must also consider the preference for oral tradition, lack of recorded events, the laxity in the preservation of those events, and the succeeding literary war between Christian sects—in which each destroyed or corrupted the others writings.3 And there was no improvement with the establishment of the Catholic Church. In their war against heresy they destroyed an untold number of heretical works throughout the Christian world. In fact, it isn’t a question of was the New Testament events rewritten and distorted, but rather, to what degree.

If we suppose the stores of James death and Saul’s attack upon him were, at one time, recorded in Acts, it becomes easy to understand the embarrassment they would present to Pauline Christianity—not to mention the doctrinal controversies created. For example, Paul, or his heir, would not have been able to convince Jews that James and the Apostles were Christians. It would be common knowledge among the Jews that the converts on the day of Pentecost were converts to Messianism, rather than Christianity. They would not believe Peter was a Christian. In other words, in a Jewish world, there would have been a distinct line between the Nazarenes and Paul. However, gentiles, led to believe Jews were Christ-killers, would never question the rewritten stories. But what of the folktales about Jesus, how could they be distorted? People were telling them throughout the land, but were they recording them? Yes, we gave evidence to that effect in chapter three, New Testament Authenticity, with a quote from the Catholic Encyclopedia in which the citizenry, both Catholic and Gnostic, was involved in writing fabled gospels.
When considering this subject we must remember the common belief in miracles and divine intervention in human affairs. Stories like virgin births, walking on water, and angel visitations would really raise a person’s esteem in the eyes of his neighbor. And if a poor fisherman shared a fish with a stranger, might he not come to believe his dinner companion was Christ? The devastation throughout Palestine was so great it’s hard to image a Jew producing any literature that could contend with the Hellenization of Christianity. Who then, would have been left to dispute Paul’s claims? We can’t turn to Josephus, he had, for all intent, become a Roman. While the common folk were creating romantic fantasies, gentile Christianity was busy incorporating those tales within their own Christianization of the Apostles.

That it occurred can’t be denied apart from blind faith. We have already discussed numerous events that are obvious fabrications, the chief of which is the debunking of apostolic succession. Another is the two plans of salvation attributed to Jesus. Close study reveals hundreds of small inconsistencies; such as the conflict between Jesus’ birth and Herod’s death, Jesus consorting with the unclean, and the multiple contradictory tales of the resurrection. The fact of the matter is, if the New Testament is evaluated on the basis of Jesus and the Apostles being Jews (not necessarily Essenes or Zealots), and strictly observing the Law, then you could probably eliminate at least seventy percent of it as being false.
Secular Christianity

It is at this point in our studies that the trail we have been following, that of the Law, comes to an end. From here we must look to the secular works. However, if we hold to the truths we have established concerning scriptural interpretations we will still be able to discern many doctrines and customs within Church teachings that conflict with what we have determined as facts. From here we will trade our old roadmap, the Law, for a new one, the secular materials available for canonization of the New Testament. As we judged the character of the New Testament by the Law; we must now reverse that and judge the selection of Holy Scriptures by the character of the people and the organization that wrote, edited, and compiled them into our present day New Testament. First we’ll consider those who recorded or selected the material. Then we’ll reflect on the results of the material chosen, and how the Church was affected. Having said that, let’s see if we can develop a reliable picture of the religious scene during the second century, along with their philosophies and writings.

I believe we have established as fact that all the original Apostles and disciples were Jews who had been reared within the teachings of the Law and Prophets. Those who followed and embraced Paul’s teachings were mostly gentiles with pagan backgrounds and little understanding of the Old Testament or the Law. The enmity that developed between the two sects intensified. That hatred erupted into violence when the Jewish rebellion broke out and the Romans destroyed the temple and Jerusalem in 70 AD.

The Jewish historian, Josephus, gives us a shocking and gory insight into the blood bath that occurred when Jerusalem fell and left the arena open for Hellenistic Christianity. In 66 AD, four years after the death of James, the zealous factions of the Jews and those of the lower priesthood, took control of the temple and refused sacrifices to the gentiles. Josephus, from Jewish War, takes up the tale:

And when they had joined to themselves many of the Sicarii, who crowded in among the weaker people, (that was the name for such robbers as had under their bosoms swords called Sicae,) they grew bolder, and carried their undertaking further; insomuch that the king's soldiers were overpowered by their multitude and boldness; and so they gave way, and were driven out of the upper city by force. The others then set fire to the house of Ananias the high priest, and to the palaces of Agrippa and Bernice; after which they carried the fire to the place where the archives were reposited, and made haste to burn the contracts belonging to their creditors, and thereby to dissolve their obligations for paying their debts; and this was done in order to gain the multitude of those who had been debtors, and that they might persuade the poorer sort to join in their insurrection with safety against the more wealthy; so the keepers of the records fled away, and the rest set fire to them (Jewish War, 2.17.6).

For hundreds of years there had been small scale warfare between the Jews and gentiles, especially with the Syrians and Samaritans. The division was such that each had their own cities, often side by side. Gentiles might live in Jewish cities, or vice versa, but they did so at their own peril. When the gentiles in Caesarea heard of the battle in Jerusalem, they rose up and massacred all the Jews who resided in their city. Josephus reported that within one hour more than twenty thousand were slaughtered, and Caesarea was completely emptied of Jews, for the survivors were arrested and carried away. What followed was a war between the Jews and gentiles. Josephus continues:

Upon which stroke that the Jews received at Cesarea, the whole nation was greatly enraged; so they divided themselves into several parties, and laid waste the villages of the Syrians, and their neighboring cities, Philadelphia, and Sebonitis, and Gerasa, and Pella, and Scythopolis, and after them Gadara, and Hippos; and falling upon Gaulonitis, some cities they destroyed there, and some they set on fire, and then went to Kedasa, belonging to the Tyrians, and to Ptolemais, and to Gaba, and to Cesarea; nor was either Sebaste [Samaria] or Askelon able to oppose the violence with which they were attacked; and when they had burnt these to the ground; they entirely demolished Anthedon and Gaza; many also of the villages that were about every one of those cities were plundered, and an immense slaughter was made of the men who were caught in them (Jewish War, 2.18.1).

No doubt many of the Jews saw this uprising as the fulfillment of Messianic prophecies in which the gentiles were driven from the land. Of course their victories were short lived, for Nero responded with his army, which moved rapidly throughout the countryside destroying all the Jewish towns and slaughtering or enslaving the survivors. By 68 AD, all the country was retaken except Jerusalem and Masada. What followed were sieges of the two towns. Jerusalem fell in 70 AD and Masada in 73. Josephus, Jewish War, 6.9.3, reported the number of dead at 1,100,000 and 97,000 enslaved. From the same chapter, Josephus stated that:
Titus also sent a great number into the provinces, as a present to them, that they might be destroyed upon their theatres, by the sword and by the wild beasts; but those that were under seventeen years of age were sold for slaves.
Decades after the destruction the question of the fate of the Christians in Jerusalem arose. Over two hundred years after the incident, Eusebius provided the answer in his Ecclesiastical History.4 

But the people of the church in Jerusalem had been commanded by a revelation, vouchsafed to approved men there before the war, to leave the city and to dwell in a certain town of Perea called Pella. And when those that believed in Christ had come there from Jerusalem, then, as if the royal city of the Jews and the whole land of Judea were entirely destitute of holy men, the judgment of God at length overtook those who had committed such outrages against Christ and his apostles, and totally destroyed that generation of impious men.

The revelation Eusebius referred to is commonly understood to be Jesus' dire warning:

When ye therefore shall see the abomination of desolation, spoken of by Daniel the prophet, stand in the holy place, (whoso readeth, let him understand:). Then let them which be in Judaea flee into the mountains: Let him which is on the housetop not come down to take any thing out of his house: Neither let him which is in the field return back to take his clothes (Matthew 24:15-18).
Many Christians believe this prophecy was fulfilled when the Syrian legate, Cestius Gallus, marched against Jerusalem in 66 AD.  According to Josephus the people were ready to surrender the city but for some unknown reason Cestius withdrew his forces, allowing the Christians, who were privy to the prophecy, to escaped.5 

Other than a vague and ambiguous passage in the Pseudo Clementine Recognitions, Eusebius was the first to record the idea of a fulfilled prophecy. However, he had two ulterior motives that are made obvious in the paragraph that preceded the prophecy reference.
For the Jews after the ascension of our Saviour, in addition to their crime against him, had been devising as many plots as they could against his apostles. First Stephen was stoned to death by them, and after him James, the son of Zebedee and the brother of John, was beheaded, and finally James, the first that had obtained the episcopal seat in Jerusalem after the ascension of our Saviour, died in the manner already described. But the rest of the apostles, who had been incessantly plotted against with a view to their destruction, and had been driven out of the land of Judea, went unto all nations to preach the Gospel, relying upon the power of Christ, who had said to them, Go and make disciples of all the nations in my name (Ecclesiastical History, 3.5.2). 
Eusebius was writing his Ecclesiastical History at the turn of the fourth century. His main purpose was to establish the apostolicity of the Catholic Church over all other Christian sects. His secondary goal was to separate Christianity from Judaism and thereby ingratiate the Church with Rome. In this paragraph he offers up the martyrs of Judaic persecution and sanctions the dispersion of Christian Apostles to "all nations to preach the Gospel." Such an assumption is not only illogical, it's baseless. Christians often think of those Jerusalem Nazarenes as Paul’s Church, but considering all the Scriptural proofs we’ve shown, it should be obvious that the Nazarenes never converted to Christianity. And the few incidents of slaughter between Jews and gentiles presented in this study makes it highly unlikely any converts Paul may have had in Jerusalem would have been left alive. Assuming Paul even made converts, they would have been targets for both sides—if the Jews were really persecuting them. 
Paul had established a number of churches; but all outside Judea. In any case, following the destruction of that city and the Jewish-gentile war there were obviously no survivors left who were inclined to record what happened to a few Christians; or all such records were destroyed in the literary wars that occurred between the contending religious sects during the following centuries.6 

 The earliest records from that era, other than vague references to St. John, are those of Clement of Rome and his works at the end of the century. Also there were epistles from Polycarp, saint and martyr, and Irenaeus of Lyons; both contemporaneous with the heretic Marcion, about 130-140 AD. What transpired in those missing years (70-130 AD) is unknown to everyone—except the Church. Their claim is, of course, the evolution of the Jewish Apostles to Christian Apostles. However, all we can be sure of is that Pauline Christianity appeared with the new century. The logical explanation is that (assuming Paul’s death) local leaders stepped forward and continued Paul’s work. Few would have known the Apostles, other than by name. And since they were directly connected with Jesus, the gentiles’ savior, it would only be logical that they and their deeds, should be Christianized and drawn into the Church. Letters between the churches became our New Testament epistles, pastorals were penned, and the Gospels composed from folktales; all espousing Christian values. However, though it is unlikely, it is also possible that orthodox Christianity did not even derive from Paul’s line of ministry. There were many Christian sects based upon philosophy, Gnosticism, mystery cults, and Jesus movements—any one, or a combination, could have evolved into today’s Christianity.

If we pause and consider the events that were unfolding, it becomes evident that we are witnessing the distillation of Christian doctrines. Religious leaders, probably in all good faith, were arguing for their concept of what God desired. Unlike God’s personal delivery of the Law and Ten Commandments to Moses, Christians were left to their own devices. In all likely-hood, the very first Jesus sect leaders, working from Paul’s letters and the Greek Septuagint, wrote their own epistles and doctrines, and provided their own interpretations. It is also possible that the works were group efforts; that the resultant documents were unsigned until a later date, and then an Apostles’ name was affixed. And, as we will see in our study of Ignatius’ writings, authors thought nothing of correcting or adding to others works. To add credence to their own writings, those early Christians often looked around for authority, and like any good promotional agency, they turned to big name appeal. They would have had little knowledge of the Apostles, other than their names and the few references made to them by Paul, but that is all they needed; because, as we have already mentioned, writing under another’s name was considered honorable. So, with total conviction they were only speaking for Paul (or John, Peter, or James), they penned the name of an Apostle to their works. And with that simple gesture they destroyed what the Romans could not, the Apostles’ dedication to the Law. With a few strokes of the pen, lifetimes of sacrifices, practicing circumcision and avoiding the unclean was taken from them. Peter’s disassociation from Paul and his refusal to meet with Cornelius was excused. And James, a Nazarite, the Oblias (Just) or Zaddik, the only Jew pure enough to enter the Holy of Holies,7 the most revered holy man in all Judea, who died proclaiming Jesus the Messiah, was converted to Christianity by some unknown author’s fables. And why not—since Paul had resurrected a Christian Jesus, it was not only logical, but absolutely necessary, that his disciples should also be Christians.

But it doesn’t end there. As one congregation rose to dominance it assumed the power and right to dictate the beliefs of others. For authority, it turned to its apostolic writings, those supposedly written by its own members, and others it has carefully screened and collected; the more writings, the greater the authority. The Scriptures of Paul provided the doctrinal foundation for the Church; but Paul’s Jesus was a spirit and, as we have seen, in real life had not taught Paul’s brand of salvation. Of course, oral tradition was already fleshing out Jesus’ character. Thus was the beginning of the orthodox or Catholic Church. When we consider the emphasis on apostolic writings, tradition, and the succession of teachers, it becomes evident that their teachings were modeled after schools of Greek philosophy. Such schools were understood to have had a founder/teacher, and then teachings were transmitted through a line of disciple/teachers, who were known as successors (diadochoi). The teachings were known as “traditions,” the building blocks of Catholic doctrine today. Relating the Jesus movements to this type of teaching, Burton Mack in Who Wrote the New Testament?—p. 200; states:

…The spread of the Jesus and Christ movements had far outpaced the rise of a philosophical school, and the vast majority of first-generation Christians, including the teachers, preachers, and leaders in charge of local congregations, had never known the historical Jesus. Seventy years had passed without keeping track of the diadochoi in the schools of Jesus. The first itinerant founders of Christian congregations were dead. Local congregations were under the care and leadership of resident “elders” and patrons, just as any association would have been. And as for the collective memories of Jesus’ first disciples, they were very fuzzy and hardly appropriate for the task at hand. The early Jesus movements had not left any record of disciples that Jesus had trained to carry on his program. As we have seen, that is because Jesus did not have such a program and did not train disciples for leadership.

When the Church turned to referencing traditions during the middle of the second century, accurate recording and preservation of the stories was not the purpose. By then, the truth concerning the life of Jesus, what he taught, his ministry, even the beginning of Christianity, had been bound up in a tapestry of fables. When early Church champions, such as Irenaeus and Tertullian, began arguing for Church traditions and a succeeding line of apostolic descend, there was no proof—only ambiguous and vague references handed down by oral tradition. To compound the problem, even those tales were confusing; for example, the names of the twelve disciples, as well as their authority, were questionable. The writer of Mark made the first attempt to build a base for that authority when he had Jesus send the disciples out. Of course that still didn’t provide much information about them or their works. Matthew did better with the great commission, but it was Luke who rose to the occasion when he had Jesus appear to the eleven, had them elect a replacement for Judas, celebrate Pentecost, and then had the Holy Spirit send them out to tell the gospel of truth (Acts 2). But those scrabbling to formulate a line of succession still had no stories of these disciples’ works. Again from Who Wrote the New Testament?
Thus they needed texts. And so the writing of texts in the name of some disciple or apostle became standard practice. It is for this reason as well that previously written anonymous literature, such as the New Testament gospels, were now attributed either to a disciple, as in the cases of Matthew and John, or to an associate of a disciple, such as Mark, or to an associate of Paul, as in the case of Luke. A cursory glance at the large collection of early Christian writings traditionally know as the apocryphal New Testament (Elliott 1993) and at the corpus now known as the Gnostic scriptures (Layton 1987: Robinson 1988) reveals many texts purportedly written by a disciple as well as many stories about the disciples’ acts, missions, and preachments. The favorites include Peter, James, John, and Paul. For each of these there are letters, a collection of acts, and either a gospel or a revelation (apocalypse)…

This literature, most of which was written during the second, third, and fourth centuries, documents the success of the shift in early Christian mythmaking that took place at the turn of the second century. The shift produced the notion of an apostolic period, a notion that eventually made it possible for the Christian church to imagine the first chapter of early Christian “history” as the assured foundation for its institutions and offices.
Today, Christians, especially Catholics, speak the names of the early Fathers, such as Irenaeus, Eusebius, Clement, Tertullian, and Augustine, with reverent awe. They are upheld as the pillars of knowledge and holiness—and in a time of superstition and ignorance, perhaps they were. Education was limited to the clergy, with the focus on Church propaganda rather than reason. Their agenda was to prove and promote Church doctrines, not uncover truth. Paul had already furnished them with the truth, their goal was to connect all the gaping contradictions and mold that truth into a believable, even though senseless, story. Let’s consider a couple of examples to show just how far they stretched credibility in their efforts.

With Paul’s reference to James as the Lord’s brother (Galatians 1:19), it was almost impossible for the Church fathers to deny the relationship. But much confusion arose when trying to relate a virgin birthed Savior to earthly brothers. Many questioned that Mary was the mother of them all. Some early writers, trying to maintain Mary’s virginity, even insisted that the brothers were only stepbrothers. Jerome rejected such an idea, and instead turned to John 19:25, to find two sisters, both named Mary. While the idea of two sisters bearing the same name is not impossible, it is so far fetched as to be ridiculous. For Jerome, one was the mother of Jesus; the other, the wife of Joseph’s brother. The point is not the genealogy, but the extremes to which Church writers were willing to go in an effort to establish their traditions.

Such confusion is also exhibited in a correspondence between Jerome and a younger Augustine. The passage in Galatians 2:11-12, where Peter drew away from the gentiles when others “from James” came; and in Acts 15, where James is officiating as Head of the Church, makes it clear that Peter was not the foundation of the Church. Of course, since Peter was supposed to be the “Prince of Apostles,” this created some confusion. So, in a series of letters, a perplexed Augustine asked a much older, and somewhat wiser Jerome, about the embarrassing contradiction. At first Jerome ignored Augustine’s queries, then finally asked him “not to challenge an old man… who asks only to remain silent.” Basically, Jerome was advising him to forget about it. This incident occurred sometime near the end of the fifth century, so it can be seen that many unsettled issues were still in need of explanations, even at that late date.

Chapter 11 — The Gnostics, Apologists & Early Writings

The Gnostics

At first, in the years following the fall of Jerusalem, Paul’s Christianity flourished, then began to languish, but only briefly. At the beginning of the second century, his writings found a loyal following among the Gnostics when Marcion, one of the first recognized “heretics,” chose his writings as the basis for his canon. The Gnostics were not an ineffectual and unorganized bunch of fanatics that burst upon the scene and quickly disappeared into history. Theirs was a well-organized and worldwide form of worship that was accepted and promoted by reputable and intelligent leaders of their time, and endured well into the fifteenth century. But for the twists of fate and events, Gnosticism might have been the religion of choice today, rather than Christianity. No one is sure of their exact teachings, for though they had a number of very prolific writers; most of their works have been burned or lost in favor of early orthodox writings. Some that survived are the Gospel of Truth, the Letter to Rheginus, Treatise on the Three Natures, Apocalypse of Adam, the Gospel of Matthias, Gospel of Philip, Acts of Peter, and Acts of Thomas.

The word gnostic means knowledge and referred to the belief that they possessed a special, divine, knowledge of God. (It is interesting to note that although Christians vilify the Gnostics as heretics their beliefs are also gnostic, and are attested by the fact they deny agnosticism. When Christians claim a spiritual union with their God and assert that no man can know Him except by divine revelation, then they are espousing Gnosticism.) In general, the Gnostics rejected the Old Testament, divided mankind into good (spiritual) and evil (earthly) and, much like Augustine, believed in a diversity of good and evil deities. Apparently their beliefs were a mixture of pagan, Jewish, and Christian teachings—another form of Christianity.

There is some speculation that Gnostism predated Christianity and is therefore not truly Christian doctrine. However, it definitely adopted the idea of Christ, if not the person, and in that aspect was Christian. One of the first founders, or proponents, was an Alexandrian scholar named Basilides who wrote between the years 120 & 130 AD. In the third century the early Church theologian, Clement of Alexandria, wrote that Basilides claimed to have received secret tradition from one Glaucias, the interpreter of Peter.

But far more significant than Basilides, was his contemporary Valentinus. Valentinus claimed he received lessons in Christian religion from a certain Theudas, who, he said, had been a student of St. Paul. This was, quite possibly, the crossroads where Gnostism and Pauline doctrines fused. Valentinus probably met, and was influenced by Basilides, because he taught in, and established, a large following in Alexandria between 117 and 138 AD. He went to Rome sometime between 136-140 AD, there his teachings flourished until about 160 AD. Valentinus found many followers, both in the East and in the West, and Hippolytus speaks of two schools established by him, an Oriental and an Italian.

But probably the best known leader of Gnosticism was Marcion, the son of the Bishop of Sinope, a sea-port of Pontus, along the Black Sea.  Marcion was a wealthy ship-owner who, in July, AD 144, stood before the Christian congregation in Rome to expound his teachings in order to win others to his point of view. For some years he had been a member of one of the Roman churches, and had proved the sincerity of his faith by making relatively large financial contributions. No doubt he was a respected member of the Christian community. But what he expounded to the presbyters was so monstrous that they were utterly shocked! The hearing ended in a harsh rejection of Marcion's views and he was formally excommunicated.

From that time forward, Marcion went his own way, energetically propagating a strange kind of Christianity that quickly took root throughout large sections of the Roman Empire, and by the end of the 2nd century, had become a serious threat to the mainstream Christian Church. In each city of any importance, the Marcionites set up their church to defy the Christian one.

Marcion was the first to canonize a New Testament, an act that accelerated the process of creating the orthodox Church's canon, already begun in the first half of the second century. However, it was in opposition to Marcion's criticism that the Church first became fully aware of the power of a sanctioned set of Scriptures. Gnosticism flourished from the second century and, though suppressed by the Church, endured until the fifteenth century under different names, such as the Cathars, Bogomil,  Paulicians, and Manichaeans. The only group to have continuously survived into modern times is the Mandaean sect of Iraq and Iran. This group currently numbers fewer than 15,000. Gnostic Christianity has been revitalized in the West and is now experiencing some growth. Today modern sects can be found on the Internet.

By the first part of the second century, various Christian sects, throughout the world, were repeating the stories of Jesus they held dear, collecting their favorite tales, and expounding their own interpretations. Each group viewed the other with, at first, skepticism, then hostility, and finally hatred. The followers of Paul viewed any doctrine other than their own as of the devil and its adherents as accursed (Galatians 1:8-9). The Jewish believers rejected any teachings contrary to the Law, and everyone was labeling the Jews as Christ-killers. Superstition was rampant. Most all Christians believed the old pagan gods were demons or fallen angels. And the doctrines of the Nicolaitans and Gnostics were further dividing those who claimed the name Christian. As the second century aged, the need for the written word increased and a number of Church leaders began writing apologies, exhortations, and dissertations. Through more of a preference rather than a conscious effort, the different churches began to collect these writing and formulate their own canonical Scriptures. One group became what we now regard as the orthodox, or Catholic Church.

Paul’s Christ was spiritual, Jesus came to him in visions, lived within him as the Holy Ghost, and revealed the things he recognized as truth. It can be little doubted that this is what attracted Marcion to Paul’s writings. Such is expressed in his Gnostic doctrines. But the orthodox group couldn’t tolerate doctrines that denied the God of the Old Testament and introduced an array of good and bad gods. So a fierce controversy developed between the two groups that raged for centuries. For a clearer picture it should be understood that each side wasn’t composed of a single, united group. Both sides were made up of sects, or denominations, that were often in disagreement within their own groups on at least one or two points.

However, all their differences melted down to one main topic of contention, whether the gospel of Jesus Christ should be regarded literally or allegorically. Marcion had collected Paul’s writings, combined them with some of his own, and canonized them into a book, or testament. The very fact that such writings were selected, compiled, and presented as chosen literature lent credence to it. And like a flag, it drew hundreds to Marcion’s banner. That was when the orthodox group, the Church, realized the importance of a canonized Scripture.
In this fight for truth there was an even greater struggle taking place, one for authority. From Bet Emet Ministries, www.geocities.com/faithofyeshua/:

… Underlying these theological debates between the "orthodox" and the Gnostics was the struggle for power and authority over religion and who was able to wield it. Another way to say this is that underlying these theological debates was the struggle for authority and who was able to claim it. It is important to notice and make the connection that it is this issue of authority that relates most closely to another use of literature in this polemical context. Not only did different parties produce literature designed to confute the positions of others while establishing the validity of their own sect and their own religious literature, several groups also argued that certain writings from earlier days were endowed with sacred authority, and that this literature could be employed to authorize a correct understanding of these disputed religious issues that confronted the heresiologists and their opponents. It is this struggle for authority and power over religion that is the first steps that would culminate in the canon of Scripture, a movement that eventuated in the formation of a "Roman New Testament,” a collection of books given authority by its creators and which the "orthodox" would use to justify, give mastery to, and complete domination to their own theological claims which were unique to their own group…

…Some say that we may never know precisely what role the controversies between orthodoxy and heresy played in the development of the New Testament canon. But that is really not true. We have already seen that these theological disagreements between the "allegorists" and the "literalists" became very heated at times and carried on for centuries as they debated "Christology." We saw that with the adoption of Christianity by the Roman Emperor Constantine and the Edict of Toleration that Christianity was to become the official religion of the Roman Empire. Long before this however we found the "proto-orthodox" theologians like Ignatius, Justin, and Irenaeus in the 
second century already responding to the earliest Christology of the Docetics and Marcion with volumes of literature which attacked their religious premises concerning everything from "the Christ" to "salvation." But this much is certain: one of the salient criteria applied to determine whether a writing could be considered canonical was whether it was "apostolic," meaning, at the very least, that it could reasonably be attributed to Jesus' apostles or their close allies.
…Answer for yourself: Did you notice that now those in control in Rome were NOW deciding what "is" and "is not" apostolic based upon what they deemed "orthodox" and upon "what they had in their possession" as texts which either promoted or were made to promote their OWN theological positions?

Implicit in such judgments by those who considered themselves "orthodox" is the entire notion of "apostolic succession," to which the orthodox made endless appeal in their efforts to ground their teachings in the time-honored truths conveyed by Jesus to his followers and through them to the orthodox churches. These churches, as taught by the "orthodox Roman" Church, were thought to have been established by the apostles, who had appointed their leaders, endowed them with authority, and bequeathed to them their own writings. So, for a heresiologist like Tertullian, the arguments for apostolic succession and Scriptural authority go hand in hand. In his Prescription of Heretics Tertullian can maintain that orthodox Christians need not even engage heretics in debate over the meaning of Scriptures, the fountain of all truth. The Scriptures belong to the heirs of the apostles, and to them alone. And of course this meant to themselves (Gentiles no less); the Roman Church. Heretics have no claim to these sacred texts, and so their interpretations of them are automatically ruled out of court.

...It comes as no surprise to see orthodox Christians (anti-Gnostics) after Marcion strongly urging their own versions of the Christian Bible. Irenaeus, for instance, a self-conscious ally of Justin, but writing some thirty years later, embraces the Old Testament and insists very emotionally that four Gospels belong to the sacred Scriptures—Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John—and that this number is fixed by nature, because there are, after all, four winds, and four corners of the earth over which Christianity had spread, and therefore necessarily four pillars, the Gospels, upon which it is built (Adv. Haer. III, 11, 7-8).
Answer for yourself: Does that sound like the Holy Spirit to you? That 
we need only 4 accounts of Jesus because we have only 4 winds? What if the wind is blowing out of the southwest or the northeast? Do we need then six?

The Apologists
In a prior chapter I referred to the early Church groups and mentioned the Apologists as one of the Christ movements. I also made reference to the importance the mystery religions played in the development of Christianity and how their adherents were drawn to the idea of one god. Mr. Earl Doherty, author of The Jesus Puzzle, website: http://www.jesuspuzzle.com/, gives us a good description of what occurred.

Monotheism was the possession not only of the Jews, but of much of Greek philosophy. Ancient thinking had arrived at an ultimate high God who had created and governed the universe. But a problem had to be faced. As such a God was made ever more lofty, more perfect, he also became more transcendent. Any form of contact with the inferior world of matter was deemed inappropriate and indeed impossible, and so the idea arose that any relationship between God and the world had to take place through some form of intermediary.
The Greek solution was the Logos, a kind of subsidiary god or divine force, an emanation of the Deity. In the most influential school of thinking, Platonism, the Logos was the image of God in perceivable form and a model for creation. He revealed the otherwise inaccessible, ultimate God, and through him—or it, since the Logos was more an abstract than a personal being—God acted upon the world. We know of Hellenistic religious sects based on the Logos. (See the little Address to the Greeks, originally attributed to Justin Martyr.)
The Jewish God never became quite so inaccessible, but knowledge of him and of his Law was thought to have been brought to the world by a part of himself called "Wisdom." This figure (it was a 'she') evolved almost into a divine being herself, an agent of creation and salvation with her own myths about coming to earth—though not in any physical incarnation. (See Proverbs 1 and 8-9, Baruch 3-4, 
Ecclesiasticus 24 and The Wisdom of Solomon.) In fact, many parts
of the ancient world seem to have developed the concept of an intermediary divine figure coming to earth to bring knowledge and salvation, but details of such myths, especially for pre-Christian periods, are sketchy and much debated.
Out of this rich soil of ideas arose Christianity, a product of both Jewish and Greek philosophy. Its concept of Jesus the "Son" grew out of ideas like personified Wisdom (with a sex change), leavened with the Greek Logos, and amalgamated with the more personal and human figure of traditional Messiah expectation. Christianity made its Christ (the Greek word for Messiah) into a heavenly figure who could be related to, though he is intimately tied to God himself. Unlike Wisdom or the Logos, however, the Christian Savior was envisioned to have undergone self-sacrifice.

As we have already mentioned, the first hundred years of Christianity remains shrouded in a fog of ignorance for lack of historical records. But when we enter the second century, we find the writings of the Apologists who championed Christianity; men like Justin Martyr, Theophilus of Antioch, Athenagoras of Athens, Minucius Felix, and Tatian, a pupil of Martyr. The most amazing characteristic of these apologists is the fact that, with the exception of Justin Martyr, none introduces an historical Jesus into their defenses of Christianity to the pagans. There is little continuity between these writers and Church traditions. In fact, they often have little or nothing in common with New Testament Gospels and epistles. With the exception of Justin Martyr, none have anything to say about Jesus and the Gospels prior to 180 AD.

Before he discovered Christianity, Justin Martyr was a philosopher, studying the Stoics, Aristotle, and the Pythagoreans. He applied that learned philosophy to his new religion. For him, Christianity was simply the best philosophy. In Rome, he opened his own school and taught Christianity in the same manner philosophy was taught.

But what form did this Christian philosophy assume? It had all the basic elements of the Jewish monotheistic worship, it used the Hebrew Scriptures, and extolled Jewish ethics. On the other hand, its concept of a Son of God was the Logos, perceived as an intermediary between God and man. It was a religion styled upon Platonism and Judaism, entirely different from Paul’s suffering Christ, or end of the world scenario. The apologists’ view of salvation was rooted in Greek mysticism, not Jewish martyrdom.

In studying the works of these writers, the difference becomes obvious. For instance, Theophilus was a bishop of Antioch in 168 AD, who claims to have turned to Christianity after reading the Jewish Scriptures. In his treatise, To Autolycus, written about 180, the question: “What is a Christian?” was asked. In reply, the character Autolycus answered: “Because we are anointed with the oil of God.”1 No reference to Jesus, or Christ. In fact, Theophilus never mentions either in his writings. There is no reference to a founder/teacher; instead, they receive their doctrines and knowledge of God by the Holy Spirit. He does mention “the gospels,” but such refers to the word of God, not the New Testament Gospels.2
Theophilus speaks of his God as the Word, through whom God created the world. The Word, or Logos, along with Wisdom, was begat by Him.3 He was the intermediary between God and man, yet Theophilus makes no reference to that Word being incarnated, made flesh, or even being on the earth. In fact, he denies any sense of begetting, asserting he was within the heart of God.

Redemption comes through obedience to the commandments of God. Theophilus doesn’t even entertain the idea of an atoning sacrifice through Jesus.4 Such a death isn’t even mentioned. And though Theophilus speaks of the resurrection, when Autolycus (the non-believer) demands: “Show me even one who has been raised from the dead!” his Christian adversary has nothing to say about Jesus. Quite the contrary, he derides the pagans for worshipping “dead men,” such as Hercules and Aesclepius, who were supposedly raised from the dead.5
Athenagoras of Athens was a philosopher and Christian who wrote in Alexandria about the same time as Theophilus. In his, A Plea for the Christians, addressed to the emperor, he declared: “We acknowledge one God… by whom the universe has been created through his Logos, and set in order and kept in being… for we acknowledge also a Son of God… If it occurs to you to enquire what is meant by the Son, I will state that he is the first product of the Father (who) had the Logos in himself. He came forth to be the idea and energizing power of all material things.”6
A Plea for the Christians has 37 chapters, yet somehow, Athenagoras fail to tell the emperor that the Logos, his Son of God, had been incarnated as Jesus Christ. He goes deeply into Stoic and Platonic philosophy, angels, demons, and Greek myths, but says nothing about Paul’s concept of salvation. His Christian doctrine is “not from a human source, but uttered and taught by God.” There are times when he quotes maxims close to those of the Sermon on the Mount, and refers to quotations as coming from Scripture, but they are never attributed to Jesus. Like Theophilus, Athenagoras never mentions Jesus; yet he apologizes to the emperor: “If I go minutely into the particulars of our doctrines, let it not surprise you.”7
Tatian, a pupil of Justin Martyr, wrote Apology to the Greeks, from Rome, about 160 AD. Like the other apologists, he turned to Christianity after reading the Jewish Scriptures; also, as the other apologists, he never uses “Jesus,” “Christ,” or the name “Christian.” Great attention is given to describing the Logos as the creative power of the universe; the first-begotten of the Father, through whom the world was made. But, again, he fails to reference to an incarnation. Eternal life is gained through the knowledge of God, not an atoning sacrifice.

Finally, we come to Octavius, a small treatise in Latin. It presents a debate between Caecilius, a pagan, and Octavius, a Christian, as developed by the author, Minucius Felix. There is a lot of debate as to when Minucius Felix, as the work is now known, was written. The dates range between 150 and 200 AD.

Again, in this work, as with the other apologists, there is no reference to Jesus though the word Christian appears throughout. While it does refer to the resurrection of the body and a future judgment, no appeal is made to Jesus’ resurrection as proof, even when challenged: “…what single individual has returned from the dead either by the fate of Protesilaus, with permission to sojourn for even a few hours, or that we might believe it for an example?”8 Caecilius, enumerating pagan opinion accuses Christians of every offense imaginable, from debauchery to the devouring of infants, to Christian hopes for the world’s fiery destruction. 

Assuredly this confederacy ought to be rooted out and execrated…. a certain religion of lust… I hear that they adore the head of an ass… that they worship the virilia [genitals] of their pontiff and priest… and he who explains their ceremonies by reference to a man punished by extreme suffering for his wickedness, and to the deadly wood of the cross, appropriates fitting altars for reprobate and wicked men, that they may worship what they deserve… An infant covered over with meal, that it may deceive the unwary, is placed before him who is to be stained with their rites: this infant is slain by the young pupil, who has been urged on as if to harmless blows on the surface of the meal, with dark and secret wounds. Thirstily_O horror!_they lick up its blood; eagerly they divide its limbs (Octavius, chap. 9).
In The Jesus Puzzle, Mr. Doherty comments upon these deflamations:
Remember that a Christian is composing this passage. He has included the central element and figure of the Christian faith, the person and crucifixion of Jesus, within a litany of ridiculous and unspeakable calumnies leveled against his religion—with no indication, by his language or tone, that this reference to a crucified man is to be regarded as in any way different from the rest of the items: disreputable accusations which need to be refuted. Could a Christian author who believed in a crucified Jesus and his divinity really have been capable of this manner of presentation?
In Octavius' half of the debate, he proceeds eventually to the refutation of these slanders. Here are some of the other things he says along the way.

In ridiculing the Greek myths about the deaths of their gods, such as Isis lamenting over the dismembered Osiris, he says: "Is it not absurd to bewail what you worship, or worship what you bewail?" In other words, he is castigating the Greeks for lamenting and worshiping a god who is slain. Later he says: "Men who have died cannot become gods, because a god cannot die; nor can men who are born (become gods) . . . Why, I pray, are gods not born today, if such have ever been born?" He then goes on to ridicule the whole idea of gods procreating themselves, which would include the idea of a god begetting a son. Elsewhere he scorns those who are credulous enough to believe in miracles performed by gods.
How, without any saving qualification, could a Christian put such arguments forward, since they would confute and confound essential Christian beliefs in his own mind, and leave himself open to the charge of hypocrisy? It is one thing for the puzzled commentator to claim that silences in the apologists are due to a desire not to discourage or irritate the pagans with long and confusing theological treatises on subjects they are prejudiced against, or because they are not aiming to provide a comprehensive picture of the faith. But when an apologist makes statements which flatly contradict and even calumnize ideas which should be at the very heart of his own beliefs and personal devotion, such explanations are clearly discredited.
And how does Minucius Felix deal with the accusation that Christians 
worship a crucified man and his cross? As he did in Caecilius' diatribe, the author inserts his response into the midst of his refutation of other calumnies about incestuous banquets and adoration of a priest's genitals. Here is the manner and context in which he deals with the charge of worshiping a crucified criminal: "These and similar indecencies we do not wish to hear; it is disgraceful having to defend ourselves from such charges. People who live a chaste and virtuous life are falsely charged by you with acts which we would not consider possible, except that we see you doing them yourselves. Moreover (nam), when you attribute to our religion the worship of a criminal and his cross, you wander far from the truth in thinking that a criminal deserved, or that a mortal man could be able, to be believed in as God. Miserable indeed is that man whose whole hope is dependent on a mortal, for such hope ceases with his (the latter's) death…”

Before going on, we should first note that verse 2, following as it does on the sentiments of verse 1 (which the Latin word nam emphasizes), makes it clear that the writer regards this accusation as being in the same vein as the other "indecencies" he is at pains to refute. And what is the refutation he provides? It is to heap scorn on those who would believe that a crucified criminal, a mortal, should be thought of as a god. Where is the necessary qualification that no Christian could surely have remained silent on? Where is the saving defense that in fact this crucified man was not a mortal, but was indeed God? Some claim that this is what Minucius is implying, but such an implication is so opaque, it can only be derived from reading it into the text. Octavius' words certainly do not contain it, although they do imply that the writer knows of some Christians who believe such things, but he has no sympathy with them.
…Those who are capable of letting historical documents say what they obviously seem to be saying will recognize that Minucius Felix is a true 'smoking gun' pointing to a Christian denial of the historical Jesus. Even though this document indicates that there were others within the movement who believed in such a figure, and that there were historical Jesus traditions circulating, this does not automatically validate the historicity of such a figure, especially as the author is writing no earlier than the mid-second century. But the key consideration is this: such a denial as Minucius Felix voices would hardly have been possible within the context of a movement which had actually begun with an historical Jesus, and so we can say that this document does indeed provide strong evidence of the non-existence of this figure.
To the dispassionate eye, Minucius Felix is one Christian who will have no truck with those, in other circles of his religion, who profess the worship of a Jesus who was crucified in Judea under the governorship of Pontius Pilate, rumors of which have reached pagan ears and elicited much scorn and condemnation. To claim that a whole generation of apologists would falsely convey such an exterior to those they are seeking to win over, that they would deliberately indulge in this kind of Machiavellian deception, is but one of the desperate measures which modern Christian scholars have been forced to adopt in their efforts to deal with a Christian record that stubbornly refuses to paint the picture they all want to see.

As I have stated repeatedly, it is the generally held belief of most Christian denominations that Paul, and the Apostles of Jesus, carried the story of salvation throughout the world. The fact that we find several writers who professed a form of Christianity without an historical Jesus is additional proof that such was not the case. And when we consider the fact that these apologies were written from different parts of the world, within a close time frame of other Christian literature, it becomes obvious that there were many, varied, concepts of Christianity.

Early Writings

As we compare the writings of the early Christians we find vast differences in ideologies and philosophies. And, upon close inspection, we can actually detect the rapid evolution of a spiritual, personal, religion to an organized, worldly, system intent upon total dominance. For the early disciples of Paul, understanding of God was based upon the Hebrew Scripture. Heathen gods were false, helpless, idols made by hand. God was supreme—all in all. Later the Hellenistic converts, even notable Fathers, saints, and bishops such as Tertullian and Augustine, viewed the gods as real; evil demons, and fallen angels of Satan, created to confuse the truth. Look at the difference between these passages; first from Octavius, then from St. Augustine’s City of God:
Also you offer up and worship the heads of oxen and of wethers, and you dedicate gods mingled also of a goat and a man, and gods with the faces of dogs and lions. Do you not adore and feed Apis the ox, with the Egyptians? And you do not condemn their sacred rites instituted in honour of serpents, and crocodiles, and other beasts, and birds, and fishes, of which if any one were to kill one of these gods, he is even punished with death. These same Egyptians, together with very many of you, are not more afraid of Isis than they are of the pungency of onions, nor of Serapis more than they tremble at the basest noises produced by the foulness of their bodies. (chapter 28)… For in that you attribute to our religion the worship of a criminal and his cross, you wander far from the neighbourhood of the truth, in thinking either that a criminal deserved, or that an earthly being was able, to be believed God. Miserable indeed is that man whose whole hope is dependent on mortal man, for all his help is put an end to with the extinction of the man (chapter 29).
From Augustine’s City of God:

It is alleged, in excuse of this practice, that the stories told of the gods are not true, but false, and mere inventions, but this only makes matters worse, if we form our estimate by the morality our religion teaches; and if we consider the malice of the devils, what more wily and astute artifice could they practice upon men? 
… But the devils, whom these men repute gods, are content that even iniquities they are guiltless of should be ascribed to them, so long as they may entangle men's minds in the meshes of these opinions, and draw them on along with themselves to their predestinated punishment: whether such things were actually committed by the men whom these devils, delighting in human infatuation, cause to be worshipped as gods, and in whose stead they, by a thousand malign and deceitful artifices, substitute themselves, and so receive worship; or whether, though they were really the crimes of men, these wicked spirits gladly allowed them to be attributed to higher beings, that there might seem to be conveyed from heaven itself a sufficient sanction for the perpetration of shameful wickedness.

In the first example, Minucius Felix ridicules the idea that some make gods of the lower creatures and inanimate objects, and his remark about worshiping dead men even seems to scorn the idea of a risen Savior. In contrast, Augustine sees satanic devils in every aspect of life, thereby identifying himself as a superstitious, fear monger. Another example from Theophilus' To Autolycus:

Who is the Physician? God, who heals and makes alive through His word and wisdom. God by His own word and wisdom made all things; for "by His word were the heavens made, and all the host of them by the breath of His mouth." Most excellent is His wisdom. By His wisdom God founded the earth; and by knowledge He prepared the heavens; and by understanding were the fountains of the great deep broken up, and the clouds poured out their dews. If thou perceivest these things, O man, living chastely, and holily, and righteously, thou canst see God. But before all let faith and the fear of God have rule in thy heart, and then shalt thou understand these things. When thou shalt have put off the mortal, and put on incorruption, then shall thou see God worthily. For God will raise thy flesh immortal with thy soul; and then, having become immortal, thou shalt see the Immortal, if now you believe on Him; and then you shall know that you have spoken unjustly against Him (bk. 1, chap. 7).
Here the apologist doesn’t even appear to know of Jesus Christ. All the emphasis is on God, not the Son. Even though God works through the Word, it is still God who is the point of focus. Salvation comes through righteousness and the mercy of God—not Jesus. In fact there is no inference of the Word being made flesh—no indication a Jesus Christ ever existed. On the other hand, as we shall see from the following passage, the Church equated Jesus with God, and their writings speak to and of Jesus instead of God. From Ignatius to the Smyrnaeans, written only twenty years or so later:

I Glorify God, even Jesus Christ, who has given you such wisdom. For I have observed that ye are perfected in an immoveable faith, as if ye were nailed to the cross of our Lord Jesus Christ, both in the flesh and in the spirit, and are established in love through the blood of Christ, being fully persuaded with respect to our Lord, that He was truly of the seed of David according to the flesh, and the Son of God according to the will and power of God; that He was truly born of a virgin, was baptized by John, in order that all righteousness might be fulfilled by Him; and was truly, under Pontius Pilate and Herod the tetrarch, nailed [to the cross] for us in His flesh. Of this fruit we are by His 
Divinely—blessed passion, that He might set up a standard for all ages, through His resurrection, to all His holy and faithful [followers], whether among Jews or Gentiles, in the one body of His Church (Letter to the Smyrnaeans).
Notice the totally different avenues to salvation! One is through the knowledge of God, the other through the sacrifice of Christ. The fact that these passages were written within twenty or so years of each other leaves no doubt that there were numerous Christian sects at that early date.

The writings of Ignatius are interesting for another reason. At the turn of the second century He wrote a number of epistles (fifteen in his name, but eight are considered forgeries) to various churches while under arrest, and on his way to Rome where he would surely suffer death. Later his works would be expanded upon. Those expansions provide us with amazing insight into the growth of Christian doctrine and the Church’s usurpation of power. And we aren’t speaking of an occasional expansion in his epistles; almost every paragraph, of every subject, of every epistle, has been enlarged. Both the long and short versions are readily available for viewing on a number of websites by the simple search of “Ignatius.” Here are a couple of examples:

But if any one preach the Jewish law unto you, listen not to him. For it is better to hearken to Christian doctrine from a man who has been circumcised, than to Judaism from one uncircumcised. But if either of such persons do not speak concerning Jesus Christ, they are in my judgment but as monuments and sepulchres of the dead, upon which are written only the names of men. Flee therefore the wicked devices and snares of the prince of this world, lest at any time being conquered by his artifices, ye grow weak in your love. But be ye all joined together with an undivided heart. And I thank my God that I have a good conscience in respect to you, and that no one has it in his power to boast, either privately or publicly, that I have burdened any one either in much or in little. And I wish for all among whom I have spoken, that they may not possess that for a testimony against them (Short Letter to the Philadelphians).
It should be noted that by his statement, "if either of such persons do not speak concerning Jesus Christ, they are in my judgment but as monuments and sepulchres of the dead," Ignatius is unequivocally denouncing the apologists who ignored the person of Jesus.
The subject of this passage is simply a warning, perhaps based on the teachings of Paul who opposed the Jews, and taught his gentile converts that their salvation was apart from the Law. One can’t help but feel the love and compassion of the writer. But look at the hatred and malice that grew with time. From the long version:

If any one preaches the one God of the law and the prophets, but denies Christ to be the Son of God, he is a liar, even as also is his father the devil, and is a Jew falsely so called, being possessed of mere carnal circumcision. If any one confesses Christ Jesus the Lord, but denies the God of the law and of the prophets, saying that the Father of Christ is not the Maker of heaven and earth, he has not continued in the truth any more than his father the devil, and is a disciple of Simon Magus, not of the Holy Spirit. If any one says there is one God, and also confesses Christ Jesus, but thinks the Lord to be a mere man, and not the only-begotten God, and Wisdom, and the Word of God, and deems Him to consist merely of a soul and body, such an one is a serpent, that preaches deceit and error for the destruction of men. And such a man is poor in understanding, even as by name he is an Ebionite. If any one confesses the truths mentioned, but calls lawful wedlock, and the procreation of children, destruction and pollution, or deems certain kinds of food abominable, such an one has the apostate dragon dwelling within him. If any one confesses the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghost, and praises the creation, but calls the incarnation merely an appearance, and is ashamed of the passion, such an one has denied the faith, not less than the Jews who killed Christ. If any one confesses these things, and that God the Word did dwell in a human body, being within it as the Word, even as the soul also is in the body, because it was God that inhabited it, and not a human soul, but affirms that unlawful unions are a good thing, and places the highest happiness in pleasure, as does the man who is falsely called a Nicolaitan, this person can neither be a lover of God, nor a lover of Christ, but is a corrupter of his own flesh, and therefore void of the Holy Spirit, and a stranger to Christ. All such persons are but monuments and sepulchres of the dead, upon which are written only the names of dead men. Flee, therefore, the wicked devices and snares of the spirit which now worketh in the children of this world, lest at any time being overcome, ye grow weak in your love. But be ye all joined together with an undivided heart and a willing mind, "being of one accord and of one judgment," being always of the same opinion about the same things, both when you are at ease and in danger, both in sorrow and in joy. I thank God, through Jesus Christ, that I have a good conscience in respect to you, and that no one has it in his power to boast, either privately or publicly, that I have burdened any one either in much or in little. And I wish for all among whom I have spoken, that they may not possess that for a testimony against them (Long Letter to the Philadelphians).
A lying son of the devil! The passage has been turned into a tirade of bitterness and hatred! And notice how the writer uses the occasion to promote controversial Church issues such as the trinity, unclean food, even wedlock; and attacks Church opponents such as the Ebionites, the Nicolaitans and Jews. The passage endorses a list of contested Church doctrines. And remember, by inserting his opinions anonymously within this work the rewriter is making it appear that Ignatius actually penned these doctrines. Here is a perfect example of the corruption of original writings. Let’s look at another example:

These things [I address to you], my beloved, not that I know any of you to be in such a state; but, as less than any of you, I desire to guard you beforehand, that ye fall not upon the hooks of vain doctrine, but that ye attain to full assurance in regard to the birth, and passion, and resurrection which took place in the time of the government of Pontius Pilate, being truly and certainly accomplished by Jesus Christ, who is our hope, from which may no one of you ever be turned aside (Short letter to the Magnesians).
Just a simple admonition to be strong in the faith, but look how it is expanded:

These things [I address to you], my beloved, not that I know any of you to be in such a state; but, as less than any of you, I desire to guard you beforehand, that ye fall not upon the hooks of vain doctrine, but that you may rather attain to a full assurance in Christ, who was begotten by the Father before all ages, but was afterwards born of the 

Virgin Mary without any intercourse with man. He also lived a holy life, and healed every kind of sickness and disease among the people, and wrought signs and wonders for the benefit of men; and to those who had fallen into the error of polytheism He made known the one and only true God, His Father, and underwent the passion, and endured the cross at the hands of the Christ-killing Jews, under Pontius Pilate the governor and Herod the king. He also died, and rose again, and ascended into the heavens to Him that sent Him, and is sat down at His right hand, and shall come at the end of the world, with His Father's glory, to judge the living and the dead, and to render to every one according to his works. He who knows these things with a full assurance, and believes them, is happy; even as ye are now the lovers of God and of Christ, in the full assurance of our hope, from which may no one of us ever be turned aside! (Long letter to the Magnesians).
Look at the additional information revealed concerning Jesus? Ignatius speaks of the birth, passion, and resurrection of Jesus Christ, and refers to him as “our hope.” But look what the rewriter puts into his mouth; he was “begotten by the Father before all ages, but was afterwards born of the Virgin Mary without any intercourse with man. He also lived a holy life, and healed every kind of sickness and disease among the people, and wrought signs and wonders for the benefit of men; and to those who had fallen into the error of polytheism He made known the one and only true God, His Father…,” he “endured the cross at the hands of the Christ-killing Jews…,” he “is sat down at His right hand, and shall come at the end of the world, with His Father's glory, to judge the living and the dead, and to render to every one according to his works.” Apparently, as the Church grew and consolidated its doctrines, someone felt a need to go back and clarify the obsolete thinking of the early writers. I have one other passage for consideration.

Now it becomes you also not to treat your bishop too familiarly on account of his youth, but to yield him all reverence, having respect to the power of God the Father, as I have known even holy presbyters do, not judging rashly, from the manifest youthful appearance [of their bishop], but as being themselves prudent in God, submitting to him, or rather not to him, but to the Father of Jesus Christ, the bishop of us all. It is therefore fitting that you should, after no hypocritical fashion, obey [your bishop], in honour of Him who has hired us [so to do], since he that does not so deceives not [by such conduct] the bishop that is visible, but seeks to mock Him that is invisible. And all such conduct has reference not to man, but to God, who knows all secrets (Short letter to the Magnesians).
And the long version:

Now it becomes you also not to despise the age of your bishop, but to yield him all reverence, according to the will of God the Father, as I have known even holy presbyters do, not having regard to the manifest youth [of their bishop], but to his knowledge in God; inasmuch as "not the ancient are [necessarily] wise, nor do the aged understand prudence; but there is a spirit in men." For Daniel the wise, at twelve years of age, became possessed of the divine Spirit, and convicted the elders, who in vain carried their grey hairs, of being false accusers, and of lusting after the beauty of another man's wife. Samuel also, when he was but a little child, reproved Eli, who was ninety years old, for giving honour to his sons rather than to God. In like manner, Jeremiah also received this message from God, "Say not, I am a child." Solomon too, and Josiah, [exemplified the same thing.] The former, being made king at twelve years of age, gave that terrible and difficult judgment in the case of the two women concerning their children. The latter, coming to the throne when eight years old cast down the altars and temples [of the idols], and demons, and not to God. And he slew the false priests, as the corrupters and deceivers of men, and not the worshippers of the Deity. Wherefore youth is not to be despised when it is devoted to God. But he is to be despised who is of a wicked mind, although he be old, and full of wicked days. Timothy the Christ-bearer was young, but hear what his teacher writes to him: "Let no man despise thy youth, but be thou an example of the believers in word and in conduct." It is becoming, therefore, that ye also should be obedient to your bishop, and contradict him in nothing; for it is a fearful thing to contradict any such person. For no one does [by such conduct] deceive him that is visible, but does [in reality] seek to mock Him that is invisible, who, however, cannot be mocked by any one. And every such act has respect not to man, but to God. For God says to Samuel, "They have not mocked thee, but Me." And Moses declares, "For their murmuring is not against us, but against the Lord God." No one of those has, [in fact, ] remained unpunished, who rose up against their superiors. For Dathan and Abiram did not speak against the law, but against Moses, and were cast down alive into Hades. Korah also, and the two hundred and fifty who conspired with him against Aaron, were destroyed by fire. Absalom, again, who had slain his brother, became suspended on a tree, and had his evil-designing heart thrust through with darts. In like manner was Abeddadan beheaded for the same reason. Uzziah, when he presumed to oppose the priests and the priesthood, was smitten with leprosy. Saul also was dishonoured, because he did not wait for Samuel the high priest. It behoves you, therefore, also to reverence your superiors” (Long letter to the Magnesians).
The weakness of Paul’s teaching of an indwelling spirit that would lead the believer into all truth was bearing bitter fruit. Contentions and divisions were occurring within the churches. And numerous sects were all proclaiming themselves Christians. Note how the second passage, written years later, expanding on Ignastius’ theme, includes Old Testament examples with inferred divine punishments. Efforts had to be made to suppress Paul’s spirit led doctrine. The above forgery is one example of how the Catholic Church endowed the bishops with the power to enslave. Ignastius was attempting to restore unity and strengthen the believers—the latter version is an attempt to instill blind obedience to Church leaders.

To those who would point out that these writings are not Holy Scripture I will ask: “How did the Holy Scriptures evolve?” And I will answer that later we’ll see they were derived from writing such as these we are studying. In fact, many of these writings were read as Holy Scriptures in the early churches and revered as divine.

We have made references to some early Church writings that predated all the canon books of the New Testament, except those of Paul; lets look at some very short commentaries on the earliest ones just to get an idea of what information was available to the early Christians. I’ve mentioned Richard Carrier’s, The Formation of the New Testament Canon (2000). I highly recommend it for those who desire an understanding of the origin of their New Testament without becoming bogged down in weeks and months of intense study. It can be accessed at (www.geocities.com/airspirit3/newtestamentcanon.html). He gives us a good introduction to some Pre-Canonical writings: (Note: I have removed Mr. Carrier’s reference links because they are inactive outside the web).

The first Christian text that did not become canonized but was respected as authentic is the first epistle of Clement of Rome, reasonably dated to 95 AD, and contained in many ancient Bibles and frequently read and regarded as scripture in many churches.  This is relevant because even at this late date two things are observed: Clement never refers to any Gospel, but frequently refers to various epistles of Paul.  Yet he calls them wise counsel, not scripture—he reserves this authority for the OT ("Old Testament"), which he cites over a hundred times. On a few occasions he quotes Jesus, without referring to any written source. But his quotations do not correspond to anything in any known written text, although they resemble sayings in the Gospels close enough to have derived from the same oral tradition.  This suggests that the Gospels were not known to Clement.  Yet he was a prominent leader of the Church in Rome.  If they had been written by then, they must have not made it to Rome before 95. It is possible that they had not been written at all.  In the case of Mark, for example, it is often thought that he was writing for an audience in Rome, thus it is most remarkable that Clement would not know of this, supposedly the earliest, Gospel.  But it is also possible that he simply chose not to quote Mark, though knew the book—although why he would ignore Mark (even in his quotations of Jesus) and yet refer to numerous epistles of Paul is difficult to explain.
The next such text is the collection of letters by Ignatius.  
However, these were added to and redacted in later centuries, making the reliability of even the "authentic" letters uncertain.  Ignatius wrote while on the road to his trial in 110 AD and it is important to note that he appears not to have had references with him, thus any allusions or quotations in his work come from memory alone.  Thus, he borrows phrases and paraphrases from many Pauline epistles, yet never tells us this is what he is doing (he probably could not recall which letters he was drawing from at the time).  Likewise, he borrows phrases or ideas which are found in Matthew and John, and on one occasion something that appears to be from Luke, but again he never names his sources or even tells us that he is drawing from a source at all.  In no case does he name or precisely quote any NT ("New Testament") book, but again this may be due to the unusual circumstances in which he was writing.
Despite the difficulties, it seems plausible that the Gospels had been 
written by this date, although it is remotely possible that Ignatius is simply quoting oral traditions which eventually became recorded in writing, and also possible that this material was added or dressed up by later editors. Of greatest note is that in his letter to the Philadelphians, Ignatius recounts a debate he held with Judaizing Christians in which it is clear that only the OT was regarded as an authority.  Instead of referring to any NT writings as evidence, he simply says that Jesus Christ is the witness to the authority of the tradition.  This suggests that none of the NT was regarded even then as an authority.  Like Clement, Ignatius and other Christians probably regarded these texts as wise counsel or useful collections of their oral traditions, and not as "scripture" per se.
Next comes the Didakhê (did-a-KAY), a manual of Christianity, which cannot be certainly dated, though it is believed to follow 110.  Some scholars have weakly tried to place it much earlier, even to the time of Paul—others have proposed a much later date for the existing text, as late as the 4th century (though it existed in some form without a doubt before the 3rd century).  Its detailed account of a church hierarchy and rituals and the text's unusual organization into "The Way of Life" and "The Way of Death," among other details, likely suggest a 2nd century date.  It does not name any written sources, but quotes exactly the Gospel of Matthew as just the "Gospel" of Jesus.  No references are made which show any clear connection with the epistles, but the OT is quoted a few times.  It is worth noting that the book attributes its ultimate source to unnamed itinerant evangelists, showing that anonymous oral tradition was still king when the Didakhe was written. It is also worth noting that this text was regarded as canonical scripture by Clement of Alexandria and Origen, and perhaps in the Egyptian churches for quite some time.
Unfortunately, we cannot date this text well enough for it to be helpful, and the same problem is faced by the Epistle of Barnabas, which cites many OT books by name and uses many phrases which appear in the Gospels, but never names any NT book—and the allusions are of the sort that could merely reflect common oral traditions.  The date of this letter is unknown and could be anywhere from 70 to 130 AD (Barnabas was supposedly a companion of Paul), and it was for a long time actually a part of the NT canon itself, appearing at the end of the oldest surviving complete Bible, the Codex Sinaiticus (printed in the 4th century AD, possibly based on a text produced by imperial commission…

…Polycarp wrote a letter which cites "Jesus" for certain sayings a hundred times, and the sayings match closely those appearing in the Gospels (and even things written in numerous Epistles, which were not originally attributed to Jesus), but he does not name any sources.  We see the authority of oral tradition is again elevated above the written—like all the previous authors, no NT text is called scripture, though many OT texts are, and the only cited source for NT information is the report of 'unnamed' evangelists (Epistle of Polycarp, 4.3).  However, a sign of a change lies in the very purpose of the letter: it is a preface to a collection of letters by Ignatius which another church had requested be copied and sent on to them.  The interest in written documents is thus rising among Christian congregations in this period (unfortunately, this could also be a source of interpolated Gospel quotations in Ignatius). And so it is in this milieu, between 138 and 147 AD,  that the first philosophical defense of Christianity addressed to an Emperor (Antoninus Pius) appears, written by Aristides of Athens, in which there was vaguely mentioned "what [the Christians] call the holy Gospel writing" which is alleged to be powerful in its effect on readers.

As all this is going on, however, one of the first written texts to become universally popular and an object of praise among Christians is none other than the book of Hermas, a.k.a.  The Sheppherd, an unusual (to us) collection of "visions, mandates, and similitudes" (the names of the three books that comprise it).  This was written at some time in the 2nd century, and we have papyrus fragments from that very century to prove it.  It may date even from the 1st century, but references inside and outside the text create likely dates ranging from 95 to 154 AD  (both Origen and Jerome thought the author was the very Hermas known to Paul, i.e.  Romans 16.14), but it is probably more likely later than earlier in that range.

So popular the Sheppherd was that it was widely regarded as inspired—it was actually included, along with the Epistle of Barnabas, as the final book in the oldest NT codex that survives intact, the Codex Sinaiticus (c.  300 AD).  But even the book of Hermas never names or quotes exactly any NT text.  It contains many statements which 
resemble those in various NT books, but this could just as well reflect a common oral tradition. It is noteworthy that the only book actually named by Hermas is an apocryphal Jewish text, the Book of Eldad and Modat.  In contrast, it is notable that none of the Gospels or canonical Epistles ever name any book of any kind apart from Jude—which cites another apocryphal text, the Book of Enoch.

Other works that were extant, during the middle and late second century, were those of the Apologists, which we covered extensively earlier in this chapter. What should be gleaned from this brief literary history is the diversity of inspirational materials and the absence of any references to the Gospels.

So, relying mostly on its claim of apostolic succession, based upon oral tradition, the orthodox Church struggled for dominance through the second century and into the third. It should be understood that the orthodoxy of the Church was very liquid, and during that era many sects that termed themselves Christian would later be declared heretical. Precisely for this reason, as the number of believers grew so grew the need for training material. Questions arose that had no readily available answers, especially where Jesus was concerned. For the first hundred years their only divine literature was the Septuagint, the Greek translation of the Hebrew Scriptures, which they searched for prophecies believed to have been fulfilled by Jesus. Dr. Hugh J. Schonfield refers to such a collection in his, The Passover Plot.

Evidently in presenting the material a sentence from one prophet was sometimes tacked on to or combined with the words of another prophet. Classic examples are Mal. 3:1 running on into Isa. 40:3, ascribed to Isaiah in Mk. 1:2-3, and a passage from Zach. 11:12-13 mixed with some allusion to Jer. 32:6,9, ascribed to Jeremiah in Mt. 27:9. It is not only that the secondary authority is substituted for the primary, but that excerpts from different works are combined to make a continuous quotation.

Just what we saw Paul doing with excerpts from Hosea and Isaiah in Romans 9:24-27, 29. And from Marton Scott Enslin's, Christian Beginnings (Parts I & II):

The Old Testament became the Bible of Christians, and remained such even when in the second century specifically Christian writings came gradually to be added to it. The significance of this Christian adoption of the Old Testament cannot be overemphasized. Actually the Septuagint came soon to be regarded as essentially the property of Christians, not Jews. Not only was it believed to be full of prophecies of Jesus, the coming Messiah, but that it had been actually written for Christians.

Here we should consider the origin and history of the Septuagint, often referred to as LXX, meaning 70; a reference to the supposed number of translators. The importance of the Septuagint is made evident in light of the emphasis early Christians placed upon it. They pointed to many passages they considered as prophecies which foretold the coming of Jesus as the Christ. Such teachings have fostered a number of controversies. Just how credible is this translation of the Hebrew writings? Let me insert a brief history as recorded in the Catholic Encyclopedia:

The Septuagint Version is first mentioned in a letter of Aristeas to his brother Philocrates. Here, in substance, is what we read of the origin of the version. Ptolemy II Philadelphus, King of Egypt (287-47 BC) had recently established a valuable library at Alexandria. He was persuaded by Demetrius of Phalarus, chief librarian, to enrich it with a copy of the sacred books of the Jews. To win the good graces of this people, Ptolemy, by the advice of Aristeas, an officer of the royal guard, an Egyptian by birth and a pagan by religion, emancipated 100,000 slaves in different parts of his kingdom. He then sent delegates, among whom was Aristeas, to Jerusalem, to ask Eleazar, the Jewish high-priest, to provide him with a copy of the Law, and Jews capable of translating it into Greek. The embassy was successful: a richly ornamented copy of the Law was sent to him and seventy-two Israelites, six from each tribe, were deputed to go to Egypt and carry out the wish of the king. They were received with great honor and during seven days astonished everyone by the wisdom they displayed in answering seventy-two questions which they were asked; then they were led into the solitary island of Pharos, where they began their work, translating the Law, helping one another and comparing translations in proportion as they finished them. At the end of seventy-two days, their work was completed, the translation was read in presence of the Jewish priests, princes, and people assembled at Alexandria, who all recognized and praised its perfect conformity with the Hebrew original. The king was greatly pleased with the work and had it placed in the library.
…the letter and the story were accepted as genuine by many Fathers and ecclesiastical writers till the beginning of the sixteenth century; other details serving to emphasize the extraordinary origin of the version were added to Aristeas's account" The seventy-two interpreters were inspired by God (Tertullian, St. Augustine, the author of the "Cohortatio ad Graecos" [Justin?], and others); in translating they did not consult with one another, they had even been shut up in separate cells, either singly, or in pairs, and their translations when compared were found to agree entirely both as to the sense and the expressions employed with the original text and with each other (Cohortatio ad Graecos, St. Irenaeus, St. Clement of Alexandria). St. Jerome rejected the story of the cells as fabulous and untrue ("Praef. In Pentateuchum";"Adv. Rufinum,” II, xxv). Likewise the alleged inspiration of the Septuagint. Finally the seventy two interpreters translated, not only the five books of the Pentateuch, but the entire Hebrew Old Testament. The authenticity of the letter, called in question first by Louis Vivès (1492-1540), professor at Louvain (Ad S. August. Civ. Dei, XVIII, xlii), then by Jos. Scaliger (d. 1609), and especially by H. Hody (d. 1705) and Dupin (d. 1719) is now universally denied. (Original Catholic Encyclopedia - http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Septuagint_Version).
In actuality, the formation of the Septuagint took place over a period of centuries and differs greatly from the Hebrew Scriptures. For example; some of the books are shorter in the Septuagint, some of the material is arranged differently, and Joshua has a number of additions and omissions. The LXX also has books not found in the Hebrew Scriptures. It should be understood that Hebrew or Aramaic was the language used in the Jewish synagogues and, even today, the Jews view the Septuagint as an inaccurate translation.

When one reads the writings of the early Church leaders and champions, the most obvious facet is that of contention; not only with differing factions, but also within their own ranks. There was a constant power struggle for favorable diocese or providence, and arguments over doctrines and interpretations of scriptures. The professed reason was to protect the newly converted heathen from the heretics; with a heretic being defined as anyone who disagreed with their Church doctrine. What transpired could best be encapsulated in passages from, A History of Christianity, by Paul Johnson.

… the process of achieving uniformity, thereby making orthodoxy meaningful, began only towards the end of the second century, and was far from complete by the end of the third. A number of factors made this process possible. The first was the evolution of a canon of New Testament writings. Although oral tradition continued to be important right up till the end of the second century, most traditions had found written form by its early decades; they constituted an enormous mass of writing, only part of which has come down to us, covering a wide range of doctrine and assertion, much of it contradictory.

Later, the Church expanded the canon to either ostracize certain sects, or include others within its control. Continuing from, A History of Christianity:

Expanding the canon was also a weapon against heresy. All the evidence suggests that heresiarchs did not create heresies: they merely articulated popular moods which already existed or in some cases fought for traditions which were being trampled by the march of orthodoxy. An inclusive canon allowed the Church to make a wider appeal to heretical populations or, to put it another way, to include under its umbrella of faith the followers of old and divergent traditions. At the same time, the process of selection and canonization allowed the orthodox leaders to demolish dangerous documents once their adherents had been captured. Thus in the third, fourth and fifth centuries, many written 'gospels', particularly those penetrated by 
keptics

, were excluded and so disappeared. At the same time, dangerous elements within the canon could be to some extent de-fused by attaching more orthodox documents to their authors. Thus Paul, damaged by the championship of Marcion, was credited with the so-called 'pastoral epistles', which have the tone of the emerging orthodox church; and the gospel of John, much used by the Montanists and other heretics—and certainly a candidate for exclusion at one time—was saved by attributing to its supposed author three unobjectionable epistles. There was horse-trading between rival centers of Christianity and, increasingly, between East and West. Thus the West successfully insisted on the elimination of many alexandrine documents, but it was unable to foist on the East a number of important Roman writings of the early second century. It almost failed with Revelation, about which most Greeks were skeptical even in the eighth century; some never accepted it. The epistle to the Hebrews, as most of the early fathers knew, was not by Paul. It was excluded from the Muratorian fragment and rejected by Tertullian and virtually everyone else in the West. The first notable Latin figure to accept it as canonical was the mid-fourth century Bishop of Poitiers, Hilary. But it was popular in the East and finally categorized as Pauline, as a result of a deal at the Council of Carthage in 419…

… the very idea of a body of 'new scriptures', containing the essence of the Christian faith, assisted the forces which were creating an institutional Church. Paul had been writing in an age when the parousia was still thought to be imminent, though by the end of his life hope that it would come immediately was fading. During the next two generations, the Christians had to face the problem of a receding eschatology and accept that the period of waiting for the apocalypse was 'normalcy'. For a time, the idea of a general resurrection and of individual expectations of heaven at death were presented side by side, without reconciliation; then the first gradually fell into the background. Ethics once more became complicated and subtle. Paul's simple eschatological call for repentance, the summons to 'watch', yielded to the idea of the 'Christian life' as expressed in the pastoral epistles and the epistle to the Hebrews, which were fathered on him. Thus the regulation of life once more tended to be portrayed as the condition of salvation and the great ethical commandment of the gospels assumed the status of a new law. But law implied obedience; and obedience implied authority. What was this authority? The Church. What constituted the Church? The men who ran it.

The same process of reasoning was at work in faith as well as ethics. Hebrews stressed the importance of faith and of its public confession by Christians. The first epistle of John introduced the idea of the confession as a defense against heresy and false knowledge. Hitherto, the confession produced a decision for or against faith; now it was a decision for or against particular groups in the Church. In short the confession had to be interpreted. The author of I John insisted that anyone who rejected his interpretation not only rejected part of the 

faith but the faith, because it was indivisible. We see here the rise 
of dogma. The sacred writings not only had to be classified as authoritative or not, they had to be explained—and the explanation itself was authoritative. Who was in charge of the process? The Church. What was the Church? The men who ran it.

Chapter 12 – The New Testament Canonization

Constantine

Now, let’s take a look into the development of the Church, and some of those “men who ran it.” In the early fourth century, the trinity issue, along with numerous other doctrines, was still highly contested. It was at that time that the greatest author of Christianity since Paul stormed onto the scene.

In the spring of 312 AD, the Roman Empire was in a state of upheaval. In the East, the old Caesar was dying and Christians were the subjects of designed, imperial, extermination. In the West, the Emperor Constantine was marching against Rome and his rival, Maxentius. Constantine was outnumbered and faced the prospect of attacking a fortified city. His foe’s position was more strategic, and Constantine believed Maxentius was the possessor of a strong magical enchantment. As a worshiper of the sun, the Sol Invictus, Constantine knew he needed some counter magic. What occurred has been published in countless books. Almost every Christian is familiar with the vision Constantine described in which he saw a cross glowing in the sky with the words, "by this sign you will be victor,” an event that supposedly led him to the Christian God. (Isn’t it interesting how personal visions are so readily accepted as divine proof?) Whether Constantine truly experienced a vision or not has been the subject of much debate. But for whatever reason, he credited the Christian God for his success in defeating his rival and attaining the throne. The same superstitious fear that led him to seek a sign also drove him to champion the Catholic Church, and in turn, pave the way for Christianity to become the state religion.

It appears that Constantine was terrified of loosing God’s favor, and thus his throne, for whenever he perceived a threat against the Christians he personally took steps to rectify the situation. In 313 AD he issued the Edict of Milan, which proclaimed official toleration of the Christian faith. Later, that toleration was extended to favorite status, and soon to the only recognized religion. One of his first acts was to put the clergy on the state payroll, thereby buying their loyalty and negating voluntary contributions—as decreed by Paul. Next, he donated a large, private estate to Miltiades, the Bishop of Rome, and lured him and his successors away from Jesus’ distain for riches. He rebuilt the churches destroyed during recent persecutions; exiles were allowed to return and their property was restored. Special monetary gifts were given to the families of martyrs and those who “confessed Christ” (In other words he bought converts). And he sent letters to the Eastern Emperors imploring them to cease persecution of the Christians. Because of the dissentions between the various Christian sects, he stepped in and dictated a settlement. When the problem persisted, he proclaimed the Catholic Church the only Church and declared all others heretic.  

His zeal for, and fear of, the Christian God was so great that he did everything possible to appease his new deity—short of accepting baptism. The effects upon the Church were like the unleashing of an evil plague which spread throughout Christendom.1 By his actions and decrees he usurped the power, traditions, customs, and rituals of the Catholic Church, and rebuilt it upon the principals of the Roman Empire—thus he laid the building blocks of the Holy Roman Empire, even though the state would not be recognized until 800 AD.

Prior to this time all Christians, whether Catholic, Marcionites, Montanists, or Gnostic, looked forward to the Day of Judgment when their Savior, Jesus Christ, would return and destroy the Romans and all who did not confess his name.2 Imagine the confusion within the Christian world when “Rome” suddenly did an about face and became their protector and benefactor. Considering the Church's belief that all rulers were ordained by God is it any wonder they believed Constantine had been elevated to that role? He was certainly championing their cause. And when he began using all means available to destroy the wickedness of the pagans, what else could Christians do but embrace this unexpected gift from heaven? And so it was that the spiritual warriors yield to the secular designs of Constantine.

Did Constantine really see a vision? Was he a true convert to Christianity? Or did he see Christianity as a ready means to consolidate his empire? Since he only turned to the Christians after he had secured the throne, it is most likely he was acting under superstitious beliefs; but the truth was, that Christians were already rich and powerful enough to overthrow the kingdom.

By the end of the third century the Catholic Church was no longer scattered conclaves of persecuted groups. They had long before begun to
attract the wealthy and intelligent. They were organized with their own dioceses and seats of government, their own clergy, and influential leaders. And, being outlawed, they had in many cases, avoided taxation. That, plus over two hundred years of passing wealth on in perpetuity had given them financial power. A hundred years before, Tertullian (c. 200 AD) had written that they were numerous enough to overthrow the Empire:
We are but of yesterday, and we fill everything you have—cities, tenements, forts, towns, exchanges, yes! And camps, tribes, palace, senate, forum. All we leave you with are the Temples! For what wars should we not be fit, not eager, even with unequal forces, we who so willingly yield ourselves to the sword, if in our religion it were not counted better to be slain than to slay? Without arms even, and raising no insurrectionary banner, but simply in enmity to you, we could carry on the contest with you by an ill-willed severance alone. For if such multitudes of men were to break away from you, and betake themselves to some remote corner of the world, why, the very loss of so many citizens, whatever sort they were, would cover the empire with shame; nay, in the very forsaking, vengeance would be inflicted. Why, you would be horror-struck at the solitude in which you would find yourselves, at such an all-prevailing silence, and that stupor as of a dead world. You would have to seek subjects to govern. You would have more enemies than citizens remaining. For now it is the immense number of Christians which makes your enemies so few, almost all the inhabitants of your various cities being followers of Christ (Apology).
Throughout all Christendom, much has been publicized of Christians being executed or tossed to the lions, such tales were highly exaggerated; most of those tossed to the lions were criminals, prisoners of war, or deserter from the army.3 True, from the second and into the fourth century, there were persecutions of Christians. At times they were reviled, discriminate against, and forced to recant or suffer torture and death. However, most often such persecutions came from within their own ranks, from rival sects, or from the local populace. There was no systematic, government, persecutions before the second half of the second century.4 The worse episodes were isolated incidents, or occurred under weak and vulnerable rulers like Nero, Domitian, Septimus Severus, and Diocletian. For the most part, Rome accepted them as another religion and they were left alone, so long as they caused no trouble. They did not hide in the catacombs, to do so would have conflicted with their faith. Tertullian, considered one of the greatest Church writers, and the first to introduce Latin works, says they identified themselves:
At every forward step and movement, at every going in and out, when we put on our clothes and shoes, when we bathe, when we sit at table, when we light the lamps, on couch, on seat, in all the ordinary actions of daily life, we trace upon out forehead the sign of the cross (De Corona).
And from the First Apology of Justin Martyr:

And reckon ye that it is for your sakes we have been saying these things; for it is in our power, when we are examined, to deny that we are Christians; but we would not live by telling a lie. For, impelled by the desire of the eternal and pure life, we seek the abode that is with God, the Father and Creator of all, and hasten to confess our faith, persuaded and convinced as we are that they who have proved to God by their works that they followed Him, and loved to abide with Him where there is no sin to cause disturbance, can obtain these things.

Certain sects of the early Christians were fanatical in their beliefs, and as a number of writers stated, “zealous for death,” that they might be with their Lord.5
Even though Constantine labored diligently in his new God’s behalf, he obviously saw the potential opportunities offered by a union with such a group—plus the consequences resistance could eventually bring to pass. He put his civil power behind the Church and became one of the greatest authors in the annals of Christianity. As their champion he was accepted greedily, blindly, and without reservations. In 323 AD, Constantine summoned the first General Council of the Church at Nicaea.

The Emperor himself presided, “like some heavenly messenger of God," as one of those present, Eusebius, Bishop of Caesarea, expressed it. At the conclusion of the council the bishops dined with the Emperor. “The circumstances of the banquet,” wrote Eusebius (who was inclined to be impressed by such things), “were splendid beyond description. Detachments of the bodyguard and other troops surrounded the entrance of the palace with drawn swords, and through the midst of these men of God proceeded without fear into the 
innermost of the imperial apartments. Some were the Emperor's own companions at table, others reclined on couches ranged on either side. One might have thought it was a picture of Christ's kingdom, and a dream rather than reality.” Bishop Kallistos Ware, History of the Orthodox Church)
Eusebius was the nominal host, and one of three prominent Church leaders at the Council of Nicea. From the beginning Constantine took control and directed the proceedings. Because of his support for Arianism, Eusebius was asked to validate his orthodoxy by giving his confession of faith. After he did so, Constantine asked him point blank if he could accept the term homoousios, “of one substance,” to explain the relationship between the Father and Son. Eusebius caved in and denied Arianism.6 From that moment on the council was Constantine’s and Eusebius was his boot-licker. For the rest of his life he worked incessantly to integrate the Church within Roman administrative guidelines.

But what type of person was Constantine and what contributions did he make to the growth and stability of the Church? Erich Von Daniken in his, Miracles Of The Gods, enlightens us.

It all began with the councils, the assemblies of ecclesiastical senior pastors for dealing with important ecclesiastical affairs. A prerequisite for the appointment of an official of the Church is that he have “charisma,” i.e., that he share the “divine gift of grace.” So, when councils with such illustrious members meet, the Holy Ghost is among them, omnipresent and active.

The Assemblies of the first five Ecumenical (which means the whole Catholic Church) Councils of the early Christian world set the standards for the doctrine and organization of the new religion.

The oldest dogmas, which are still valid today, were proclaimed at Nicaea (AD 325), Constantinople (381), Ephesus (431), Chalcedon (451), and again at Constantinople (553). It is worthwhile to pause for a minute and take a quick look at how the Councils came into being and what decisions were made by them—presumably for all eternity.

The first Ecumenical Council took place at Nicaea. The Council was 
convened by the Emperor Constantine (who was not crowned until he 
was on his deathbed), because he wanted to use the rapidly expanding Christian religion, with its great potentialities, to strengthen the Roman Empire. When Constantine selected and brought together the 318 bishops for the Council, it was pure power politics, religious concerns taking very much of a back seat. Even the charismatic bishops can have had no doubt about that, for not only did the Emperor preside over the council, he also expressly proclaimed that his will was ecclesiastical law. The senior pastors accepted him as “Universal Bishop,” even though he was uncrowned, and they let him take part in votes on Church dogmas as a secular prince. Ecclesiastical and earthly interests entered into an astonishing symbiosis even at that early stage!

Constantine was completely ignorant of Jesus' teaching. He was a follower of the solar cult of Mithras (ancient Iranian god of light), who was portrayed on coins as the “invincible sun” and worshipped until far into the Christian era. When Constantine gave his name to the old Greek commercial city of Byzantium and made Constantinople (330) the capital of the Roman Empire, he had a mighty column erected for the ceremonial opening of the metropolis with the Emperor and the invincible sun on top of it, forgetting all about Christian humility. Clouds of incense floated in the air, and candlelit processions made their tortuous way through the streets in his honor. Far from abolishing slavery, in the Christian spirit of loving one’s neighbor, the Pontifex ordered that slaves caught pilfering food have molded lead poured down their throats, and he allowed parents to sell their children in times of need.

What were the ecclesiastical/political decisions that this emperor had a hand in?

Until Nicaea, the doctrine of Arius of Alexandria that God and Christ were not identical, but only similar, held good. Constantine forced the Council to proclaim that God the Father and Jesus were of the same essence. This absolutely vital amendment became Church dogma by imperial decree. That is how Jesus became identical with God. With this as a foundation, the bishops unanimously passed the 'Nicene Creed.'

The non-Christian Constantine did the Church another enormous 
service. Until that time, the place where Jesus was buried had 
remained unknown. Then, in the year of grace 326, the Roman Emperor, led by “divine inspiration,” discovered the grave of Jesus, who had just become consubstantial with God. (In 330 Constantine had the Church of the Holy Sepulcher built.) However, this wonderful discovery did not stop Constantine from murdering some of his close relatives during the same year: his son Crispus; his wife, Faustina, whom he had plunged into boiling water; and his father-in-law, Maximian, whom he imprisoned and forced to commit suicide.

That is the image of the Emperor and Pontifex who stage-managed the Nicene Creed and who, when the council was over, told the Christian communities in a circular letter that the agreement of the 318 bishops was the “Decision of God.”

Stop and ask yourself—if Jesus was recognized as the Son of God as early as the first century, when Paul was writing, why did it take nearly three hundred years, and the intervention of a secular Emperor, for a spirit lead Church to determine his exact relationship with God? The answer is obvious; the decision did not come from the Church, but from Constantine. The Church leaders were so convinced that Constantine was empowered by God until they surrendered all control to him.
Such reasoning became Church doctrine in the ensuing centuries as the Emperor was recognized as the head of the secular kingdom of God, while the pope was recognized as the God ordained head of the spiritual Church. Taking their lead from Constantine, the emperors who succeeded him also made their contributions to the Church. Von Daniken continues:

The second Ecumenical Council was at Constantinople. This council was convened by the Emperor Theodosius I (347-395), who was flatteringly nicknamed 'the Great' by the Church. This Roman Emperor did not lag behind his colleague Constantine in moral qualities. He was an open oppressor of the poor, history tells us. He swamped the common people with intolerable burdens, which his tax collectors exacted with brutal tortures. With the full rigor of his imperial power, he forbade anyone to give refuge to these downtrodden creatures. If they did so, he had all the inhabitants of the offending village slaughtered. In the year 390 (almost ten years after the holy council) he had seven thousand rebellious citizens murdered in a frightful bloodbath in the center of the town of Thessalonika—at the same time that the 'Halleluya' ('Praise Jehovah') came into use in Christian churches. Theodosius proclaimed the Christian doctrine the state religion (hence 'the Great') and made Ambrosius, Bishop of Milan, level all heathen sanctuaries to the ground. With his methods, Theodosius could well have been the ancestor of the Inquisition. If Jesus preached a joyous message to the poor and oppressed, Theodosius was Antichrist in person. Yet this Unholy Ghost convened the second Council at Constantinople.

What happened there?

The dogma of the trinity of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost was introduced into Church doctrine. This was done by the assembly of senior pastors known by theological experts as the Rump Council. It was turned into the 'Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed.' And—something for connoisseurs of the finer points of theology—the consubstantiality (of Nicaea) now became the identity of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. Today the Church still feeds on the dogma of the Trinity that was added in this way.

Evolution of the Christian Heart

Constantine was only the first of a long line of emperors who built the Church up to the greatest religious power the world has ever seen, a power that crushed nations and dictated to kings. But their true colors became evident with the atrocities of Theodosius the Great, it was under his reign that reason and knowledge was crucified to the god of faith, and the entire Christian world began sliding into the dark ages of ignorance. The pre-Nicene Christians looked to the power of God, and the seed of their martyrdom, to perpetuate the Church; after the authority was handed over to Constantine, at the Council of Nicaea, the spreading of the gospel was placed in the hands of secular power.
The characteristics, however, of the pre-Constantinian hierarchy, in distinction from the post-Constantinian, both Greek and Roman, are, first, its grand simplicity, and secondly, its spirituality, or freedom from all connection with political power and worldly splendor. Whatever influence the church acquired and exercised, she owed nothing to the secular government, which continued indifferent or positively hostile till the protective toleration edict of Constantine (313).
Tertullian thought it impossible for an emperor to be a Christian, or a Christian to be an emperor; and even after Constantine, the Donatists persisted in this view, and cast up to the Catholics the memory of the former age: "What have Christians to do with kings? Or what have bishops to do in the palace?" The ante-Nicene fathers expected the ultimate triumph of Christianity over the world from a supernatural interposition at the second Advent. Origen seems to have been the only one in that age of violent persecution who expected that Christianity, by continual growth, would gain the dominion over the world (History of the Christian Church, Phillip Shaff).

Prior to Constantine’s Edict of Milan, when the Christians were persecuted they cried foul and wrote apologies and letters to the emperors and senate, begging to be judged equally with the pagans. One such letter was Justin Martyr’s, First Apology to the Emperor Antoninus Pius in which he presents the Christians’ case.

By the mere application of a name, nothing is decided, either good or evil, apart from the actions implied in the name; and indeed, so far at least as one may judge from the name we are accused of, we are most excellent people… For from a name neither praise nor punishment could reasonably spring, unless something excellent or base in action be proved. And those among yourselves who are accused you do not punish before they are convicted; but in our case you receive the name as proof against us, and this although, so far as the name goes, you ought rather to punish our accusers. For we are accused of being Christians, and to hate what is excellent (Christian) is unjust.

… Wherefore we demand that the deeds of all those who are accused to you be judged, in order that each one who is convicted may be punished as an evil-doer, and not as a Christian; and if it is clear that any one is blameless, that he may be acquitted, since by the mere fact of his being a Christian he does no wrong.

And Tertullian, from his Apology, pleaded with the rulers of Rome:

If, again, it is certain that we are the most wicked of men, why do you treat us so differently from our fellows, that is, from other criminals, it being only fair that the same crime should get the same treatment? When the charges made against us are made against others, they are permitted to make use both of their own lips and of hired pleaders to show their innocence. They have full opportunity of answer and debate; in fact, it is against the law to condemn anybody undefended and unheard. Christians alone are forbidden to say anything in exculpation of themselves, in defense of the truth, to help the judge to a righteous decision; all that is cared about is having what the public hatred demands—the confession of the name, not examination of the charge: (Apology).

Such was the generally held belief of the early Christians, a belief that cannot but be admired. Earlier, we quoted Tertullian as saying Christians would be perfectly suited for warfare except they counted it “better to be slain than to slay.” Prior to Constantine’s sanctioning of the Christian religion the Church was a spiritual entity; the first true Christians lived as they preached. But when Constantine invested the Church with power the persecuted began a slow evolution into the persecutors. And by the advent of Theodosius that slow evolution became a raging tide. Tertullian was writing about the year 200 AD—by the reign of Theodosius the Great (379 to 395) the Christians’ sense of values had changed. No longer was there margin for differing beliefs, the Church reigned supreme. Theirs was the kingdom, and Theodosius was their civil arm.

To better understand how a large, religious, organization, that abhorred violence, could evolve into a persecuting coalition in only a few years, lets study a well documented case; that of the Donatists of Africa. At the beginning of the fourth century the Church in Africa came under the persecutions of the Emperor Dioceltian. Under his first edict in 303 AD, the Christians were outlawed, their churches were to be destroyed, and all sacred books burned. The fourth edict in 304 AD ordered all to offer incense to idols under pain of death. A hundred years earlier Tertullian had declared that flight from persecution was unacceptable. So, while some Christians hid from their persecutors, and others hid their books and refused to reveal members’ names; many sought martyrdom by confessing Christ or publicly announcing they possessed forbidden writings. 

When the persecutions ended in 305 AD, everyone was expected to account for his actions. Those who renounced their faith were termed traditors, meaning “those who had handed over,” and were judged harshly. Priests and bishops lost their authority and were considered unfit to perform sacraments by many. The question arose as to whether the Sacrament of Penance could restore the apostate to full communion. The Catholic view 
was that after great and lengthy penance, one should be restored; those who 
opposed declared that, after baptism, one rendered unfit for Church membership could never be readmitted (the origin of the old “once saved—always saved” doctrine that is still prevalent today). Those who held such views became known as Donatists, named from their leader, Donatus the Great. When some of those priests and bishops, who had renounced their faith, were reinstated to office, the people were divided. The Donatists elected their own bishops and forced many Catholics from the churches. Constantine attempted unification, but to no avail. Councils and meetings, during the next few years, could not resolve the issues. Finally Constantine ordered that ejected Catholic clergy should be restored. The military moved in and the Donatists were evicted, also, other meeting places were confiscated. In one instance a massacre occurred and a priest was killed. However, the Donatists were so powerful in Africa that Constantine instituted a less aggressive policy when he perceived that the situation was only escalating.

Then, probably prior to Constantine’s death, a group known as Circumcellions joined themselves to the Donatist, who called them “soldiers of Christ.” However, they were, in actuality, fanatical terrorists who gloried in martyrdom. It appears they were either robbing or killing Catholics, or seeking martyrdom by one means or another.

The Donatists were a strong force until about 411 AD when their power was broken, in part, by the critical writings of St. Augustine. The story is much more complex than presented here and provides a good insight into Church history. I won’t pursue it because our interest lies only with the sudden social changes. Interested readers may find the full story in the Original Encyclopedia.

This is a fascinating example of how rapidly human values can change. Although the schism between Catholics and Dontists lasted for a hundred years, it appears to have taken less than a dozen years for a national body of Christians to revert from pacifists to little more than highwaymen. Of course, we must make allowances for the fact that the Circumcellions were possibly composed of outsiders; even so, no doubt the Donatists welcomed their association. What should be gleaned from this drastic turn in ideology is, once again, a zeal for law; howbeit, the Church’s law instead of that of Moses. As early as the middle of the second century Irenaeus was already setting a goal that would see the Catholic Church “dispersed throughout the whole world, even to the ends of the earth.”7 That is just what transpired during the period 100 to 500 AD. Not only was the clergy caught up in the promotion of Christianity, but also the laity and common citizens. The Donatist were not transformed from peace loving men of God to warring fanatics because they wanted religious freedom, or hated Rome; rather, in protest of what they considered sin. Just as the Jews perceived the gentiles as corruptors of their Law, and defilers of the temple; so did the Donatists believe the Catholic priests were corrupting the Word of God, and defiling the churches. There were even incidents where Catholics, who wandered into a church, were run away and the floor where they walked, was scrubbed with salt water as a form of purification.

A similar situation was occurring in the West following the Church’s consolidation with Constantine; however, as with Paul’s methods, with a reversal of actions. Where the Donatists, and other “heretical” groups, were resisting change, the Catholics were instituting compromises in order to convert everyone to Christ. In exchange for Constantine’s protection and religious freedoms, the Church worked frantically to bring about the unity of the people, and thereby, a strengthening of the empire. Where Jesus had resisted authoritative power, the Church sought it greedily. They designed an organization that was geared to manage large numbers of people. Spirituality was sacrificed for expediency. It didn’t matter where one’s heart was, only his loyalty. Anyone who confessed the creed, was baptized, obeyed the Church’s hierarchy, and believed “the one and only truth from the apostles, which is handed down by the Church” was a Christian. Rituals replaced the idea of Christian behavior.

The emperors after Constantine (as the popes after them) summoned the general councils, bore the necessary expenses, presided in the councils through commissions, gave to the decisions in doctrine and discipline the force of law for the whole Roman empire, and maintained them by their authority. The emperors nominated or confirmed the most influential metropolitans and patriarchs. They took part in all theological disputes, and thereby inflamed the passion of parties. They protected orthodoxy and punished heresy with the arm of power. Often, however, they took the heretical side, and banished orthodox bishops from their sees. Thus Arianism, Nestorianism, Eutychianism, and Monophysitism successively found favor and protection at court (History of the Christian Church, Phillip Shaff).

The Character of the Councils

But what of the ecclesiastical dignitaries, the priests, bishops, and popes who formulated and sanctioned Church doctrines and regulations? How did they deport themselves in the assemblies? If a prerequisite for office was the possession of “charisma,” and the “divine gift of grace,” then one would suppose that, in emulation of their Master, the councils would be composed of quiet, peace loving, intelligent men; slow to anger, quick to pardon injuries, and impartial in judgment. When the councils were gathered, we might easily imagine refined gentlemen quietly and prayerfully discussing the issues before them. However, in reality, such was not the case. As we have already seen there was contention on every level; every congregation had its preferred books, every diocese its doctrines, especially between the Eastern and Western Churches. Even in the writings of Paul we read of open dissentions within the Church. Heretical sects, such as the Gnostics, Arians, Eunomians, Semi-Arians, and Acacians, struggled constantly against, and often within, the orthodox Church. There was also a silent struggle between the Church and various Emperors, between the spiritual and secular. The Church viewed the popes as the authority of God on earth with power to ordain emperors. However, while some emperors were content to leave Church operations to the pope, others viewed themselves as divine and insisted upon total authority. By the fourth century, Christianity was more willing to fight, rather than die, for their particular beliefs. And by the fifth century, they had reverted back to the old Saul, “breathing out threatenings and slaughter” against all dissenters.  Such was the spirit that ruled most gatherings.

Together with abundant talents, attainments, and virtues, there were gathered also at the councils ignorance, intrigues, and partisan passions, which had already been excited on all sides by long controversies preceding and now met and arrayed themselves, as hostile armies, for open combat (History of the Christian Church, Phillip Shaff).

It might have been supposed that nowhere would Christianity appear in such commanding majesty as in a council, which should gather from all quarters of the world the most eminent prelates and the most distinguished clergy; that a lofty and serene piety would govern all their proceedings, and profound and dispassionate investigation exhaust every subject; that human passions and interest would stand rebuked before that awful assembly; that the sense of their own dignity as well as the desire of impressing their brethren with the solemnity and earnestness of their belief would at least exclude all intemperance of manner and language…History shows that melancholy reverse. Nowhere is Christianity less attractive, and if we look to the ordinary tone and character of the proceedings, less authoritative, than in the councils of the church. It is in general a fierce collision of two rival factions, neither of which will yield, each of which is solemnly pledged against conviction. Intrigue, injustice, violence, decisions on authority alone, and that the authority of a turbulent majority, decisions by wild acclamation rather then by sober inquiry, detract from the reverence, and impugn the judgments, at least of the later councils….rejoicing at the damnation imprecated against the humiliated adversary….the degeneracy is rapid from the council of Nicea to that of Ephesus, where each party came determined to use every means of haste, maneuver, court influence, bribery, to crush his adversary; where there was an encouragement of, if not an appeal to the violence of the populace, to anticipate the decrees of the council; where each had his own tumultuous foreign rabble to back his quarrel; and neither would scruple at any means to obtain the ratification of their anathemas through persecution by the evil government (H.H. Milman, D.D., History of Latin Christianity, New York, 1871, p 226).

At times the contentions went beyond name calling and rabble rousing to open violence. Dr. Lyons and the Bet Emet Ministries has made an interesting, and in depth study of some of the ecclesiastical councils.

The third general council of the church, which was held at Ephesus in 431 AD, was marked by "shameful intrigue, uncharitable lust of condemnation, and coarse violence of conduct" (Schaff, Hist. Christ. Church, ii. 348). Both factions came with armed escorts, as if going to battle (Ibid., ii. 723-725), and were followed by great mobs of the ignorant rabble, slaves and seamen, the lower populace of Constantinople, peasants, and bathmen, and hordes of women, prepared for violence; the city was patrolled by troops (Ibid., i. 242), and Nestorius and John of Antioch had armed body guards to protect them from the violence of Cyril's party (Ibid., p. 242). The two bands fought in the streets and much blood was shed (Ibid., p. 242). At the reading of the imperial decree such a tumult arose that all the contending bishops were ordered under arrest (Ibid., i. 242). 

An effort was made immediately after to hold a council in Constantinople, and such was the fear of a riot that it had to be adjourned to the suburban district across the Bosporus (Ibid., i. 242).

In August 449 AD, there met in Ephesus a synod which occupies a notorious place in the scandals of church history, and which, from the fraud and violence by which everything was carried, and the odious character of its proceedings, has received the name of the "Robbers Council." Dioscorus presided with brutal violence (Schaff, Hist. Christ. Church, ii. 738), protected by soldiers. The fear of personal injury was so great that Flavian and his friends, composing one faction, hardly dared to open their lips, while Theodoret was excluded entirely. A communication, presented from Eusebius, was received by the crown with cries of "Let Eusebius be burnt; let him be burned alive. As he has cut Christ in two, so let him be cut in two" (Ibid., p. 738). Three delegates from Rome were so terrified, that they did not venture to read an epistle which they bore from Leo (Ibid., p. 738 ff.). The subject of the canon was, of course, not the only one discussed by councils. In fact, in many councils it was not referred to. Dioscorus and his party wished Flavian and his friends to sign a confession of that that Christ had but one nature. Flavian refused to do so. At a given signal the doors were thrown open, a band of soldiers and an armed mob rushed in, and the terrified bishops of the Flavian party were compelled, by blows and at the point of the sword, to sign (Mosheim, Eccl. Hist., Bk. 2, Cent. 5, pt. 2, ch. V). Where before there had been two parties there was now not alone a majority, but almost unanimity (Milman, Hist. Latin. Christ., i. 288). The decree having been signed, Dioscorus was no longer able to control his anger, and he struck the vanquished Flavian (Ibid., i. 289). Thus encouraged, a crowd of infuriated monks set upon the unfortunate bishop of Jerusalem, crying "Kill him! Kill him!" and they beat and kicked him, and inflicted such injuries that death ensued shortly after (Ibid., i. 289, Scaff, Hist. Christ. Church., ii. 739). Dean Milman remarks, significantly, that this was not the last council defiled by blood (Milman, Hist. Latin. Christ., i. 289).
Another council, called to meet in Nicea in 451 AD, was so unruly that it had to be summoned to Chalcedon, across the straits from 
Constantinople, where the emperor could reach it with his troops and 
compel order (Schaff, Hist. Christ. Church, ii. 742). It is known as the Council of Chalcedon. The proceeding were continually interrupted by yells and tumult (Ibid., ii. 743), and even the laymen were compelled to remind the bishops of their clerical dignity (Ibid., ii. 743). "At Chalcedon," says Dr. Philip Schaff, "the introduction of the renowned expositor and historian Theodoret provoked a scene which almost involuntarily reminds us of the modern brawls of Greek and Roman monks at the holy 
keptics
 under the restraining influence of the Turkish police. Theodoret's Egyptian opponents shouted with all their might: 'Away with him, this teacher of Nestorius.' His friends replied with equal violence: 'They forced us (at the Robber Council) by blows to subscribe, away the Manichaeans, the enemies of Flavian, the enemies of the faith. Away with the murderer Dioscorus. Who does not know his wicked deeds?' The Egyptian bishops cried again: 'Away with the Jew, the adversary of God, and call him not bishop.' To which the original bishops answered: 'Away with the rioters, away with the murderers! The orthodox man belongs to the council.'" The military had to interfere to quell the proceedings (Schaff, Hist. Christ. Church, ii. 348)…

There is one curious fact to which I cannot refrain from calling attention. No Christian historian, whether Mosheim, Milman, Schaff, or any other, has ever perceived, apparently, the grotesque absurdity of an assembly attempting to decide by vote a fact in the past. Men vote on questions which have yet to be decided, and thus make them facts; as whether this man or that man shall be president, or this law or that shall be in force; but not on those which are already decided. The reader needs to understand that this is just a small representation of the character of the Church councils. If one is honest with oneself then it is almost impossible to read these proceedings and pretend that the Holy Spirit had anything to do with the results of such violent proceedings let alone believe the decisions made as to what was "inspired" have any credibility whatsoever!

While many of these councils were convened to address specific problems facing the Church, such as the deity of Jesus, heresies, or local disputes; they were typical of the councils that met to compile a canonized New Testament. As already stated, the first recorded member of the Church to attempt such a compilation was Eusebius. His purpose was to refute the charges, made by pagans and Christian Hellenistic philosophers, that the Catholic Church’s claim of apostolic succession was inaccurate.

Selection of New Testament Writings

In the Original Catholic Encyclopedia the Catholic Church defines their interpretation of the Bible: 

The Bible, as the inspired record of revelation, contains the word of God; that is, it contains those revealed truths which the Holy Ghost wishes to be transmitted in writing. However, all revealed truths are not contained in the Bible (see Tradition); neither is every truth in the Bible revealed, if by revelation is meant the manifestation of hidden truths which could not otherwise be known. Much of the Scripture came to its writers through the channels of ordinary knowledge, but its sacred character and Divine authority are not limited to those parts which contain revelation strictly so termed. The Bible not only contains the word of God; it is the word of God. The primary author is the Holy Ghost, or, as it is commonly expressed, the human authors wrote under the influence of Divine inspiration. It was declared by the Vatican Council (Sess. III c. ii) that the sacred and canonical character of Scripture would not be sufficiently explained by saying that the books were composed by human diligence and then approved by the Church, or that they contained revelation without error. They are sacred and canonical "because, having been written by inspiration of the Holy Ghost, they have God for their author, and as such have been handed down to the Church". The inerrancy of the Bible follows as a consequence of this Divine authorship. Wherever the sacred writer makes a statement as his own, that statement is the word of God and infallibly true, whatever be the subject-matter of the statement. (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Bible)
Notice the invocation of the infallibility clause; a fail-safe doctrine that explains every chink in the mortar of Catholicism. It's very reminiscent of my boy-hood games of cowboys and Indians in which, quite frequently, a 'killed' adversary would jump up shooting—while exclaiming he was "only pretending to be dead." Christians do a lot of pretending; especially when it comes to believing everything they're told is divine and inerrant. And when they can't explain the contradictions and inconsistencies they shove it into the old 'to be revealed in the future' file cabinet, and pretend they have found an explanation. As we have seen, the claim of infallibility excuses all moral, legal, and social obligations of those inspired of God. No matter had vile the person's character; God may still use him. However, I find it unacceptable that a just god would allow wicked and profane men to use his divine oracles to suppress, dehumanize, and murder their fellowmen as the Catholic Church did during the Dark and Middle Ages. In fact, it illustrates one of those Scriptural contradictions just alluded to; the one about corrupt seed bearing good fruit. But let's see just how the 'divine' books were selected, and then you'll be able to better appreciate my conjecturing.
The canonization of the New Testament was a long process that began with Eusebius and extended over decades. Dr. Lyons and the Bet Emet Ministries gives us an introduction to Eusebius’ works:

Eusebius, the ecclesiastical historian (340 AD), divided the books of the New Testament into three classes, the "acknowledged," the "disputed," and the "heretical" (Euseb., Eccl. Hist., iii. 25). The "acknowledged" books included the Four Gospels, the Acts, thirteen Epistles of Paul (omitting Hebrews), First John, and First Peter. They were the books concerning which there was no controversy. The "disputed" books he divided into two subordinate classes; the "generally known and recognized by most," namely, James, Jude, Second Peter, Second John, and Third John, none of which are disputed now, so far as the laity ever hears; and the "spurious," including the Acts of Paul, the Shepherd of Hermas, the Revelation of Peter, the Epistle of Barnabas, the Teaching of the Apostles, and the Revelation of John, which last is in the Bible today, and the Gospel according to the Hebrews…
Cyril, the Bishop of Jerusalem about 356 AD, and member of the Eastern Church, came near to the final selection when he catalogued all the books in the present New Testament except Revelations, then added: “But let all the rest be excluded. And all the books which are not read in the churches, neither do thou read by thyself” (Catech. Lect., iv. 35).

Finally, over three hundred years after the birth of Christianity it became apparent that the Fathers could not agree as to what books should be in the New Testament, and councils began to deal with the matter. The first synod to approach the subject was held in Laodicea in 365 AD.  That meeting wasn’t a general council, but its list was later adopted by the Church. It decreed that only canonical books of the Old and New Testament might be read, and then, they listed the same books Cyril had chosen.

With only one book in question one would think that a solution was imminent, but we’ve already discovered the Church’s penchant for division. Athanasius, Bishop of Alexandria, 365 AD, was at enmity with Eusebius and the clergy of Laodicea, and when Eusebius excluded Revelation, Athanasius immediately included it within his list. To further confuse the issue, he omitted Esther and inserted Baruch and the Letter of Jeremiah. Attempting to seal the issue, he ended by saying: “Let there be no mention of apocryphal writings.”

At the same time, Amphilochius, the Bishop of Iconium, was preparing his New Testament. He accepted the four Gospels, Acts, and fourteen Epistles of Paul; then added: "But some maintain that the Epistle to the Hebrews is spurious; not speaking well, for the grace is genuine. To proceed: What remains? Of the Catholic Epistles some maintain that we ought to receive seven, and others three only, one of James, and one of Peter, and one of John…The Revelation of John again some reckon among (the scriptures); but still the majority say that it is spurious. This will be the most truthful canon of the inspired scriptures.” From this we should be able to see that the issue was no where near a settlement.

About 389 AD, Gregory of Nezianzus gave as the New Testament, the four Gospels, Acts, fourteen Epistles of Paul, and the seven Catholic Epistles; and added: "In these you have all the inspired books; if there be any book besides these, it is not among the genuine (scriptures)" (Carm., xii. 31). The “seven Catholic Epistles” refer to James, I & II Peter, I, II & III John and Jude. Gregory was of the Eastern Church and also rejected Revelation.

St. Augustine, 390 AD, figured prominently into the establishment of the Bible. People attribute to God what was really the work of this one man. Augustine was the one who selected the books we now recognize as the New Testament. Although the councils decided upon the canon and their decisions were accepted by the entire Church, the decision was really that of Augustine, the leader of the council. The members gave very little study or research to the subject; indeed, how could they? There was no systematic study of paleography or archaeology; any interest in past writings or cultures would have been more of a personal endeavor, and restricted to collecting folktales. Also, since the Church was more inclined to destroy books and records, rather than preserve them, there would have been few available other than their own. Even more to the point, in a society where free thought could be hazardous to one’s health, it was much safer to follow the Church’s lead. At that time, Augustine was held in such high esteem they simply asked: “What did the early Fathers say?”

In relation to the New Testament, the synods which drew up lists of the sacred books show the opinion of some leading Father like Augustine, along with what custom had sanctioned. In this department no member of the synod exercised his critical faculty; a number together would decide such questions summarily. Bishops proceeded in the track of tradition or authority.  Samuel Davidson, The Canon of the Bible, p. 172

In 393 AD, a council met in Hippo, Africa, to discuss the canon, and adopted St. Augustine's list. St. Augustine himself was present, and was the ruling spirit.
The third council of Carthage was held in 397 AD. St. Augustine was again present. It adopted a decree as follows:

It was also determined that besides the canonical scriptures, nothing be read in the church under the title of Divine Scriptures. The Canonical scriptures are these:

Then follow the names of the books of the Bible as we have them now, except some variations in the order.

Although the Church leaders had made their decisions, not everyone accepted their choices. In the time of Didymus of Alexandria, 392 AD, books were read in the churches which were not in the canon and were known to be spurious. And even though the canonical books were selected by the fifth century, St. Chrysostom, approximately 407 AD, did not use II & III John, II Peter, Jude, and Revelation; all of which are in the Bible now. He also included the Wisdom of Jesus which, of course, isn’t in the present Bible.

Today, when it comes to the study of disputed texts, there are three important Greek Bible manuscripts which theologians and researchers turn to; the Vatican, the Sinaitic and the Alexandrine.

The Sinaitic manuscript was found by Tischendorf in the convent of St. Catherine, at Mount Sinai, in 1859. It is considered to be the oldest of the New Testament codices in existence and dates back to the fourth century. It is composed of the four Gospels, the fourteen Epistles of Paul, Acts, the seven Catholic Epistles, Revelation, the Epistle of Barnabas, and part of the Shepherd of Hermes.

The Vatican manuscript, now in the Vatican Library at Rome, dates to the middle of the fourth century. It and the Alexandrine manuscript agree up to Hebrews 9:14, where the Vatican ends in mutilation.

The Alexandrine manuscript was probably written in Egypt sometime in the fifth century. It mainly differs from the New Testament in that it contains the two Epistles of Clement.

Another ancient manuscript is the Clermont Codex, which now resides in the Imperial Library at Paris. Although it is sometimes dated back as far as the fifth century, it isn’t considered as accurate as the previously mentioned manuscripts; probably because it omits Philippians, I & II Thessalonians, and entitles the Epistle to the Hebrews as the Epistle to Barnabas. In place of the missing books the Shepherd of Hermes, the Acts of Paul, and the Revelation of Peter have been inserted.

When Jerome composed his New Testament, about 420 AD, he included Hebrews and Revelations even though they were still frequently rejected. In another work, he included the Epistle of Barnabas in a canonical list and expressed doubts toward Philemon, II Peter, Jude, and II & III John.

According to Professor Davidson, neither Augustine nor Jerome were qualified to determine the suitability of the books that should be canonized.

Jerome and St. Augustine were the men most influential in determining the canon of the New Testament. Samuel Davidson, The Canon of the Bible, p. 233
Both were unfitted for critical examination of such a topic. Augustine was a gifted spiritual man, lacking learning and independence. Tradition dominated all his idea about the difficult or disputed books...His judgment was weak, his sagacity moderate, and the absence of many-sidedness hindered a critical result. Jerome, again, was learned but timid, lacking the courage to face the question fairly or fundamentally and the independence necessary to its right investigation. Belonging as he did to both churches, he recommended the practice of one or the other. He, too, was chiefly influenced by tradition. Samuel Davidson, The Canon of the Bible, p. 200

The "books" were finally selected, but the controversy continued even into the sixteenth century when Martin Luther disputed with Johann Eck at Leipzig, in 1519. Luther denied papal authority and the canon of the Western Church by supporting the Hebrew Canon of the Eastern Church. The resulting split between Catholics and Protestants necessitated the Council of Trent in 1546 where the manner was settled; at least for all Catholics.

To meet this radical departure of the Protestants, and as well define clearly the inspired sources from which the Catholic Faith draws its defense, the Council of Trent among its first acts solemnly declared as "sacred and canonical" all the books of the Old and New Testaments "with all their parts, as they have been used to be read in the churches, and as found in the ancient vulgate edition". 
But still there must have remained some doubt, because the Vatican Council of 1870 felt compelled to uphold the Council of Trent.

The Vatican Council took occasion of a recent error on inspiration to remove any lingering shadow of uncertainty on this head; it formally ratified the action of Trent and explicitly defined the Divine inspiration of all the books with their parts (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Canon_of_the_Holy_Scriptures).
So we see, that even into the nineteenth century—eighteen hundred years after Christianity came upon the scene—the “divinely inspired” Word of God was still under dispute; being selected, or discarded, by the debate of men! How then, can it be claimed the work of God?

Chapter 13 — The Character of the Church

With the establishment of a canon, selection of Church literature was no longer a question; so here our emphasis shifts from the “Holy Scriptures,” to the custodians of those Scriptures and how they were used. Just as the teachings of Christianity influenced the early writers, the philosophy and theological concepts of the compilers affected the final choice of canonical material. For that reason we should look into the character of those who gave us the New Testament, and then consider the fruit it brought forth.

Catholicism makes some strong assertions; they claim to speak the infallible word of their God, they are the light to the world, they are the only fortress against evil, and they have the divine right to judge man. Man, as an individual, is left with only one option—to decide for, or against, such assertions. To aid in this decision, we might use one of Catholicism’s own yardsticks; as quoted from their own Master:

Beware of false prophets, which come to you in sheep’s clothing, but inwardly they are ravening wolves. Ye shall know them by their fruits… A good tree cannot bring forth evil fruits, neither can a corrupt tree bring forth good fruits (Matthew 7:15-17).
Throughout the New Testament we are taught that some of those “good fruits” are; righteousness, love, compassion, and life. In contrast, the fruits of evil would be wickedness, hatred, indifference, and death. Therefore, if we look at the Church’s works we should find a society growing both morally and spiritually. An infallible Church, lead by an omnipotent and omniscient God, should be able to abolish wickedness and lawlessness, and produce an abundance of good fruit. Is that not so? Life and prosperity should blossom throughout the land! However, perhaps we reach too high; can we settle for simply a better social order? We will give a brief description of the conditions existing during the reign of Catholicism, and then let the Church present its own testimony.
About the same time various councils were coming to an agreement on the canonization of the New Testament the Western Roman Empire was being overrun by the Huns, Visigoths, and Vandals. There is no definite 

date as to when Rome fell; apparently it was a gradual disintegration, hastened by invading hoards. Rome, the city, was taken in 410 AD by the Visigoth, Alaric; and again in 476 by the Hun, Odacer—at which time, the last emperor, Romulus Augustulus, was disposed. The reasons for the fall are still debated, but the results are history; all of Western Europe plunged into the Dark Ages. Many reasons are given; decadence, economics, invasion, and many accuse Christianity. Most likely all were responsible, but the question we must ask is: “Could the Church have done more to prevent or alleviate the devastation?”
For the answer we must first set the scene and then consider the Church’s goals and values, only then will we be able to judge her actions. A hundred years after their defeat, the descendents of the persecuted pagans, who, under Roman Christianity had been forced to a nominal conversion, were fully converted Christians. For over a hundred years Catholicism had been able to institute its values. All lifestyles; social, economic, personal, as well as religious, were geared to the Church.

In short, if you didn’t conform and believe the Church’s dictates, life could be very unpleasant—one might even find it hard to survive. All offensive, or contradictory, literature was forbidden and destroyed. Education was restricted and it was deemed beneficial that the masses remain ignorant. All earthly, meaning wicked, human emotions were to be suppressed. All literal, worldly, values were to be sacrificed to the spiritual. All expression of free thought brought swift reprisals. Everything non-Catholic was destroyed and the Church ruled supreme. But following the barbarians’ repeated invasions of their country, and the sack of Rome, many of those thinly veneered pagans began to blame the Christian God.

As Western Europe was being ravaged by barbarians during the fifth century, the Eastern Church, or Byzantine Empire, was still experiencing a glorious, but dying, prosperity. Though the Roman Pope still maintained the authority of Peter, Constantinople elected its own patriarchal leaders who contested that authority. When Justinian became Emperor of the Byzantine Empire in 527 AD, the nation experienced resurgence in art, literature, architecture, and the codification of Roman law. But it was short lived. In 542 the bubonic plague swept throughout the empire. In Constantinople alone, over 10,000 people were dying each day. Then, in 558 AD, the second round of the pandemic struck. It is estimated that the plague claimed over one hundred million lives; entire cities were depopulated and the birth rates were depressed for generations.1 Although the Byzantine Empire would continue to exist, and at times even thrive, well into the fifteenth century, it would not do so as the Roman Empire.

While the plagues devastated the east, it was a “God sent” to the Western Church where they were able to convince the superstitious and gullible populace that the plagues were God’s wrath, poured out upon the East for not obeying the authority of the Pope.2 The fearful people rushed madly to the Church.

It was under these conditions, that the Church exhibited either total callousness or ignorance. With the empire leaderless and in ruins, famine rampant, and the plague spreading across the land; how did it confront the situation? The Church declared Justinian a heretic, and condemned Greek and Roman medicine as heresy. While the plague insured the downfall of the Roman Empire, it strengthened the Roman Church.

According to the Church, sex was associated with sin. Man was born in sin and could only be redeemed by the blood of Christ. Because of the precious sacrifice offered for that sin, man was taught to detest himself and his body. The Church taught there was a spirit within man that left him helpless and unable to resist sin.3  The only escape was through mortification of the flesh by starvation diets, self-flagellation, asceticism, abstinence, and avoiding all care of the body—including bathing. The magnificent Roman bath houses and toilets disappeared and disease became common as hygiene and sanitary conditions worsened. Epidemics were common throughout Europe for hundreds of years. Thus was the grim picture of Christendom as darkness covered the land.

When we question the works of Catholicism we must look to their leaders, because the common man was nothing more than an uneducated dupe. All knowledge and power lay with the clergy; therefore they were the heart and conscious of the people. When we listen to the claims of Catholicism, we find one basic reason for their existence; to promote the Word of God. We also find one main reason given for that work; that man might be saved. These two goals necessitated a third goal; the furtherance of the Church. However, when we read their writings, especially the Catholic Encyclopedia, we find two basic trends, or modes of operation, that belie their stated intends. First and foremost we find a hierarchy dedicated to the obtainment of power and wealth. Secondly, we find designed efforts to suppress and control the people.

Throughout Catholic history we find incidents of their good works, churches and monasteries that cared for the needs of their parishioners—both physical and spiritual. We find them managing social structures that provided daily, life-sustaining, substances; giving to the poor, aiding the homeless and tending for the needs of their parishes in times of famines. And today, Catholic hospitals and universities are ranked among the best in the world. But the price for that aid was astronomical; as they rose to power the Church passed laws that punished dissenters, exiled resistors and even justified the murder of the unrepentant. They denied education and aid to the common man while exerting taxation. They prospered and grew rich and powerful while the people became ignorant and poor. To justify such suppressive actions they declared all outside the Church were outlaws, a menace to Christ’s work, and, enemies of the Church. It is at this point we must ask ourselves: “Did the educated and intellectual leaders, the popes and bishops, really believe what they were espousing?” And we must answer that in most cases, yes, they did; they, also, were blinded by the noble platitudes that excused their wickedness. But when we find centuries of greed, moral corruption, simony, murder, wars and slaughter; then we cannot help but believe that many in high leadership positions were aware of the fraud perpetrated upon mankind. When we find a total lack of fear for the hell they used to terrorize the populace, we must assume many did not believe their own gospel.

Christianity’s Confrontation with Paganism

One of the most obvious facts we find concerning the Church is that the original teachings attributed to Jesus, such as; “Blessed are the meek,” “love thy neighbor” and “Blessed are the peacemaker,” were cast aside in favor of the Old Testament law of retribution. And that attitude had a direct impact on the character and growth of the Church.

As I stated in the last chapter, the pre-Nicene Christians were moved by an overwhelming sense of love and detested violence.  However, Christian moral ethics are based upon an authoritarian nature. And where there is authority there is, of necessity, rules and sanctions. In this case, the rules are the commandments of God; the sanctions, the loss of heaven and the torments of hell. For the Christian, rational right and wrong is often obscured by the perceived will of God. So when the pacifist teachings of the early Christians were unable to control the heretical and blasphemous doctrines of dissentients, the Church turned to the Hebrew Scriptures, especially the Septuagint, as final authority. And in that final authority the Lord God issued some very explicit and harsh commandments that leave no doubt He condoned the murder of those who opposed his will. For example:
They shall keep their priesthood, and the stranger that cometh nigh shall be put to death (Numbers 3:10). The man that will do presumptuously, and will not hearken unto the priest. ... even that man shall die (Deuteronomy 17:12).
Here was explicit authority from God for the Pope, bishops, or priests to kill any and all dissenters. It was a jealous God that decreed:

 He that sacrificeth to any other god save unto Yahweh alone, he shall be utterly destroyed. (Exodus 22:20; Deuteronomy 17:2-5). If thy brother, the son of thy mother, or thy daughter, or the wife of thy bosom, or thy friend, which is as thine own soul, entice thee secretly, saying, Let us go serve other gods, ... Thou shalt not consent unto him, nor hearken unto him; neither shalt thine eye pity him, neither shalt thou spare, neither shalt thou conceal him: But thou shalt surely kill him: thine hand shall be the first upon him to put him to death, and afterwards the hand of all the people. And thou shalt stone him with stones, that he die; (Deuteronomy 13:6, 8-10; 17:2-7).
It was Elijah who murdered, by his God's help, 450 prophets of Baal and 400 priests of Ashtoreth; 850 murders to prove the power of Yahweh (I Kings, 18:19). It was Elisha who stood by and watched God-sent bears, which he had invoked, attack forty-two small children who ill-manneredly ridiculed his baldhead (II Kings 2:23-24). And throughout the Old Testament, some hundreds of thousands of people were murdered by God; outright, and by his priestly agents—simply because they did not know the Hebrew God, or chose not to serve Him.
Even though Christians assert that Jesus fulfilled the harsh Law of God and instituted one of love and kindness, such teachings conflict with actions and statements attributed to their Christ. Was it not Jesus who said he came not to bring peace but a sword? Was it not Jesus who introduced the fires of hell with such statements as: “He that believeth not shall be dammed,” (Mark 16:16) “Depart from me, ye cursed, into everlasting fire,” (Mathew 25:41) and “He that believeth not the Son… the wrath of God abideth on him” (John 3:36)? Little wonder then that the Christians found licenses to condone their atrocities.

The authors of the New Testament readily accepted old Hebraic values when it suited their purpose, for the writer of Hebrews turned to the Law of Sinai when he wrote: “He that despised Moses’ Law died without mercy… Of how much sorer punishment… shall he be thought worthy who hath trodden under foot the Son of God?” (Hebrews 10:28-29). And many Christians longed for the retributions of John the Revelator; “The same shall drink of the wine of the wrath of God… and he shall be tormented with fire and brimstone in the presence of the holy angels, and in the presence of the Lamb: And the smoke of their torment ascendeth forever and ever: and they shall have no rest day or night” (Revelation 14:10-11). To those who would argue that such warnings pointed to the judgment of God, I will say that such might have been true of the pre-Nicene Christians, but the later Church’s extermination of heretics belie such an interpretation.

The rules of engagement were set when Peter, if we accept him as the speaker, set precedence by decreeing: “Every soul which will not hear that prophet shall be destroyed” (Acts 3:23). If the Church recognized Peter and the New Testament writers as representatives of their God, then they had no choice but to recognize their teachings; and their teachings advocated the advancement of “God’s will” above all else.

And so, just as the Israelites smote the heathen under the Law of Moses, some sixteen hundred years earlier; so did the Christians smite the heathen of their day. The same service to the same god, based upon the same Law—a Law that Christians declare dead.

Even as the orthodox Church was clawing its way to the top of the heap, it began instilling fear within its adherents. Admonitions to submit to authority were reinforced by the clergy’s limitation of knowledge to the masses, the usurpation of their rights to make decisions, and the promotions of superstitions. The fear demanded for God soon permeated everyone, including the clergy. Fear and submission to secular authority, as those holding power, was also demanded.  Superstition breeds fear, and even today the Christian gospel is one of fear; fear of missing heaven, fear of hell, fear of the devil, fear of bringing God’s wrath upon one’s self or a loved one, fear of offending a brother, fear of opposing thought, or simply the fear of omission. Many Christians even tremble at the thought of failing to say grace before each meal. And we are an enlightened society. Imagine the fear and superstition that would have been prevalent in an illiterate and oppressed society, composed of religious fanatics and pagan converts. Fear was the power of Catholicism. As the laws of Theodosius I and following secular rulers separated the believers from the non-believers, the conversion efforts of the Church became more and more desperate and brutal.

One such terror tactic was the threat of everlasting torment in a fiery hell. When we read Tertullian’s taunting of the spectators of the theater and circus, we are able to see just how far Christian love had strayed from the Essenes’ determination to pursue “evil” with “goodness.” From his De Spectaculis; as quoted by Gibbon:

These rigid sentiments, which had been unknown to the ancient world, appear to have infused a spirit of bitterness into a system of love and harmony. The ties of blood and friendship were frequently torn asunder by the difference of religious faith; and the Christians, who, in this world, found themselves oppressed by the power of the Pagans, were sometimes seduced by resentment and spiritual pride to delight in the prospect of their future triumph. “You are fond of spectacles,” exclaims the stern Tertullian; “expect the greatest of all spectacles, the last and eternal judgment of the universe. How shall I admire, how laugh, how rejoice, how exult, when I behold so many proud monarchs, and fancied gods, groaning in the lowest abyss of darkness; so many magistrates, who persecuted the name of the Lord, liquefying in fiercer fires than they ever kindled against Christians; so many sage philosophers blushing in red-hot flames with their deluded scholars; so many celebrated poets trembling before the tribunal, not of Minos, but of Christ; so many tragedians, more tuneful in the expression of their own sufferings; so many dangers.” But the humanity of the reader will permit me to draw a veil over the rest of this infernal description, which the zealous African pursues in a long variety of affected and unfeeling witticisms (Gibbon, Ch. Xv, p. 146-7.).
Another horror invented by the Church, to drive helpless victims into the fold, was that of infant damnation. When the doctrine of exclusive salvation (that unbaptized adults would burn in hell) proved insufficient, the terror was extended to newborn infants, and even to the fetus in its womb. From W.E.H. Lecky’s  Rationalism in Europe:

 Among the writings of the Fathers there are few which long possessed a greater authority than a short treatise “De Fide,” which is one of the clearest and most forcible extant epitomes of the Patristic faith, and which till the time of Erasmus was generally ascribed to St. Augustine, though it is now known to have been written, in the beginning of the sixth century, by St. Fulgentius. ”Be assured, and doubt not, that not only men who have attained the use of their reason, but also little children who have begun to live in their mothers' womb and have there died, or who, having been just born, have passed away from the world without the sacrament of holy baptism, administered in the name of the Father, Son and Holy Ghost, must be punished by the eternal torture of undying fire; for although they have committed no sin by their own will, they have nevertheless drawn with them the condemnation of original sin, by their carnal conception and nativity.”
Lecky, continues with a dismal illustration of the situation:

Nothing indeed can be more curious, nothing more deeply pathetic, than the record of the many ways by which the terror-stricken mothers attempted to evade the awful sentence of their Church. Sometimes the baptismal water was sprinkled upon the womb; sometimes the still-born child was baptized, in hopes that the Almighty would antedate the ceremony; sometimes the mother invoked the Holy Spirit to purify by His immediate power the infant that was to be born; sometimes she received the Host or obtained absolution, and applied them to the benefit of her child. For the doctrine of the Church had wrung the mother's heart with an agony that was too poignant for even that submissive age to bear.

Frequently, Church doctrines would lead to years of confused debates and decrees as the clergy tried to explain ramifications derived from divine interpretations; the subject of infant baptism was one such topic. The Catholic teaching that all who die without baptism are excluded from the “vision of God” is uncompromising. And those who die in original sin, such as infants, cannot go to heaven. This decree introduced another unsettling question; what happened to the infant’s soul, did it burn in hell? The Church tactfully circumvented the issue. While it was decided the infant must suffer the pain of loss (of not seeing God), they weren’t sure it would suffer the pain of sense. St. Augustine felt sure they would suffer the pain of sense, but it would be the mildest form. Another believed they’d be happy even though they missed heaven. Other theologians maintained that children could be saved by the act of their parents.4 Pope Innocent XI appointed a theological commission to study the problem, but no decision was ever reached. Years later, St. Thomas decided:

Although unbaptized infants are separated from God as far as glory is concerned, yet they are not separated from Him entirely. Rather are they joined to Him by a participation of natural goods; and so they may even rejoice in Him by natural consideration and love  (Original Catholic Encyclopedia (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Baptism).
St. Thomas never explained just how such a union was to be achieved and, unlike St. Thomas, I’m unable to divine the mind and will of God, so we’ll leave that to the infinite, mysterious, workings of the Church. Maybe one day they will present us a logical answer.

We have already mentioned the miraculous conversion of Constantine and shown how the Church prostituted itself to garner his blessings. By ingratiating itself into imperial favor and gaining public popularity, the Church soon dominated the superstitious courts and populace. Thus was formed a mutual needs association that was to grow in power throughout the centuries. The secular rulers needed the Church—and the Church needed secular power to further the cause of Christ.

When a Government, for instance, reserves its favors and functions for the adherents of the State religion, the army of civil servants becomes a more powerful body of missionaries than the ordained ministers (http://www.catholic.org/encyclopedia/view.php?id=5695).
Following the Edict of Milan, Constantine quickly succumb to the interests of the Christians by passing more and more laws that restricted pagans and favored the Church. Polytheism, divination, soothsaying, and malevolent magic were forbidden; while the Christian churches received money and preferential treatment. The Catholic clergy was exempt from civic duties; Sunday was decreed the venerated day of the sun, and, under the Law of Constantine, the bishops were given unlimited power as judges and witnesses:

Whatever may be settled by a sentence of bishops shall ever be held as sacred and venerable ... All testimony given, even by a single bishop, shall be accepted without hesitation, by every judge, neither shall the testimony of any other witness be heard, when the testimony of a bishop is brought forward by either party! (Const. Sirm. I; 333.).
There is no record of any Constantine laws that prescribed persecution, but the same cannot be said for his sons, Constantius and Constans, who were Arians. Through them the Church began to clamp down upon pagan worship. All temples were closed and properties were forfeited. Sacrificing and idolatry was declared a capital offense, punishable by death.5
Under Gratian’s and Theodosius’ reigns it was the apostates, Christians who adopted pagan rites, who felt the disfavor of the Church.6 And since many pagans were converted at the point of the sword, there was no shortage of apostasy. Wills of apostate Christians were set aside and the right to bequeath or inherit property was denied. These persecutions became more harsh and continued into the reign of Valentinian. Paganism was openly outlawed. Anyone caught worshiping pagan gods was considered an insurrectionist, guilty of the crime of Laesae Majestatis; the punishment was crucifixion. Ironically, the Christians were using the very same law that convicted Jesus.

They passed laws that abolished pagan holidays and revoked the privileges of pagan priests. And where Constantine, under the Edict of Milan, restored all confiscated property to the Christians; the Catholic Church appropriated the pagan temples for their own use. Anything offensive to the Catholic Church was to be punished with severity befitting the crime. Pagans had no voice in the courts:

... and every sect unfriendly with the Catholics should be driven out of every city in order that they may not be sullied by the contagious presence of criminals. We deny to Jews or pagans the right of pleading a case in court or of serving as soldiers (Const. Sirm. No. 6; 425).

The Emperors Justin and Justinian: ... It is our intention to restore the existing laws which affect the rest of the heretics of whatever name they are, (and we label as heretic whoever is not a member of the Catholic Church and of our orthodox and holy faith); likewise the pagans who attempt to introduce the worship of many gods, and the Jews and the Samaritans. ... We forbid any of the above-mentioned persons to aspire to any dignity or to acquire civil or military office or to attain to any rank (Codex Justinian I 5, 12; 527).

Apparently there were anti-pagan laws on the books that weren’t being enforced. Such oversights were corrected when Honorisus and Arcadius ascended to power.
The Donatists and other vain heretics and those others who cannot be converted to the worship of the Catholic communion, Jews and Gentiles who are vulgarly known as pagans; ... Let all judges understand, and not fail to carry out all decrees against such persons (Codex Theodocious XVI,. 5, 46; 409).

We must concede that civil laws were often harsh and seemingly merciless in ancient times, and it should only be expected that such cruelty would be evident within the clergy. Conversely, the Catholic Church professes to be a perfect society. If we turn to their own records can we find justification for such a claim? 
The Inquisitions
Today, the mere mention of the word inquisition still conjures up images of torture and flaming deaths instituted during the thirteenth century; however, the inquisition was functioning within the Church long before it acquired notoriety. Not by that title, of course, and not with the same wicked viciousness. As an institutional means to combat heresy the main weapon of choice was the quill. The more lenient practice of written rebuttal to heretical ideas was in general use well into the post-Constantine era. The early Christians loathed those they termed heretics, but their method of dealing with them was totally different from that of the Catholic Church in the later centuries.

Though the Apostles were deeply imbued with the conviction that they must transmit the deposit of the Faith to posterity undefiled, and that any teaching at variance with their own, even if proclaimed by an angel of Heaven, would be a culpable offense, yet St. Paul did not, in the case of the heretics Alexander and Hymeneus, go back to the Old Covenant penalties of death or scourging ( Deuteronomy 13:6 sqq. ; 17:1 sqq. ), but deemed exclusion from the communion of the Church sufficient ( 1 Timothy 1:20 ; Titus 3:10 ). In fact to the Christians of the first three centuries it could scarcely have occurred to assume any other attitude towards those who erred in matters of faith (http://www.catholic.org/encyclopedia/view.php?id=6129).
Tertullian stated that, “the natural law authorized man to follow only the voice of individual conscience in the practice of religion, since the acceptance of religion was a matter of free will, not of compulsion.” And Lactantius, a third century rhetorician and apologists, writing about 308 AD, argued:

Religion being a matter of the will, it cannot be forced on anyone; in this matter it is better to employ words than blows [verbis melius quam verberibus res agenda est]. Of what use is cruelty? What has the rack to do with piety? Surely there is no connection between truth and violence, between justice and cruelty . . . . It is true that nothing is so important as religion, and one must defend it at any cost [summâ vi] . . . It is true that it must be protected, but by dying for it, not by killing others; by long-suffering, not by violence; by faith, not by crime. If you attempt to defend religion with bloodshed and torture, what you do is not defense, but desecration and insult. For nothing is so intrinsically a matter of free will as religion (Divine Institutes V:20).
Even into later centuries there were those such as St. Ambrose, St. Augustine, and St. John Chrysostom who deplored the death penalty. However, as the Church’s power increased the majority opinion slowly began to side with the secular leaders. Even St. Augustine reversed his opinion in latter years.

St. Augustine seems to have originated the application of the words “Compel them to enter in,” to religious persecution. Religious liberty he emphatically cursed: 'Quid est enim pejor, mors animae quam libertas erroris? For which is worse, the death of the soul than the liberty of error?' (Epistle clxvi.).
One of the most important opinions mentioned here is the right of individual religious freedom; as opposed to the Church's latter stance which branded that freedom as heresy. If such was the attitude of the early Christians, when and how did it change? What was the justification for the inquisitions? Why did the Church feel compelled to suppress this thing called heresy? Today heresy is an insignificant factor in Christian thought; in fact, here in the U.S. it is so inconsequential that the average person never considers it a threat to their religion. But that was certainly not the case when the Catholic Church was struggling to maintain her seat of power; heresy was by its very definition an attack upon Catholicism. Notice, a distinction must be made between Catholicism and Christianity; because many, if not most, of those accused of heresy considered themselves Christians. Their offense was not the denial of Jesus Christ, but opposition to Catholic "truth." 

Heresy, being a deadly poison generated within the organism of the Church, must be ejected if she is to live and perform her task of continuing Christ's work of salvation. Her Founder, who foretold the disease, also provided the remedy: He endowed her teaching with infallibility (see CHURCH). The office of teaching belongs to the hierarchy, the ecclesia docens, which, under certain conditions, judges without appeal in matters of faith and morals (see COUNCILS). Infallible decisions can also be given by the pope teaching ex cathedra (see INFALLIBILITY). Each pastor in his parish, each bishop in his diocese, is in duty bound to keep the faith of his flock untainted; to the supreme pastor of all the Churches is given the office of feeding the whole Christian flock. The power, then, of expelling heresy is an essential factor in the constitution of the Church. Like other powers and rights, the power of rejecting heresy adapts itself in practice to circumstances of time and place, and, especially, of social and political conditions. At the beginning it worked without special organization. The ancient discipline charged the bishops with the duty of searching out the heresies in their diocese and checking the progress of error by any means at their command (Original Catholic Encyclopedia -
http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Heresy)
.
For a man, or an entity, to assume the power and role of God is a foolish and dangerous thing that can only lead to disaster. And by usurping the right to dictate truth, and endowing the pope with the power of infallibility, the Church assumed that role.
But we cannot fairly place the blame upon the Catholic body, nor point to any certain period in history when the Church knowing chose to become the vile suppressive organization it became. That blame must be placed at the feet of Paul. The evil began when Paul claimed the authority to speak for God.
Now we have received, not the spirit of the world, but the spirit which is of God; that we might know the things that are freely given to us of God. Which things also we speak, not in the words which man's wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost teacheth; (I Corinthians 2:12&13).
But how could Paul know he had unleashed untold miseries and suffering upon mankind? That certainly wasn't his purpose; he was only trying to save as many people as possible from the terrible wrath of God. It appears that even the indwelling Holy Spirit was blind to the inevitable consequences of those teachings
It started out innocently enough; what harm could there possibly be in asserting that the spirit of God lived within the ecclesiastic body? Such could only be considered a blessing because that spirit would lead men into all divine truths. However, contentions and controversies arose and other sects began making the same, or similar, claims. Something was needed to establish the 'orthodox' truth over all others. So, a chain of Apostolic succession was developed. Still the division wasn't solved; the 'Holy Spirit' was making contradictory revelations to different bishops and Church fathers. And at last, it was decided that one man, one Church leader, should be imbued with infallibility—and a supreme pontiff was created. 
One would think then, if the divine power of an omnipotent god was orchestrating events, that peace and blessings would come upon mankind. But such an omnipotent god would foreknow the nature of man. And one of those natures is that you can't dictate to the human animal. A prime example was set by Henry Ford when he assured his customers they could have any color of automobile they wanted—as long as it was black. The absurdity of his attempt to control human desires is evident on streets and highways around the world today. The results of the Church's attempt to dictate truth should have been predictable. To paraphrase Abraham Lincoln; "You may convince all the people some of the time, part of the people all the time, but you can never convince all the people all the time." The human animal simply will not be dictated to; you cannot tell them what they can do—or what is truth. 
But the Catholic Church had made spurious claims which they were forced to defend. For centuries they were able to use the civil authorities to uphold and enforce their dictates; but when, for various reasons, that force proved insufficient, they became desperate and instituted the inquisitions.
When it comes to identifying the inquisition and trying to understand its function, even the Catholic Church seems to have trouble describing it.
By this term [inquisition] is usually meant a special ecclesiastical institutional for combating or suppressing heresy. Its characteristic mark seems to be the bestowal on special judges of judicial powers in matters of faith, and this by supreme ecclesiastical authority, not temporal or for individual cases, but as a universal and permanent office. Moderns experience difficulty in understanding this institution, because they have, to no small extent, lost sight of two facts.

On the one hand they have ceased to grasp religious belief as something objective, as the gift of God, and therefore outside the realm of free private judgment; on the other they no longer see in the Church a society perfect and sovereign, based substantially on a pure and authentic Revelation, whose first most important duty must naturally be to retain unsullied this original deposit of faith. Before the religious revolution of the sixteenth century these views were still common to all Christians; that orthodoxy should be maintained at any cost seemed self-evident (Original Catholic Encyclopedia - http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Inquisition).

Their main intent appears to be justification of their power and existence. They conjure up terms like "supreme ecclesiastical authority," and "society perfect and sovereign" as if they were speaking of something so real and tangible as the earth we stand upon or the water we drink. While, in fact, opposition to their assertions necessitated the need for suppression. I will allow you to decide if the Church was a gift of God or not, later, when we’ve seen this perfect society in operation. 
As the Dontists, Gnostics, and other groups grew in strength and numbers, it became obvious that the Christians’ tactics of sacrificing their lives in protest was not working. Even though actions may speak louder than words; volume doesn't necessary guarantee success. Despite what today’s Christians claim, the non-violence approach to promoting their religion did not work. In the end the Church had to fight fire with fire. At first, it consisted mostly of restricting literature, but it soon took on the practice of requiring a confession of faith—then demanding that confession on penalty of death.
"…Theodosius is said to be the first who pronounced heresy a capital crime; this law was passed in 382 against the Encratites, the Saccophori, the Hydroparastatae, and the Manichaeans. Heretical teachers were forbidden to propagate their doctrines publicly or privately; to hold public disputations; to ordain bishops, presbyters, or any other clergy; to hold religious meetings; to build conventicles or to avail themselves of money bequeathed to them for that purpose. Slaves were allowed to inform against their heretical masters and to purchase their freedom by coming over to the Church. The children of heretical parents were denied their patrimony and inheritance unless they returned to the Catholic Church. The books of heretics were ordered to be burned" ( Vide "Codex Theodosianus,” lib. XVI, tit. 5, "De Haereticis"), (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Heresy).
During the Middle Ages the Church guarded the purity and genuineness of her Apostolic doctrine through the institution of the ecclesiastical (and states) Inquisition. ... Following the example of the Apostles, the Church today watches zealously over the purity and integrity of her doctrine, since on this rests her whole system of faith and morals, the whole edifice of Catholic thought, ideals, and life. For this purpose the Church instituted the Index of Prohibited Books, which is intended to deter Catholics from the unauthorized reading of books dangerous to faith or morals, for it is notorious that clever sophistry coated with seductive language may render even gross errors of faith palatable to a guileless and innocent heart 
(http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Religious_Toleration). 

 ... Now, formal heresy was likewise strongly condemned by the Catholic Middle Ages; and so the argument ran: Apostasy and heresy are, as criminal offenses against God, far more serious crimes than high treason, murder, or adultery. ... But, according to Romans xiii, 11, seq., the secular authorities have the right to punish, especially grave crimes, with death; consequently, heretics may be not only excommunicated, but also justly (juste) put to death' (St. Thomas, II-II, Q; xi, a, 3). ... The earliest example of the execution of a heretic was the beheading of the ring leader of the Priscillianists by the usurper Maximum at Trier (385). Even St. Augustine, towards the end of his life, favored State reprisals against the Donatists. ... Influenced by the Roman code, which was rescued from oblivion, Frederick II introduced the penalty of burning for heretics by imperial law of 1224. The popes, especially Gregory IX, favored the execution of this imperial law, in which they saw an effective means for the preservation of the Faith. ... Unfortunately, neither the secular nor the ecclesiastical authorities drew the slightest distinction between dangerous and harmless heretics, seeing forthwith in every (formal) heresy a' contumelia Creatoris,' which the theocratic State was called upon to avenge with the pyre" Original Catholic Encyclopedia  (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Religious_Toleration).
This legislation remained in force and with even greater severity in the kingdom formed by the victorious barbarian invaders on the ruins of the Roman Empire in the West. The burning of heretics was first decreed in the eleventh century. The Synod of Verona (1184) imposed on bishops the duty to search out the heretics in their dioceses and to hand them over to the secular power. Other synods, and the Fourth Lateran Council (1215) under Pope Innocent III, repeated and enforced this decree, especially the Synod of Toulouse (1229), which established inquisitors in every parish (one priest and two laymen). Everyone was bound to denounce heretics, the names of the witnesses were kept secret; after 1243, when Innocent IV sanctioned the laws of Emperor Frederick II and of Louis IX against heretics, torture was applied in trials; the guilty persons were delivered up to the civil authorities and actually burnt at the stake… (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Heresy).

Catholicism inspired genocide that reached epic proportions during the thirteenth century with the introduction of the Holy Inquisition and the unholy slaughter of the Albigenses.
The name Albigenses, given them by the Council of Tours (1163) prevailed towards the end of the twelfth century and was for a long time applied to all the heretics of the south of France… The rise and spread of the new doctrine in southern France was favoured by various circumstances, among which may be mentioned: the fascination exercised by the readily-grasped dualistic principle; the remnant of Jewish and Mohammedan doctrinal elements; the wealth, leisure, and imaginative mind of the inhabitants of Languedoc; their contempt for the Catholic clergy, caused by the ignorance and the worldly, too frequently scandalous, lives of the latter; the protection of an overwhelming majority of the nobility, and the intimate local blending of national aspirations and religious sentiment 

(http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Albigenses).
These primitive views on heresy have been faithfully transmitted and acted on by the Church in subsequent ages; there is no break in the tradition from St. Peter to Pius X [1903-1914]. (Original Catholic Encyclopedia - http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Heresy).

It should be evident that the Church devised ingenious ruses to avoid all appearance of wrong doing in an effort to maintain their pretense of holiness; while waging a ceaseless war against heresy. By some stretch of logic, condemning persons of heresy and turning them over to the secular executioners for the physical act separated the Holy Church from the deed. 
The barbarous penal forms of the Middle Ages are to be credited, not to the Church, but to the State (Original Catholic Encyclopedia - http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Religious_Toleration).
This is the stale pretense of the Clergy in all countries, after they have solicited the government to make penal laws against those they call heretics, or schismatics, and prompted the magistrates to a vigorous execution, then to lay all the odium on the civil power; for whom they have no excuse to allege, but that such men suffered, not for religion, but for disobedience to the laws" (Somers Tracts, vol. xii, p. 534; cited by Buckle, Hist. of Civilization in England, i, p. 246.).
So, the blame for unimaginable evils was not to be lain at the Church’s altar; that blame rested with the state. Yet, even the Church’s own records put the lie to such assertions. His Holiness Pope Gregory IX (1227-41) was:

very severe towards heretics, who in those times were universally looked upon as traitors and punished accordingly. ... When in 1224 Frederick II ordered that heretics in Lombard should be burnt at the stake, Gregory IX, then Papal Legate, approved and published the imperial law. In 1231 the Pope enacted a law for Rome that heretics condemned by an ecclesiastical court should be delivered to the secular power to receive their ‘due punishment.' This ‘due punishment' was death by fire for the obstinate and imprisonment for life for the penitent. In pursuance of this law a number of Patarini were arrested in Rome in 1231, the obstinate were burned at the stake, the others were imprisoned… It must not be thought, however, that Gregory IX dealt more severely with heretics than other rulers did. Death by fire was the common punishment for heretics and traitors in those times. Up to the time of Gregory IX, the duty of searching out heretics belonged to the bishops in their respective dioceses (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Pope_Gregory_IX).
Officially it was not the Church that sentenced unrepenting heretics to death, more particularly to the stake. As legate of the Roman Church even Gregory IV never went further than the penal ordinances of Innocent III required, nor ever inflicted a punishment more severe than excommunication. Not until four years after the commencement of his pontificate did he admit the opinion, then prevalent among legists, that heresy should be punished with death, seeing that it was confessedly no less serious an offence than high treason. Nevertheless he continued to insist on the exclusive right of the church to decide in authentic manner in matters of heresy; at the same time it was not her office to pronounce sentence of death. The Church, thenceforth, expelled from her bosom the impenitent heretic, whereupon the state took over the duty of his temporal punishment. Frederick II was of the same opinion; in his Constitution of 1224 he says that heretics convicted by an ecclesiastical court shall, on imperial authority, suffer death by fire (auctoritate nostra ignis iudicio concremandos), and similarly in 1233 "praesentis nostrae legis edicto damnatos mortem pati decernimus." In this way Gregory IX may be regarded as having had no share either directly or indirectly in the death of condemned heretics. Not so the succeeding popes. In the Bull "Ad exstirpanda" (1252) Innocent IV says:

"When those adjudged guilty of heresy have been given up to the civil power by the bishop or his representative, or the Inquisition, the podestà or chief magistrate of the city shall take them at once, and shall, within five days at the most, execute the laws made against them."
Moreover, he directs that this Bull and the corresponding regulations of Frederick II be entered in every city among the municipal statutes under pain of excommunication, which was also visited on those who failed to execute both the papal and the imperial decrees. Nor could any doubt remain as to what civil regulations were meant, for the passages which ordered the burning of impenitent heretics were inserted in the papal decrials from the imperial constitutions "Commissis nobis" and "Inconsutibilem tunicam". The aforesaid Bull "Ad exstirpanda" remained thenceforth a fundamental document of the Inquisition, renewed or reinforced by several popes, Alexander IV (1254-61), Clement IV (1265-68), Nicholas IV (1288-92), Boniface VIII (1294-1303), and others. The civil authorities, therefore, were enjoined by the popes, under pain of excommunication to execute the legal sentences that condemned impenitent heretics to the stake. It is so he noted that excommunication itself was no trifle, for, if the person excommunicated did not free himself from excommunication within a year, he was held by the legislation of that period to be a heretic, and incurred all the penalties that affected heresy (Original Catholic Encyclopedia - http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Inquisition). 
The Catholic Church tried to camouflage the wickedness of their deeds by making it appear that excommunication was only a period of shunning, when, in fact, it was a delayed death sentence. Although a heretic might redeem himself by repenting, anyone who adhered to his principles was doomed to the pyre or a slow agonizing death in prison. Is it any wonder the Church produced so many martyrs?
The position of the Church is clear. Now, imagine the choice offered to the accused. He was guilty until proven innocent and was not allowed to speak in his defense; to the contrary, he was tortured for a confession. Finally, torn and crippled, he was offered “a deal.” If he confessed and repented of his crimes (sins) his sentence of death would be commuted to life imprisonment. The alternative was often more horrible than the pyre, because a medieval prison was the true purgatory. 

However, one cannot help but admire the loving kindness and merciful concern which the Holy Church exhibited in its effort to bring the 
errant child back into the tender arms of the blessed faith. After the Holy Inquisitor had racked and broken their bodies, they were handed over to the secular arm for the final execution, the blessed Auto-de-f’e, where their tortured remains were burned. Even so, the "Church was content with a spiritual sentence on the part of its bishops and was averse to the shedding of blood," so the hated heretics went forth with the merciful prayer that they should be punished as mildly as possible and without the shedding of blood!7 Along with the act went a standing decree of indulgences, from the tortures of purgatory, for all the deluded faithful who would please and glorify God, and the priests, by piling the fagots for the consecrated fires.8 Like indulgences were given to others for throwing water on the wood so the flames would burn slower, and allow the writhing wretch more time to make peace with God. Oft times the victim was suspended above the flames, like a roasting pig, for the same purpose. In such cases, if repentance was made, they were dragged from the flames, only partially consumed. Only to be cast back into prison where they were allowed to spent the remainder of their agonizing lives contemplating the beauties and sweetness of the blessed Christian religion, crying: “Praise God from whom all blessings flow!”

How could the Holy Church of God sanction such atrocities? How justify the slaughter of men, women, and children? Apparently they inherited the job from a god who was incapable of asserting his own will. Read and understand the demented logic whereby the Holy Church usurped the power of their God!

Under the control of the Church are two swords, that is two powers, the expression referring to the medieval theory of the two swords, the spiritual and the secular. This is substantiated by the customary reference to the swords of the Apostles at the arrest of Christ ( Luke 22:38 ; Matthew 26:52 ). 
Both swords are in the power of the Church; the spiritual is wielded in the Church by the hand of the clergy; the secular is to be employed for the Church by the hand of the civil authority, but under the direction of the spiritual power. 
The one sword must be subordinate to the other: the earthly power must submit to the spiritual authority, as this has precedence of the secular on account of its greatness and sublimity; for the spiritual power has the right to establish and guide the secular power, and also to judge it when it does not act rightly. When, however, the earthly power goes astray, it is judged by the spiritual power; a lower spiritual power is judged by a higher, the highest spiritual power is judged by God. 
This authority, although granted to man, and exercised by man, is not a human authority, but rather a Divine one, granted to Peter by Divine commission and confirmed in him and his successors. Consequently, whoever opposes this power ordained of God opposes the law of God and seems, like a Manichaean, to accept two principles  (Bull Unam Sanctam, Boniface VIII, Nov. 18, 1302). (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Unam_Sanctam).
In belittling the scope of the inquisition the Church insists that it wasn't instituted until early in the thirteen century.

The imperial rescripts of 1220 and 1224 were adopted into ecclesiastical criminal law in 1231, and were soon applied at Rome. It was then that the Inquisition of the Middle Ages came into being (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Inquisition).
According to the Catholic Encyclopedia the inquisitors were, in most cases, responsible and saintly men well qualified to bear the burden of deciding life and death.

History shows us how far the inquisitors answered to this ideal. Far from being inhuman, they were, as a rule, men of spotless character and sometimes of truly admirable sanctity, and not a few of them have been canonized by the Church. There is absolutely no reason to look on the medieval ecclesiastical judge as intellectually and morally inferior to the modern judge. No one would deny that the judges of today, despite occasional harsh decisions and the errors of a few, pursue a highly honorable profession. Similarly, the medieval inquisitors should be judged as a whole, and not by individual examples. Moreover, history does not justify the hypothesis that the medieval heretics were prodigies of virtue, deserving our sympathy in advance (Original Catholic Encyclopedia - http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Inquisition).
There is no reason to doubt assertions such as these. No matter how barbaric we may view the atrocities committed during this period we must remember that the Church, and the civil government, were, generally speaking, acting within the bounds of the law. Therefore most people at that time would have been honest, law abiding, citizens. And it should be understood that those same people would have been immunized to the harsh cruelties common to their age. 
But what if we allowed such reasoning in today's courts? You may be able to picture our state and federal judges condoning torture and passing out life sentences for repentant backsliders, or consigning freethinkers to the stake; but I can find no moral or legal reasons for such brazen miscarriages of justice. 

To better understand just what an inquisition entailed, the Catholic Encyclopedia gives us a detailed, and amazingly candid, description of a typical procedure.

Procedure.—This regularly began with a month's "term of grace", proclaimed by the inquisitor whenever he came to a heresy-ridden district. The inhabitants were summoned to appear before the inquisitor. On those who confessed of their own accord a suitable penance (e.g. a pilgrimage) was imposed, but never a severe punishment like incarceration or surrender to the civil power. However, these relations with the residents of a place often furnished important indications, pointed out the proper quarter for investigation, and sometimes much evidence was thus obtained against individuals. These were then cited before the judges—usually by the parish priest, although occasionally by the secular authorities—and the trial began. If the accused at once made full and free confession, the affair was soon concluded, and not to the disadvantage of the accused. But in most instances the accused entered denial even after swearing on the Four Gospels, and this denial was stubborn in the measure that the testimony was incriminating. David of Augsburg (cf. Preger, "Der Traktat des David von Augsburg fiber die Waldenser", Munich, 1878, pp. 43 sqq.) pointed out to the inquisitor four methods of extracting open acknowledgment: (i) fear of death, i.e. by giving the accused to understand that the stake awaited him if he would not confess; (ii) more or less close confinement, possibly emphasized by a curtailment of food; (iii) visits of tried men, who would attempt to induce free confession through friendly persuasion; (iv) torture, which will be discussed below. 

The Witnesses.—When no voluntary admission was made, evidence was adduced. Legally, there had to be at least two witnesses, although conscientious judges rarely contented themselves with that number. The principle had hitherto been held by the Church that the testimony of a heretic, an excommunicated person, a perjurer, in short, of an "infamous", was worthless before the courts. But in its detestation of unbelief the Church took the further step of abolishing this long-established practice, and of accepting a heretic's evidence at nearly full value in trials concerning faith. … There was no personal confrontation of witnesses, neither was there any cross-examination. Witnesses for the defense hardly ever appeared, as they would almost infallibly be suspected of being heretics or favorable to heresy. For the same reason those impeached rarely secured legal advisers, and were therefore obliged to make personal response to the main points of a charge. This, however, was also no innovation, for in 1205 Innocent III, by the Bull "Si adversus vos", forbade any legal help for heretics: "We strictly prohibit you, lawyers and notaries, from assisting in any way, by council or support, all heretics and such as believe in them, adhere to them, render them any assistance or defend them in any way." 

The present writer can find nothing to suggest that the accused were imprisoned during the period of enquiry. It was certainly customary to grant the accused person his freedom until the sermo generalis, were he ever so strongly inculpated through witnesses or confession; he was not yet supposed guilty, though he was compelled to promise under oath always to be ready to come before the inquisitor, and in the end to accept with good grace his sentence, whatever its tenor. The oath was assuredly a terrible weapon in the hands of the medieval judge. If the accused person kept it, the judge was favorably inclined; on the other hand, if the accused violated it, his credit grew worse. Many sects, it was known, repudiated oaths on principle; hence the violation of an oath caused the guilty party easily to incur suspicion of heresy. …

Curiously enough torture was not regarded as a mode of punishment, but purely as a means of eliciting the truth. It was not of ecclesiastical origin, and was long prohibited in the ecclesiastical courts. Nor was it originally an important factor in the inquisitional procedure, being unauthorized until twenty years after the Inquisition had begun. It was first authorized by Innocent IV in his Bull "Ad exstirpanda" of May 15, 1252, which was confirmed by Alexander IV on November 30, 1259, and by Clement IV on November 3, 1265. The limit placed upon torture was citra membri diminutionem et mortis periculum—i.e., it was not to cause the loss of a limb or imperil life. Torture was to be applied only once, and not then unless the accused were uncertain in his statements, and seemed already virtually convicted by manifold and weighty proofs. In general, this violent questioning (quaestio) was to be deferred as long as possible, and recourse to it was permitted only when all other expedients were exhausted. …

… In the beginning, torture was held to be so odious that clerics were forbidden to be present under pain of irregularity. Sometimes it had to be interrupted so as to enable the inquisitor to continue his examination, which, of course, was attended by numerous inconveniences. … The general rule ran that torture was to be resorted to only once. But this was sometimes circumvented—first, by assuming that with every new piece of evidence the rack could be utilized afresh, and secondly, by imposing fresh torments on the poor victim (often on different days), not by way of repetition, but as a continuation … When Clement V formulated his regulations for the employment of torture, he never imagined that eventually even witnesses would be put on the rack, although not their guilt, but that of the accused, was in question (Original Catholic Encyclopedia - http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Inquisition).
In their defense, the Church repeatedly insists that they opposed the secular power's enforcement of the death penalty and often tried to interfere with such executions. They point to incidents were they tempered punishment of the guilty, and try to shift much of the blame to the secular authorities and even the common citizens. 

…at Goslar, in the Christmas season of 1051, and in 1052, several heretics were hanged because Emperor Henry III wanted to prevent the further spread of "the heretical leprosy". A few years later, in 1076 or 1077, a Catharist was condemned to the stake by the Bishop of Cambrai and his chapter. Other Catharists, in spite of the archbishop's intervention, were given their choice by the magistrates of Milan between doing homage to the Cross and mounting the pyre. By far the greater number chose the latter. In 1114 the Bishop of Soissons kept sundry heretics in durance in his episcopal city. But while he was gone to Beauvais, to ask advice of the bishops assembled there for a synod, the "believing folk, fearing the habitual soft-heartedness of ecclesiastics" (clericalem verens mollitiem), stormed the prison, took the accused outside the town, and burned them. The people disliked what to them was the extreme dilatoriness of the clergy in pursuing heretics. In 1144 Adalbero II of Liege hoped to bring some imprisoned Catharists to better knowledge through the grace of God, but the people, less indulgent, assailed the unhappy creatures, and only with the greatest trouble did the bishop succeed in rescuing some of them from death by fire. A like drama was enacted about the same time at Cologne. While the archbishop and the priests earnestly sought to lead the misguided back into the Church, the latter were violently taken by the mob (a populis nimio zelo abreptis) from the custody of the clergy and burned at the stake…. In short, no blame attaches to the Church for her behavior towards heresy in those rude days 
Hence, the occasional executions of heretics during this period [1050-1150 CE] must be ascribed partly to the arbitrary action of individual rulers, partly to the fanatic outbreaks of the overzealous populace, and in no wise to ecclesiastical law or the ecclesiastical authorities 
Most of the punishments that were properly speaking inquisitional were not inhuman, either by their nature or by the manner of their infliction. Most frequently certain good works were ordered, e.g. the building of a church, the visitation of a church, a pilgrimage more or less distant, the offering of a candle or a chalice, participation in a crusade, and the like. Other works partook more of the character of real and to some extent degrading punishments, e.g. fines, whose proceeds were devoted to such public purposes as church-building, road-making, and the like; whipping with rods during religious service; the pillory; the wearing of colored crosses, and so on. 

The hardest penalties were imprisonment in its various degrees, exclusion from the communion of the Church, and the usually consequent surrender to the civil power. "Cum ecclesia", ran the regular expression, "ultra non habeat quod faciat pro suis demeritis contra ipsum, idcirco eundem relinquimus brachio et iudicio sirculari"—i.e. since the Church can no farther punish his misdeeds, she leaves him to the civil authority. Naturally enough, punishment as a legal sanction is always a hard and painful thing, whether decreed by civil or ecclesiastical justice. There is, however, always an essential distinction between civil and ecclesiastical punishment. While chastisement inflicted by secular authority aims chiefly at punishing violation of the law, the Church seeks primarily the correction of the delinquent; indeed his spiritual welfare is frequently so much in view that the element of punishment is almost entirely lost sight of. Commands to hear Holy Mass on Sundays and holidays, to frequent religious services, to abstain from manual labor, to receive Communion at the chief festivals of the year, to forbear from soothsaying and usury, etc., can scarcely be regarded as punishments, though very efficacious as helps towards the fulfillment of Christian duties. …Moreover, the penalties incurred were on numberless occasions remitted, mitigated, or commuted. In the records of the Inquisition we very frequently read that because of old age, sickness, or poverty in the family, the due punishment was materially reduced owing to the inquisitor's sheer pity, or the petition of a good Catholic. Imprisonment for life was altered to a fine, and this to an alms; participation in a crusade was commuted into a pilgrimage, while a distant and costly pilgrimage became a visit to a neighboring shrine or church, and so on. … Imprisonment was not always accounted punishment in the proper sense: it was rather looked on as an opportunity for repentance, a preventive against backsliding or the infection of others. It was known as immuration (from the Latin murus, a wall), or incarceration, and was inflicted for a definite time or for life. Immuration for life was the lot of those who had failed to profit by the aforesaid term of grace, or had perhaps recanted only from fear of death, or had once before abjured heresy (Original Catholic Encyclopedia - http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Inquisition).
Look at the pitiful examples presented as proof of their humanity; they tried to intervene in the hanging of heretics; it was the "believing folk" who were heartless and cruel; most of the punishments were not inhuman, examples being, pilgrimages, lighting candles, the pillory, fines, whipping with rods, or the embarrassment of wearing crosses. They speak of inquisitors inciting fear of death, threats of the stake, food deprivation, denial of legal advice, presumed guilt, and torture—for both the accused and the witness! When one reads these disturbing justifications it is easy to loose sight of the fact that all these horrible laws and sanctions, all these tortures, discriminations and death were enacted against one crime—heresy. The terrible crime of disagreeing—no, refusing to agree—with the Catholic Church. What were they asking of those they tortured and intimidated? They were demanding that they denounce their own beliefs, stop reasoning for themselves, and accept whatever the Church told them. The crime was not civil rebellion, but opposition to religious tyranny.
When we look at the Church's actions in relation to the era, the civil laws, and her stated mission we must be lenient. As stated, she was simply fighting a deadly poison that threatened her very existence. Therefore, from a legalistic point of view we can find no condemnation. But it is the moralistic values that come under question, not the legalistic. 
Here is the prime example of a theocratic state, the union of church and state. If the Church had restricted its realm of influence to the spiritual concerns of its flock and remained detached from secular matters would there have been persecutions and executions—or would the Roman Empire continued to operate as it had for centuries? Most like the latter; but there can be no doubt the hatred of heresy, the discrimination of beliefs, was fueled and incited by the Catholic Church. 

Though we may not condone such behavior from a secular body today, neither do we look to them as the embodiment of our God, the curators of knowledge and the guardian of morals. When an organization, or person, claims the embodiment of divine knowledge then we should expect nothing more than perfection from that entity. What the Catholic Church exhibited was just the opposite.

The Church's main excuse for the extreme actions taken was that heresy threatened the existence of the Church; that is not true—not if their claims of divine sanction were true. With the omnipotent power of God and the Roman Empire behind them, how could heretical lies undo them? The fallacy of their reasoning is evidenced in the Christian world today; Catholicism survives side by side with thousands of "heretical" religions and is stronger than ever. So, one might reason; "God must have been with them." If so, then one must also reason that all those centuries of suffering, persecutions, and death were ordained of God. I prefer to believe that reason, knowledge, and human kindness were able to break free from a wicked and despotic power.
Christian Morals

Christian teachings are based upon the Ten Commandments and strict moral values, which the Church asserts, cannot be observed satisfactory apart from their God. Are there any grounds to substantiate such teachings? We have already seen how readily the Catholic Church slew and imprisoned in the name of their God, could exceptional, personal, moral, ethics co-exist with such fervent, wicked, beliefs? If we compare the moral integrity of Grecian culture with that of Christianity, what conclusion shall we reach? Did Christians live up to their own standards? Did the Church leaders and fathers live virtuous lives? Was the Christian culture superior to that of the Greeks and Romans? Here we’ll turn to the Church’s own defense where we will find that apparently the advancement of God’s will has nothing to do with human morals or individual values.

The second century epistles make it obvious that sex scandals were common in a number of different churches and the much lauded agape, or love feast, was all the name implies.

In the first century of the Christian era, the Agapetae were virgins who consecrated themselves to God with a vow of chastity and associated with laymen. In the beginning this community of spiritual life and mutual support, which was based on St. Paul's First Epistle to the Corinthians (ix, 5), was holy and edifying. But later it resulted in abuses and scandals, so that councils of the fourth century forbade it… The Council of Ancyra, in 314, forbade virgins consecrated to God to live thus with men as sisters. This did not correct the practice entirely, for St. Jerome arraigns Syrian monks for living in cities with Christian virgins. The Agapetae are sometimes confounded with the subintroductae, or woman who lived with clerics without marriage, a class against which the third canon of the Council of Nice (325) was directed (Original Catholic Encyclopedia – http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Agapetae).
Saint Jerome’s denouncement of the subject:

I blush to speak of it, it is so shocking; yet though sad, it is true. How comes this plague of the agapetae to be in the church? Whence come these unwedded wives, these novel concubines, these harlots, so I will call them, though they cling to a single partner? One house holds them and one chamber. They often occupy the same bed, and yet they call us suspicious if we fancy anything amiss. A brother leaves his virgin sister; a virgin, slighting her unmarried brother, seeks a brother in a stranger. Both alike profess to have but one object, to find spiritual consolation from those not of their kin; but their real aim is to indulge in sexual intercourse. It is on such that Solomon in the book of proverbs heaps his scorn (New Advent Catholic Encyclopedia - 
http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/3001022.htm).
Carnal lusts weren't confined to the cloisters, St. Angilbert, Abbott of Saint-Riquier, who was brought up in the court of Charlemagne:
…undoubtedly had an intrigue with Charlemagne's unmarried daughter Bertha, and became by her the father of two children, one of whom was the well-known chronicler Nithard (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Angilbert%2C_Saint).
A fornicating saint! This presents an interesting situation, and raises a number of questions within my mind. Christians aren’t even supposed to associate with fornicators; how then, could a fornicating bishop perform his office? And, according to I Corinthians 6:9, fornicators will not “inherit the kingdom of God.” Does that mean there will be saints in hell? Are saints ever stripped of their sainthood? Or, perhaps, the Pope will step in on the final Day of Judgment and grant them absolution.

Sexual promiscuity wasn’t the only vices that plagued the Church. Problems were rift in the homes, within the clergy, and throughout Christendom. Even from the reign of Constantine there were divisions, intrigue, avarice, and assassinations.

The accession of Constantine found the African Church rent by controversies and heresies; Catholics and Donatists contended not only in wordy warfare, but also in a violent and sanguinary way. A law of Constantine (318) deprived the Donatists of their churches, most of which they had taken from the Catholics. They had, however, grown so powerful that even such a measure failed to crush them; so numerous were they that a Donatist Council, held at Carthage, in 327, was attended by 270 bishops. Attempts at reconciliation, suggested by the Emperor Constantius, only widened the breach, and led to armed repression, an ever-growing disquiet, and an enmity that became more and more embittered…. One act of violence followed another and begot new conflicts (Original Catholic Encyclopedia – http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Early_African_Church).
On the death of Pope Formosus there began for the papacy a time of the deepest humiliation, such as it has never experienced before or since. After the successor of Formosus, Boniface VI, had ruled only fifteen days, Stephen VI (properly VII), one of the adherents of the party of the Duke of Spoleto, was raised to the Papal Chair. In his blind rage, Stephen not only abused the memory of Formosus but also treated his body with indignity. Stephen was strangled in prison in the 
summer of 897, and the six following popes (to May, 904) owed their elevation to the struggles of the political parties (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Pope_Formosus).

(Pope Agapetus II) A Roman by birth, elected to the papacy 10 May, 946; he reigned, not ingloriously, for ten years, during what has been termed the period of deepest humiliation for the papacy… He labored incessantly to restore the decadent discipline in churches and cloisters. He succeeded eventually in quieting the disturbances in the metropolitan see of Reims (Original Catholic Encyclopedia - http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Pope_Agapetus_II).
The Popes Benedict from the fourth to the ninth inclusive belong to the darkest period of papal history. The reigns of several of them were very short, and very little is known about their deeds 
(http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Popes_Benedict_I-X).
Such periods of “deepest humiliation” were quite recurrent. In 974 AD, Pope Benedict VI was thrown into prison by the anti-pope Boniface VII and strangled—Benedict the VII drove Boniface VII out and tried to check the tide of simony, the practice of buying or selling ecclesiastical preferences—apparently a reoccurring offense.
Benedict IX was a man of very different character to either of them. [The two previous popes.] He was a disgrace to the Chair of Peter… Taking advantage of the dissolute life he was leading, one of the factions in the city drove him from it (1044) amid the greatest disorder, and elected an antipope (Sylvester III) in the person of John, Bishop of Sabina (1045 –Ann. Romani, init. Victor, Dialogi, III, init.). Benedict, however, succeeded in expelling Sylvester the same year; but, as some say, that he might marry, he resigned his office into the hands of the Archpriest John Gratian for a large sum. John was then elected pope and became Gregory VI (May, 1045). Repenting of his bargain, Benedict endeavoured to depose Gregory. This resulted in the intervention of King Henry III. Benedict, Sylvester, and Gregory were deposed at the Council of Sutri (1046) and a German bishop (Suidger) became Pope Clement II. After his speedy demise, Benedict again seized Rome (November, 1047), but was driven from it to make way for a second German pope, Damasus II (November, 1048) (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Popes_Benedict_I-X). 
Here, we find the Church so divided it cannot find a suitable leader even with the intervention of a secular ruler. Let us not forget, we are reading the words of a “society perfect and sovereign,” following the divine scheme of apostolic succession! Sex, greed, assassinations; what evil wasn’t the Church capable of? After a thousand years of degradation in the Church by the popes, prelates and priests, the Church seemed to be at its vilest.

For at the time of Gregory's elevation to the papacy the Christian world was in a deplorable condition. During the desolating era of transition—that terrible period of warfare and rapine, violence, and corruption in high places, which followed immediately upon the dissolution of the Carlovingian Empire, a period when society in Europe and all existing institutions seemed doomed to utter destruction and ruin—the Church had not been able to escape from the general debasement. The tenth century, the saddest, perhaps, in Christian annals, is characterized by the vivid remark of Baronius that Christ was as if asleep in the vessel of the Church. At the time of Leo IX's election in 1049, according to the testimony of St. Bruno, Bishop of Sengi, the whole world lay in wickedness, holiness had disappeared, justice had perished and truth had been buried; Simon Magus lording it over the Church, whose bishops and priests were given to luxury and fornication" (Vita S. Leonis PP. IX in Watterich, Pont. Roman, Vitae, I, 96). St. Peter Damian, the fiercest censor of his age, unrolls a frightful picture of the decay of clerical morality in the lurid pages of his "Liber Gomorrhianus" (Book of Gomorrha). Though allowance must no doubt be made for the writer's exaggerated and rhetorical style—a style common to all moral censors—yet the evidence derived from other sources justifies us in believing that the corruption was widespread. In writing to his venerated friend, Abbot Hugh of Cluny (Jan., 1075), Gregory himself laments the unhappy state of the Church in the following terms: "The Eastern Church has fallen away from the Faith and is now assailed on every side by infidels. Wherever I turn my eyes—to the west, to the north, or to the south—I find everywhere bishops who have obtained their office in an irregular way, whose lives and conversation are strangely at variance with their sacred calling; who go through their duties not for the love of Christ but from motives of worldly gain. There are no longer princes who set God's honour before their own selfish ends, or who allow justice to stand in the way of their ambition. . . .And those among whom I live—Romans, Lombards, and Normans—are, as I have often told them, worse than Jews or Pagans" (Greg. VII, Registr., 1.II, ep. Xlix) (Original Catholic Encyclopedia -   http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Pope_Gregory_VII%2C_Saint).
Pope Adrian IV, as papal legate to Scandinavia, “reformed the abuses that had crept into the usages of the clergy” in Sweden and Norway. When he was elected Pope in 1154 AD, he found himself contending with King William of Sicily and the King of Germany, and Roman Emperor, Frederick Barbarossa.
The barons in the Campagna fought with each other and with the Pope and, issuing from their castles, raided the country in every direction, and even robbed the pilgrims on their way to the tombs of the Apostles (Original Catholic Encyclopedia -  http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Pope_Adrian_IV).
The Church wasn’t above assassinating potential competition. Speaking of the newly elected Pope Alexander IV:

Matthew of Paris has depicted him as "kind and religious, assiduous in prayer and strict in abstinence, but easily led away by the whispering of flatterers, and inclined to listen to the wicked suggestions of avaricious persons". The "flatterers" and "avaricious persons" referred to were those who induced the new Pontiff to continue Innocent's policy of a war of extermination against the progeny of Frederick II, now reduced to the infant Conradin in Germany and the formidable Manfred in Apulia (Original Catholic Encyclopedia -  http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Pope_Alexander_IV).
Apparently the Church offered very lucrative careers; bribes, graft, and favoritism were the grease that oiled the machinery—and it was a very well oiled machine. According to Will Durant in, The Age of Faith, the basic revenue of the Church was from her own lands.

As the property of the Church was inalienable, and, before 1200, was normally free from secular taxations, it grew from century to century. It was not unusual for a cathedral, a monastery, or a nunnery to own several thousand manors, including a dozen towns or even a great city
or two. The bishop of Langres owned the whole county; the abbey of 
St. Martin of Tours ruled over 20,000 serfs; the bishop of Bologna held 2000 manors; so did the abbey of Lorsch; the abbey of Las Huelgas, in Spain, held sixty-four townships. In Castile, about 1200, the Church owned a quarter of the soil; in England a fifty; in Germany a third; in Livonia one half; these, however, are loose and uncertain estimates (Will Durant, The Age of Faith, p. 766).
Mr. Durant also informs us that every landowner or tenant was expected to leave something to the Church at death; those who didn’t were suspected of heresy. To encourage such donations, Pope Alexander III, in 1170, decreed that no one could make a valid will except in the presence of a priest. Giving to the Church, under such conditions, was considered the best way to escape the punishment of purgatory. Newly elected bishops were expected to give a fifty percent kick-back of their first year revenue to the pope. The pope was also paid for litigations brought to papal court for dispensations from canon law (such as divorces). Considerable sums came from indulgences and from pilgrims visiting Rome.
…Matthew Paris, an English monk, denounced the venality of English and Roman prelates “living daintily on the patrimony of Christ”; Hubert de Romans, head of the Dominican order, wrote of “pardoners corrupting with bribes the prelates of the ecclesiastical courts”; Petrus Cantor, a priest, told of priests who sold Masses or Vespers; Becket, Archbishop of Canterbury, declaimed against the papal chancery as bought and sold, and quoted Henry II as boasting that he had the whole college of cardinals in his pay (Will Durant, The Age of Faith, pp. 767-768).
Is it any wonder that greed and power were the foremost goals within the clergy? It was a vice that extended all the way up to, and including, many of the popes. Among them his Holiness Sixtus IV:
He now turned his attention almost exclusively to Italian politics, and fell more and more under his dominating passion of nepotism, heaping riches and favours on his unworthy relations. In 1478 took place the famous conspiracy of the Pazzi, planned by the pope's nephew—Cardinal Rafael Riario—to overthrow the Medici and bring Florence under the Riarii. The pope was cognizant of the plot, though probably 
not of the intention to assassinate, and even had Florence under interdict because it rose in fury against the conspirators and brutal murderers of Giuliano de' Medici. He now entered upon a two years' war with Florence, and encouraged the Venetians to attack Ferrara, which he wished to obtain for his nephew Girolamo Riario (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Pope_Sixtus_IV).
It included Pope Callistus III:
Moreover, it injured the reputation of Callistus III, as it gave more colour to the charges of nepotism which were even then freely leveled against him. He had already raised to the cardinalate two of his nephews, one of whom, the youthful Rodrigo, was later to become Pope Alexander VI; he bestowed upon a third the governorship of the Castle of Sant' Angelo and the title of Duke of Spoleto (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Pope_Callistus_III).
Other Popes tainted with this brush were, Innocent the VII, Paul V, Gregory XI, Boniface IX and an extending list. That nepotism was a common practice is made obvious by the fact that throughout Church history we find numerous statements where efforts were made toward its eradication.

Under Pope Alexander VI (1492-1503) the Vatican was referred to as a brothel. The Pope had a number of Vatican mistresses, and six bastards—including Caesar and Lucrezia Borgia. When official protests fail, one of the Pope’s bastards was slain as a warning:

A more powerful protest than that of the Cardinal of Sienna reverberated through the world a week later when, on the sixteenth of June, the body of the young Duke was fished out of the Tiber, with the throat cut and many gaping wounds. Historians have laboured in vain to discover who perpetrated the foul deed, but that it was a warning from Heaven to repent, no one felt more keenly than the Pope himself. In the first wild paroxysm of grief he spoke of resigning the tiara (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Pope_Alexander_VI).
However, after much soul searching, he changed his mind and spoke of reform. But time and the attention of his mistresses apparently assuaged his grief, and the reform was never initiated. 

Such were the moral leaders of Christianity; but none of this wickedness and decadence matters. The members’ lack of holiness or spirituality could not be considered a reflection upon the spirit that empowered the Church. To understand you must read with your own eyes the astounding logic, which not only endowed the Church with unlimited authority, but even denied criticism. I would condense the following passage but it is so audacious I dare not; instead I have copied from the Catholic Church’s statement on infallibility and added comments and questions:
I. TRUE MEANING OF INFALLIBILITY
It is well to begin by stating the ecclesiological truths that are assumed to be established before the question of infallibility arises. It is assumed:
· that Christ founded His Church as a visible and perfect society;

· that He intended it to be absolutely universal and imposed upon all men a solemn obligation actually to belong to it, unless inculpable ignorance should excuse them;

· that He wished this Church to be one, with a visible corporate unity of faith, government, and worship; and thatin order to secure this threefold unit, He bestowed on the Apostles and their legitimate successors in the hierarchy – and on them exclusively – the plenitude of teaching, governing, and liturgical powers with which He wished this Church to be endowed.

From the start, it should be noted that the very basic foundational truths are in error, for we have already proven that Jesus was not the founder of Christianity, and therefore, the Church. And even if we were to “assume” these four statements to be true, the Catholic Church must admit failure on a miserable scale. To wit, they have never been a “visible and perfect society,” quite the opposite. They were unable to impose “Christ’s” will upon all men; “His” Church is definitely not one “faith, government, and worship.” And if the Catholic Church’s example of “plenitude of teaching, governing, and liturgical powers,” is what Christ intended, then the whole world better pray there is another, more merciful, god out there somewhere to come to our aid!

And this being assumed, the question that concerns us is whether, and in what way, and to what extent, Christ has made His Church to be infallible in the exercise of her doctrinal authority.
The question is all about authority, the main subject of contention among the various sects as they struggled for dominance throughout the second and third centuries. According to the Church, the Apostles had the word of Jesus; they were the only ones who could claim exclusive truth. The sect that could establish that inherited descent could claim divine authority.

It is only in connection with doctrinal authority as such that, practically speaking, this question of infallibility arises; that is to say, when we speak of the Church's infallibility we mean, at least primarily and principally, what is sometimes called active as distinguished from passive infallibility. We mean in other words that the Church is infallible in her objective definitive teaching regarding faith and morals, not that believers are infallible in their subjective interpretation of her teaching. This is obvious in the case of individuals, any one of whom may err in his understanding of the Church's teaching; nor is the general or even unanimous consent of the faithful in believing a distinct and independent organ of infallibility. Such consent indeed, when it can be verified as apart, is of the highest value as a proof of what has been, or may be, defined by the teaching authority, but, except in so far as it is thus the subjective counterpart and complement of objective authoritative teaching, it cannot be said to possess an absolutely decisive dogmatic value. It will be best therefore to confine our attention to active infallibility as such, as by so doing we shall avoid the confusion which is the sole basis of many of the objections that are most persistently and most plausibly urged against the doctrine of ecclesiastical infallibility.
Here we have an excuse clause—no matter the individual belief, or even the general consensus, no matter the clergy’s’ moral character; the end result, the Church’s decree, is infallible.

Infallibility must be carefully distinguished both from Inspiration and from Revelation.
Inspiration signifies a special positive Divine influence and assistance by reason of which the human agent is not merely preserved from liability to error but is so guided and controlled that what he says or writes is truly the word of God, that God Himself is the principal author of the inspired utterance; but infallibility merely implies exemption from liability to error. God is not the author of a merely infallible, as He is of an inspired, utterance; the former remains a merely human document.
Although inspiration was truly considered the word of God, it should be remembered that the Church (man) was to decide what was inspired; as in the canonization of the New Testament.

Revelation, on the other hand, means the making known by God, supernaturally of some truth hitherto unknown, or at least not vouched for by Divine authority; whereas infallibility is concerned with the interpretation and effective safeguarding of truths already revealed. Hence when we say, for example, that some doctrine defined by the pope or by an ecumenical council is infallible, we mean merely that its inerrancy is Divinely guaranteed according to the terms of Christ's promise to His Church, not that either the pope or the Fathers of the Council are inspired as were the writers of the Bible or that any new revelation is embodied in their teaching.
In case of a divine revelation, who is to authenticate such an occurrence? The Church. Who interprets already revealed truths? The Church. Who interprets Christ’s promises to his Church? The Church. The Church tells us there is a God. The Church defines his word. The Church tells us how that word should be interpreted. The Church decides policy, it enforces policy (when able) and it speaks for God. The Church, prior to Protestantism and the Reformation—was God.

It is well further to explain:

· That infallibility means more than exemption from actual error; it means exemption from the possibility of error.

· That it does not require holiness of life, much less imply impeccability in its organs; sinful and wicked men may be God’s agents in defining infallibly.

· That the validity of the Divine guarantee is independent of the fallible arguments upon which a definitive decision may be based, and of the possibly unworthy human motives that in cases of strife may appear to have influenced the result. It is the definitive result itself, and it alone, that is guaranteed to be infallible, not the preliminary stages by which it is reached.

Does this seem confusing to you? According to Webster, infallible is defined as: not fallible; not liable to err… incapable of error in defining doctrines touching faith or morals. Yet, here we read that infallibility “merely implies exemption from liability to error.” Then the statement is contradicted by said that it means, “exemption from the possibility of error.” All the double talk simply means the Catholic Church is claiming the right to do whatever it pleases to propagate the gospel throughout the world. If they believe suppression, intimidation, fear, torture, the pyre or the slaughter of women and children furthers the will of God, they feel justified in those actions.

If God bestowed the gift of prophecy on Caiphas who condemned Christ (John 11:49-52; 18:14), surely He may bestow the lesser gift of infallibility even on unworthy human agents. It is, therefore, a mere waste of time for opponents of infallibility to try to create a prejudice against the Catholic claim by pointing out the moral or intellectual shortcomings of popes or councils that have pronounced definitive doctrinal decisions, or to try to show historically that such decisions in certain cases were the seemingly natural and inevitable outcome of existing conditions, moral, intellectual, and political. All that history may be fairly claimed as witnessing to under either of these heads may freely be granted without the substance of the Catholic claim being affected (Original Catholic Encyclopedia -  http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Infallibility).
Just as Tertullian denied the Gnostics the right to argue the Scriptures, so does the Church deny reason. It doesn’t matter if one points to their shortcomings, it doesn’t matter the failings of popes or councils, no reason, no logic can hold sway; the Church acts under divine authority and considers itself beyond question or questioning.

II. PROOF OF THE CHURCH'S INFALLIBILITY

That the Church is infallible in her definitions on faith and morals is itself a Catholic dogma, which, although it was formulated ecumenically for the first time in the Vatican Council, had been explicitly taught long before and had been assumed from the very beginning without question down to the time of the Protestant Reformation. The teaching of the Vatican Council is to be found in Session III, cap. 4, where it is declared that "the doctrine of faith, which God has revealed, has not been proposed as a philosophical discovery to be improved upon by human talent, but has been committed as a Divine deposit to the spouse of Christ, to be faithfully guarded and infallibly interpreted by her"; and in Session IV, cap. 4, where it is defined that the Roman pontiff when he teaches ex cathedra "enjoys, by reason of the Divine assistance promised to him in blessed Peter, that infallibility with which the Divine Redeemer wished His Church to be endowed in defining doctrine regarding faith and morals". Even the Vatican Council, it will be seen, only introduces the general dogma of the Church's infallibility as distinct from that of the pope obliquely and indirectly, following in this respect the traditional usage according to which the dogma is assumed as an implicate of ecumenical magisterial authority. Instances of this will be given below and from these it will appear that, though the word infallibility as a technical term hardly occurs at all in the early councils or in the Fathers, the thing signified by it was understood and believed in and acted upon from the beginning… (Original Catholic Encyclopedia - http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Infallibility).
For proof the Church turns to “Catholic dogma” and “assumed” teachings that had been accepted “without question down to the time of the Protestant Reformation.” This last statement is an obvious and easily discerned falsehood. Only a cursory reading of early Christian history reveals a heatedly contested battle for doctrinal supremacy between various sects, each referring to themselves as Christians. Why was there contention between the orthodox Church and the Gnostic, or the Arians, the Donatist and dozens of other groups? Even in the fourth century, the matter of Catholic power was under debate. No matter the subject of contention, each controversy denies an assertion of infallibility. Even the pagans were ridiculing and denying Christian claims.

The Original Catholic Encyclopedia article continues by referring to tradition and scriptural evidence as proof of their infallibility. I choose not to contend those claims here because they have been addressed elsewhere in this work. I will, however, reassert my claims that none of their proof has any basis apart from faith. The Jews, Muslims, Hindus, or any other religious order, can make equally justifiable claims to a supreme creator being. And they can make equally justifiable claims to the holiness of their writings or traditions. Logic dictates that any claim of a supreme being must be proven, simply to differentiate him (her) from false gods.

In the final examination, the Church is all in all; she does as she pleases, then turns to infallibility, inspiration or divine will to justify her actions. And, as we have seen, she denies any earthly judge.
Chapter 14 — Light Unto the World
The first known society offering democracy and freedom for the common man was introduced by the ancient Greeks, and that freedom was still existent for the privileged classes under Roman rule. Even slaves were allowed to choose their own gods. But with the union of the Catholic Church and Roman Empire, all freedom was suppressed by the threat of damnation and the pyre.

For over a thousand years the Church ravaged all of Western Europe and much of Eastern Europe, Asia Minor, and North Africa, by its insane policies of exterminating the intellectuals, and forcing its God upon illiterate and superstitious pagans. As the Church stated in an earlier quote, prior to the sixteenth century, all Christians believed that orthodoxy should be maintained at any cost. And where one would expect Christian nations to be filled with just and honest men, such was not the case. The Church had instilled a hatred of everything and everyone not Catholic. That hatred, combined with poverty, injustice, and despair, created a vast international society of illiterate fanatics that were more attuned to the propaganda of the Church than obedience to the Ten Commandments. However, a change was eminent. By the twelfth century, secular rulers were beginning to question the power of the Papacy; and the kings of England, Germany and other nations were attempting to shrug off the Church’s authority and take control of their own countries.

The knowledge of reason, brought back by the crusaders and Jews returning from the Holy Land, was beginning to dispel the darkness of ignorance; and the common man, as well as many rulers, was starting to question the Church’s power. Many opposing religious doctrines, such as those of the Albigenses, Poor Catholics and Cathari, were infecting the people. Open criticism and rebellion was threatening to destroy the Church. One of the greater points of criticism was the Church’s wealth.

A favorite satire in the thirteenth century was the “Gospel According to Marks of Silver,” which began: “In those days the Pope said to the Romans: ‘When the Son of Man shall come to the seat of our majesty say first of all, “Friend, wherefore art Thou come hither?” And if He give you naught, cast Him forth into outer darkness.’” Throughout the literature of the time—in the Fabliaux, the chansons de geste, the Roman de la Rose, the poems of the wandering scholars, the troubadours, Dante, even in the monastic chroniclers, we find complaints of ecclesiastical avarice or wealth (Will Durant, The Age of Faith, p. 767).
One of the more outspoken sects was the Cathari, who:
…denied that the Church was the Church of Christ; St. Peter had never come to Rome, had never founded the papacy; the popes were successors to the emperors, not to the apostles. Christ had no place to lay His head, but the pope lived in a palace; Christ was propertyless and penniless, but Christian prelates were rich; surely, said the Cathari, these lordly archbishops and bishops, these worldly priests, these fat monks, were the Pharisees of old returned to life! The Roman Church, they were sure, was the Whore of Babylon, the clergy were a Synagogue of Satan, the pope was Antichrist. …troubadours made fun of pilgrims, confession, holy water, the cross; they called the churches “dens of thieves,” and Catholic priests seemed to them “traitors, liars, and hypocrites” (Will Durant, The Age of Faith, p. 772).
Men were beginning to see the truth, but, unfortunately, the brainwashing of the Church had instilled the ignorant populace with fear, hatred, and greed:

It was a general assumption of Christians—even of many heretics—that the Church had been established by the Son of God. On this assumption any attack upon the Catholic faith was an offense against God Himself; the contumacious heretic could only be viewed as an agent of Satan, sent to undo the work of Christ; and any man or government that tolerated heresy was serving Lucifer.

…Whether because it shared these views without formulating them, or because simple souls naturally fear the different or the strange, or because men enjoy releasing, in the anonymity of the crowd, instincts normally suppressed by individual responsibility, the people themselves, except in southern France and northern Italy, were the most enthusiastic persecutors; “the mob lynched heretics long before the Church began to persecute.” The orthodox population complained that the Church was too lenient with heretics. Sometimes it “snatched sectaries from the hands of protecting priests.” “In this country,” wrote a priest of northern France to Innocent III, “the piety of the people is so great that they are always ready to send to the stake not only avowed heretics, but those merely suspected of heresy” (Will Durant, The Age of Faith, pp. 777-778).
While the Church might wash its hands and point to the secular state as the wicked wielders of death, its guilt cannot be hidden. All the wickedness of the governing bodies, and even that of the common people, must be accredited to the Church; because they were the curators and dispensers of all knowledge. It was the Church that extinguished the light of reason, then instilled and nurtured the hatred of all non-Catholics. It was the Church that destroyed morals rather than cultivating them.

Throughout the centuries of darkness, and even today, the Church maintains they brought a greater blessing to man. Were their goals loftier than those of the pagans? Was their regime more beneficial to mankind? To investigate such questions, we must compare the civilizations that existed before the rise of Christianity, to that which they instituted. For that comparison I’d like to quote from Joseph Wheless’, Forgery in Christianity, written about 1930. Please note that the majority of Mr. Wheless’ references are from the Catholic Encyclopedia: (Note: since the early copies of the Old Catholic Encyclopedia are rare and page references hard to trace; I have supplied the Original Catholic Encyclopedia references in italic.)
THE "FRUITS" OF CHRISTIANITY
"Wherefore, by their fruits ye shall know them." Jesus.

What Christianity did for [to] Civilization

The first effects of a new, and particularly an official State Religion, are upon mind and morals,— the state of culture or prevailing civilizing conditions; essentially, on the system of moral and intellectual education of the peoples subject to it. This is recognized by the Church: "As in many other respects, so for the work of education, the advent of Christianity is the most important epoch in the history of mankind." (Catholic Encyclopedia v, 299.) [http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Education] Alas, this is disastrously true, as the Church's own history demonstrates. Jesus Christ, says the Catholic Encyclopedia, was the "Perfect Teacher"; "to His Apostles He gave the command,' Going, therefore, teach ye all nations.' These words are the charter of the Christian Church as a teaching institution" (ib.). Here it got its Divine License to teach, and it taught. How effective was the Church as the Divinely instituted Pedagogue of Christendom, can be justly appreciated only through a knowledge of what kind of education, moral and mental, previously and at the time existed, and what educational system the Church inherited from the "heathens" when it assumed its sacred monopoly of teaching, and by a comparison between the pre-christian and the Christian systems and results. By what the Church destroyed of existing systems, and by what is produced through its own, by these fruits of its zeal for Christian teaching must the success of its execution of its Divine Commission be known and judged.

Thus by centuries of fraud, fear and force was the "house of God" filled from the highways and the hedges, the forests and the wattle villages, with Pagans "nominally converted to Christianity." Heathen superstitions veneered with the Pagan superstitions called Christianity, blended together for the further bestialization of the Faithful of Holy Church of the Christ, and the pall of the Dark Ages of Faith settled down over benighted, Church-ruled Christendom, that "civilization thoroughly saturated with Christianity," and "fully absorbed in the supernatural." Two holy characteristics of the Age of Faith, the groveling fear of guilt and devout concern for the devil, are thus commended: "Superstition is abject and crouching, it is full of thoughts of guilt; it distrusts God and dreads the power of evil" 
(Catholic Encyclopedia i, 555); [http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Anthony%2C_Saint] and, with the pious Christians, "as among all savages, disease and death were commonly ascribed to evil spirits or witchcraft." (Catholic Encyclopedia xiv, 26.) [http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Sipibo_Indians]
…Christianity arose and finally prevailed in the Graeco-Roman world, and there it exercised its Divine License as exclusive teacher of faith and morals and of secular education. Before the advent of Christianity, the nations of the Pagan Empire were—we are told—"such as sit in darkness and the shadow of death"; the "Perfect Teacher" came "to give light to them that sat in darkness and in the shadow of death" (Luke, i, 79; cf. Matt. Iv, 16). A dismal picture is thus presented, and for centuries was touched up with the darkest colors by Christian preachments, of the moral depravity if not intellectual benightedness 
of the poor heathens before the "Light of the World" was shed upon them from the Cross on Calvary. The Greeks and Romans knew 
naught of Moses and the Prophets, had never conned the Ten Commandments, and had never murdered any one "who hearkeneth not unto the priest," as commanded in Deut. Xvii, 12. Deplorable indeed must have been their state before the Divine Teacher undertook their enlightenment. The picture of their actual moral and intellectual plight we will scan as drawn by Christian scholars. Here is faintly a sketch of-
THE GLORY THAT WAS GREECE
"The education of the Greeks exhibits a progressive development. ... The ideal of Athenian education was the completely developed man. Beauty of mind and body, the cultivation of every inborn faculty and energy, harmony between thought and life, decorum, temperance, and regularity-such were the results aimed at in the home and in the school, in social intercourse, and in civic relations.' We are lovers of the beautiful,' said Pericles, ‘yet simple in our tastes,' and we cultivate the mind without loss of manliness'”(Thucydides, II, 40). ...
The Greeks indeed laid stress on courage, temperance, and obedience to law; and if their theoretical disquisitions—[or those of the Christians, for that matter]—could be taken as fair accounts of their actual practice, it would be difficult to find, among the products of human thinking, a more exalted ideal. The essential weakness of their moral education was the failure to provide any adequate sanction—[e.g., the fear of Hell and damnation]—for the principles they formulated and the counsels they gave their youth.
... The practice of religion, whether in public services or in household worship, exercised but little influence upon the formation of character. ... As to the future life, the Greeks believed in the immortality of the soul; but this belief had little or no practical significance [as to them, virtue was its own reward]...

“Thus the motive for virtuous action was found, not in respect for Divine law nor in the hope of eternal reward, but simply in the desire to temper in due proportion the elements of human nature. Virtue is not self-possession for the sake of duty, but, as Plato says,' a kind of health and good habit of the soul,' while vice is 'a 
disease and deformity and sickness of it.' The just man ‘will so regulate his own character as to be on good terms with himself, and to set those three principles (reason, passion, and desire) in tune together, as if they were verily three chords of a harmony, a higher, a lower, and a middle, and whatever may lie between these; and after he has bound all three together and reduced the many elements of his nature to a real unity as a temperate and duly harmonized man, he will then at length proceed to do whatever he has to do' (Republic, IV, 443). This conception of virtue as a self-balancing was closely bound up with that idea of personal worth which has already been mentioned as the central element in Greek life and education. ... The aim of education, therefore, is to develop knowledge of the GOOD.” (Catholic Encyclopedia v, 296-7.) [http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Education]
Let’s begin about 600 BC, when pagan Grecian culture was at its pinnacle, and journey down through time to about 400 AD, when Christian light dispelled heathen superstition and opened the glorious Dark Ages of the Church. Of course, as we have already noted, it was those pagans who invented democracy, the inherit right of man to rule himself. The poor Greeks didn’t have the divine revelations revealed through Moses, so they had to content themselves with human lawgivers such as Draco, Solon, and Lycurgus. Their history was recorded by Herodotus, the “Father of History,” Strabo, and Plutarch. And everyone should be familiar with artistic creations such as the Parthenon, the Apollo Belvedere, the Venus de Milo and the Winged Victory.

Classic literature and the theatre were born in Greece and have inspired the form, style, and culture in universities and playhouses throughout the world. Their philosophers were the first to explore the mind and soul in search of the first principals of being. It was their lofty system of moral values that has dominated civilization every since.

Grecian science, undeterred by religion and superstition, endeavored to reveal the secrets of creation, of nature, and to explain the universe. Astronomy was introduced into Grecian culture by Thales (640-546 BC), who is accredited for a number of geometric principles, including the Thales theorem.

Anaximander (610-546 BC) discovered and taught the obliquity of the 
ecliptic. He estimated the sizes and distances of the planets, discovered the phases of the moon, and, though inaccurate, constructed the first astronomical globes. He was also the first to discard oral teaching, and commit the principles of natural science to writing—approximately 700 years before Christianity began recording the gospel tales.

Pythagoras of Samos (c. 584 BC), most noted as the founder of the Pythagorean cult, coined the word "philosopher,” and made discoveries in music which he conceived as a science based on mathematical principles. He proclaimed that the earth was a globe, revolving around a “fire;" and had people living on opposite sides.
Anaxagoras (500-428 BC) was the first to trace the origin of animals and plants to preexisting elements by concluding that hair, flesh, and bones must already pre-exist as other elements.
Democritus (c. 460 BC) the "Laughing Philosopher," the most learned thinker of his day and renowned for all moral virtues, wrote some 60 works on physics, mathematics, ethics, and grammar. He introduced the idea of design in nature, declaring it lapped in universal law. He left an immortal mark on the world of knowledge by his elaborated theory of atoms, or particles of matter too small to be cut or divided. Modern chemistry, the most universal and useful of the sciences, is founded on modifications of the atomic theory of Democritus.

Hipparchus (c. 150 BC) made the first catalogue of stars, to the number of 850. But his master achievement was the discovery and calculation of the precession of the equinoxes, about 130 BC. Without telescope or instruments, by the powers of mathematical reasoning and from observation he detected the complex movements of the earth; first in rapid rotation on its own axis, and a much slower circular and irregular movement around the region of the poles, which causes the equator to cut the plane of the ecliptic at a slightly different point each year. This he estimated at not more than fifty seconds of a degree each year, and determined that the forward revolution in precession was completed in about 26,000 years.

There was Hippocrates (c. 460-377 BC) the "Father of Medicine." Erastosthenes (c. 276-194 BC) who invented the imaginary lines, parallels of longitude and latitude, which adorn all our globes and maps to this day. Almost seventeen hundred years before the Americas were discovered, and with nothing more than mathematical calculations, he determined the circumference of the earth to be 28,700 miles, a bit excessive, but a magnificent intellectual accomplishment. And Hero of Alexandria (c. 130 BC) discovered the principle of the working power of steam, and devised the first steam-engine.

Thus, the basis of almost every field of modern science originated within the minds of Greek philosophers and teachers. All this knowledge the Church sought to destroy. How successful were their efforts and how much was lost forever will never be known. It has been estimated by some that the Church’s bloody campaign against knowledge set the growth of civilization back two thousand years.

Now I return to Forgery In Christianity.
THE POWER THAT WAS ROME
The Greeks with their brilliant culture and educational system lay for the most part remote from the Holy See of God's Teacher-Church at Rome; so it may be that the environment of the Teacher was really in a region which lay in darkness and the shadow of death, and thus its divine efforts were thwarted and rendered desultory. Thus it becomes important to know the degree of intellectual darkness and incapacity which whelmed the Empire of the West. The tale may best be told in the words of its Inspired Tutor.

“In striking contrast with the Greek character, that of the Romans was practical, utilitarian, grave, austere. Their religion was serious, and it permeated their whole life, hallowing all its relations. The family, especially, was far more sacred than in Sparta or Athens, and the position of woman as wife and mother more exalted and influential. ...

The ideal at which the Roman aimed was neither harmony nor happiness, but the performance of duty and the maintenance of his rights. Yet this ideal was to be realized through service to the State. Deep as was the family feeling, it was always subordinate to devotion to the public weal.' Parents are dear,' said Cicero,' and children and kindred, but all loves are bound up in the love of our common country'” (De Officiis, I. 17) ...
Thus the moral element predominated, and virtues of a practical sort were inculcated: first of all pietas, obedience to parents and to the
gods; then prudence, fair dealing, courage, reverence, firmness, and 
earnestness. These qualities were to be developed, not by abstract or philosophical reasoning, but through the imitation of worthy models and, as far as possible of living concrete examples.' Vitae discimus, We learn for life, 'said Seneca; and this sentence sums up the whole purpose of Roman education [in contrast to "We learn for heaven," as we shall see the Christian ideal of education].
“In the course of time, elementary schools (ludi) were opened, but they were conducted by private teachers and were supplementary to the home instruction. About the middle of the third century BC foreign influences began to make themselves felt. The works of the Greeks were translated into Latin, Greek teachers were introduced, and schools established in which the educational characteristics of the Greeks reappeared. Under the direction of the literatus and the grammaticus education took on a literary character, while in the school of the rhetor the art of oratory was carefully cultivated."(Catholic Encyclopedia v, 298; see p. 358-9.) [http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Education]
All the marvelous culture of pagan Greece, it’s physical, mental, and moral educational system, was inherited by Rome. Then, with the decline of that mighty empire, the Christian age of faith came burrowing within the cracks of its foundation—like a creeping parasitic vine. And though the Church had much praise for Grecian and Roman culture and thought, she viewed their ignorance of the Christian God as an insurmountable moral weakness.

Christian Education
Now, let’s examine the educational system that promoted such ungodliness, what were its curriculum and its planned goals? And specifically, how did it compare with that of the pagans? As we shall see, it was almost totally limited to the priesthood for over a thousand years. Outside the Church, only one person in a thousand could read or write his own name.1 Why? The Church had a mandate; it was after souls, not minds.

To these Apostles He gave the command, 'Going therefore, teach ye all nations' (Matt. xxviii, 19). These words are the charter of the Christian Church as a teaching institution. While they refer directly to the doctrine of salvation, and therefore to the imparting of religious truth, they nevertheless, or rather by the very nature of that truth and its consequences for life, carry with them the obligation of insisting on certain characteristics which have a decisive bearing on all educational problems. (Original Catholic Encyclopedia -  http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Education).

The spread of His doctrine was entrusted, not to books, nor to schools of philosophy, nor to the governments of the world, but to an organization that spoke in His name and with his authority. No other body of teachers ever undertook so vast a work, and no other ever accomplished so much for education in the highest sense. [That much was accomplished cannot be denied, but as we have just garnered from the Church’s own reports, it was nothing that should merit praise.] Apart from the preaching of the Apostles, the earliest form of Christian instruction was that given to the catechumens in preparation for baptism. Its objective was twofold: to impart a knowledge of Christian truth, and to train the candidate in the practice of religion… [Notice that the objective was not the development of the mind, but the subjugation of the mind.] Until the third century this mode of instruction was an important adjunct to the Apostolate; but in the fifth and sixth centuries it was gradually replaced by private instruction of the converts, and by the training given in other schools to those who had been baptized in infancy. The catechumenal schools, however, gave expression to the spirit which was to animate all subsequent Christian education: they were open to every one who accepted the Faith, and they united religious instruction with moral discipline. The 'catechetical' schools, also under the bishop's supervision, prepared young clerics for the priesthood. The courses of study included philosophy and theology, and naturally took on an apologetic character in defense of Christian truth against the attacks of pagan learning.  (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Education). 
It has already been pointed out that some of the pagan peoples, and notably the Greeks, had attained a very high conception of personality; and it has also been shown that this conception was by no means perfect. The teaching of Christianity in this respect is so far superior to any other that if a single element could be designated as fundamental 
in Christian education it would be the emphasis which it lays on the worth of the individual (Original Catholic Encyclopedia – http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Education) (Emphasis added).
As can be seen, the emphasis was not upon the “worth of the individual,” but what the Church perceived as the worth of the individual. When people are slaughtered for their differences in opinion, it is not the person that is valued, but personal values.

In respect of its content Christianity opened up to the human mind wide realms of truth which unaided reason could not possibly have attained, and which nevertheless are of far deeper import for life than the most learned speculations of pagan thought (Original Catholic Encyclopedia – http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Education). 
What “wide realms of truth” are inferred? Our God is the one true God? Jesus Christ is his Son? If you don’t believe this we’ll torture you, burn you at the stake, and consign your soul to an eternal burning hell? And why couldn’t the unaided human mind grasp this “truth?” Because it cannot be proven apart from faith, and the only dispensers of that faith was the Church. However, “truth” that cannot be proven is only opinion or supposition; therefore, theirs was not an educational system, but that form of tyranny in which one imposes his will upon another.

The Church was so intent upon promoting the name of Christ that they totally ignored the education of their own children. The homes finally grew so corrupt it was impossible for the children to obtain proper moral training.
Monasticism as an institution was a protest against the corrupt pagan standards of living which had begun to influence not only the public life of Christians but also their private and domestic life. Even in the fourth century, St. John Chrysostom testifies to the decline of fervour in the Christian family, and contends that it is no longer possible for children to obtain proper religious and moral training in their own homes (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Schools).
The monasteries were the sole schools for teaching; they offered the only professional training; they were the only universities of research; they alone served as publishing houses for the multiplication of books; they were the only libraries for the preservation of learning; they produced the only scholars; they were the sole educational institutions of this period. (Paul Monroe, A Text-Book in the History of Education, New York, 1907, p. 255). (Original Catholic Encyclopedia – http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Education).
It is unclear when these “indoctrination” schools were first established. The earliest date seems to be about the ninth century, late in the Medieval Age. And what were some of the works they produced? A prime example is the Dialogues of Pope St. Gregory I, which presents some of the  “miracles” from the life of St. Benedict: how Benedict, by the sign of the holy cross, broke a drinking glass; how he brought a fountain into existence by prayer; how the head of an iron bill rose from water and returned to a handle (shades of flying axe heads); how Maurus walked on water (in emulation of Jesus); how Benedict brought a boy, crushed by a falling wall, back to life; and how Benedict knew one of his monks had received certain handkerchiefs.2 While works on math, science, literature, languages, medicine, and philosophy were burned, such silly nonsense is what Catholicism deemed important. Indeed, many classical works were erased or written over simply for the need of parchment.3 
In the sweet-sounding music of this clerical chorus, a rudely jarring discord is struck by these dissonant notes: “The revival of the classics, lost for a thousand years in Western Christendom. ... The loss of Greek authors and the decline of Church Latin into barbarism were misfortunes in a universal ruin.” (CE. xii, 277.) [http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Renaissance%2C_The] An attempt by Charlemagne to establish even rudimentary education was abortive, and “the accumulated wisdom of the past ... was in danger of perishing,” but “When the permanent renaissance of learning came several centuries later, the light began again to pierce through the storm-clouds of feudal strife and anarchy.” (CE. i, 277.) [http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Alcuin] We shall see that every scrap of Greek and Latin learning which, after twelve centuries, slowly filtered into Christendom, came from the hated Arabs through the more hated Jews, after Christians first made contact with civilization through the Crusades: “Indeed, whatever influence came from the Mosque passed through the Synagogue before it reached the Church.” (CE. i, 676.) [http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Arabian_School_of_Philosophy]
In one singular and unintentional way, however, is it true that “the preservation of fragments of Greek and Roman classics is due to the monasteries, which were the custodians of manuscripts of the ancient Greek philosophy,” science, and literature. Such manuscripts existed in great numbers in the age of Greek and Roman culture; they were written on enduring parchment. When the Light of the Cross dimmed Pagan culture, and its learning became abhorrent to the pious Christian, the monks needed papyrus for their literary efforts, so they gathered in the manuscripts wherever found;—and thus they “preserved” them: “Due to cost of vellum, old books were scraped and used again”—(that is the meaning of “Palimpsest”)—for the scribbling of the precious monkish chronicles and theological folderol soon to be noticed. “In the West much use was made of old manuscripts from the seventh to the ninth century, when, in consequence of the disturbed state of the country, there was some scarcity of material, and the old volumes of neglected authors were used for more popular works. ... The practice continued down to the sixteenth century. Many Latin and most Greek manuscripts are on reused vellum. A manuscript in the Vatican contained part of the 91st Book of Livy’s‘ Roman History.’ The famous Sinai Bible discovered by Tischendorff was written over by lives of female saints. Parts of the Iliad and the‘ Elements’ of Euclid were covered by monkish treatises. The‘ De Republica’ of Cicero, was discovered under the Commentary of Augustine on Psalms, and several of his Orations under the Acts of the Council of Chalcedon.” Other such monkish palimpsests were discovered to contain the Institutes of Gaius; eight orations of the Roman senator Symmachus, the Comedies of Plautus, parts of Euripides, epistles of Antoninus Pius, Lucius Verus, Marcus Aurelius, and others, the‘ Fasti Consolaris’ of 486, the Codex Theodosianus, are among the precious remains of Greek and Roman erudition which were “Preserved” in this monkish fashion in the erudite monasteries. (NIE. xvii, 762-3.) As for “monks constantly occupied in copying {284} the classic texts,” for the preservation and diffusion of Pagan culture, it is a joke! They couldn’t read Greek nor good Latin, and nobody else could read at all,—also, Holy Church and Churchmen loathed Pagan culture and literature. Joseph Wheless’, Forgery in Christianity, chap. vi
And the superstitious practices were common in all monasteries throughout Christendom. Imagine the Pope, the head of the most powerful force on earth, with nothing better to do than sit around scribbling folktales over classical manuscripts and endowing them with the power of his God.

These superstitions were also manifest in the veneration of holy relics; bones of the saints, bits of Jesus’ cross, Jesus’ robe or John’s toenail—any imaginable object one might sale to the gullible. They were collected by churches and abbes to attract worshippers, and thereby, monetary donations.

But what of the institutes of higher learning?
The same synthetic spirit took concrete form in the universities... In university teaching all the then known branches of science were represented... The university was thus, in the educational sphere, the highest expression of that completeness which had all along characterized the teaching of the Church" (Original Catholic Encyclopedia – http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Education).
The idea of a university, such as we perceive today, should not be
confused with those referred to above by the Church. For though they infer grand institutes of higher learning, such is not the accurate picture. Until about the twelfth century a “university” was little more than a hired teacher moving from place to place. Professor James Harvey Robinson, nineteenth century American historian, gives us a thumbnail sketch of the typical university when he describes the one in Paris:4
There were no university buildings, and in Paris the lectures were given in the Latin Quarter, in Straw Street, so called from the straw strewn on the floors of the hired rooms where the lecturer explained the text-book [a handwritten manuscript], with the students squatting on the floor before him. There were no laboratories, for there was no experimentation. All that was required was a copy of the text-book. This the lecturer explained sentence by sentence, and the students listened and sometimes took notes…

As evidenced in the passages and inferences quoted above, it should be obvious that the Christian educational system differed greatly from those of pagan Greece and Rome. Even though the Greek diadochoi system was used to promote the gospel and train the clergy, it is obvious those principles were never used to further secular knowledge; because only the teachings and doctrines of the Church were considered important. Where the educational systems of the Greeks and Romans were designed to develop the human mind and sought a furtherance of knowledge; history proves the Christians were arrogant enough to believe they were the only possessors of true knowledge, and desired to enforce that knowledge upon everyone else.

For comparison, let’s consider what the Church claims to have accomplished, then, in their own words, see what they actually achieved. This is really a simple endeavor because, as we have already discovered, there was little or no effort toward general education until the ninth or tenth century. One of the few boasts we find was of enlightenment to the Germans, late in the ninth century:

The Christian Church during this era—a fact of the greatest importance—was the guardian of the remains of classical culture. With this culture the Church was to endow the Germans. Moreover it was to bring them a great fund of new moral conceptions and principles, much increase in knowledge, and skill in art and handicrafts. The well-knit organization of the Church, the convincing logic of dogma, the grandeur of the doctrine of salvation, the sweet poetry of the liturgy, all these captured the understanding of the simple-minded but fine-natured primitive German (Original Catholic Encyclopedia – http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Germany).
After destroying almost all the classics and secular knowledge; they suddenly became the "guardian of the remains." And look what they referred to as that "classic culture;" new moral concepts, art and handicrafts, dogma, doctrine of salvation, the liturgy, the Church—but no mention of math, science, philosophy, or even the rudiments of reading. But surely the Church imparted some knowledge, what of the minds of their most brilliant leaders? From their works we should see what was really taught as infallible truth; first, the intellectual genius of St. Augustine of Hippo (354-430 AD). Philip Schaff, in his ‘History of the Christian Church’ says of him:
… "a philosophical and theological genius of the first order, dominating, like a pyramid, antiquity and the succeeding ages. Compared with the great philosophers of past centuries and modern times, he is the equal of them all; among theologians he is undeniably the first, and such has been his influence that none of the Fathers, Scholastics, or Reformers has surpassed it." (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Augustine_of_Hippo%2C_Saint).

Now, a few samples of Augustine’s genius; from his blueprint of the Church, City of God, bk. xxi.
If, therefore, the salamander lives in fire, as naturalists have recorded, and if certain famous mountains of Sicily have been continually on fire from the remotest antiquity until now, and yet remain entire, these are sufficiently convincing examples that everything which burns is not consumed… (Chapter 4)

But who can explain the strange properties of fire itself, which blackens everything it burns, though itself bright; and which, though of the most beautiful colors, discolors almost all it touches and feeds upon, and turns blazing fuel into grimy cinders?… (Chapter 4)

For who but God the Creator of all things has given to the flesh of the peacock its antiseptic property? This property, when I first heard of it, seemed to me incredible; but it happened at Carthage that a bird of this kind was cooked and served up to me, and, taking a suitable slice of flesh from its breast, I ordered it to be kept, and when it had been kept as many days as make any other flesh stinking, it was produced and set before me, and emitted no offensive smell. And after it had been laid by for thirty days and more, it was still in the same state; and a year after, the same still, except that it was a little more shrivelled, and drier… (Chapter 4)

We know that the loadstone has a wonderful power of attracting iron. When I first saw it I was thunderstruck, for I saw an iron ring attracted and suspended by the stone; and then, as if it had communicated its own property to the iron it attracted, and had made it a substance like itself, this ring was put near another, and lifted it up; and as the first ring clung to the magnet, so did the second ring to the first. A third and a fourth were similarly added, so that there hung from the stone a kind of chain of rings, with their hoops connected, not interlinking, but attached together by their outer surface… (Chapter 4)

Nevertheless, when we declare the miracles which God has wrought, or will yet work, and which we cannot bring under the very eyes of men, sceptics keep demanding that we shall explain these marvels to reason. And because we cannot do so, inasmuch as they are above human comprehension, they suppose we are speaking falsely… I will not, then, detail the multitude of marvels which are related in books, and which refer not to things that happened once and passed away, but that are permanent in certain places, where, if any one has the desire and opportunity, he may ascertain their truth; but a few only I recount. The following are some of the marvels men tell us:—The salt of Agrigentum in Sicily, when thrown into the fire, becomes fluid as if it were in water, but in the water it crackles as if it were in the fire. The Garamantae have a fountain so cold by day that no one can drink it, so hot by night no one can touch it. In Epirus, too, there is a fountain which, like all others, quenches lighted torches, but, unlike all others, lights quenched torches. … Then in Cappadocia the mares are impregnated by the wind, and their foals live only three years. Tilon, an Indian island, has this advantage over all other lands, that no tree which grows in it ever loses its foliage… (Chapter 5)

Now devils are attracted to dwell in certain temples by means of the creatures (God's creatures, not theirs), who present to them what suits their various tastes. They are attracted not by food like animals, but, like spirits, by such symbols as suit their taste, various kinds of stones, woods, plants, animals, songs, rites. And that men may provide these attractions, the devils first of all cunningly seduce them, either by 
imbuing their hearts with a secret poison, or by revealing themselves under a friendly guise, and thus make a few of them their disciples, who become the instructors of the multitude… (Chapter 6)

A “philosophical and theological genius of the first order, dominating, like a pyramid, antiquity and the succeeding ages…Compared with the great philosophers of past centuries and modern times, he is the equal of them all.” Can anyone seriously equate the ignorant prattle of this man with the likes of Thales, Pythagoras, Democritus, Anaximander, and those other Greeks we listed earlier—men whose daydreams would eclipse Augustine’s limited intellect? If this is the best they can bring to the plate—what more need be said? Even so, perhaps there are those who require more evidence. When Martin Luther withstood the Catholic Church in the early sixteenth century knowledge and reason was creating a furor, especially with Luther.

Reason is the Devil's greatest whore; by nature and manner of being she is a noxious whore; she is a prostitute, the Devil's appointed whore; whore eaten by scab and leprosy who ought to be trodden under foot and destroyed, she and her wisdom ... Throw dung in her face to make her ugly. She is and she ought to be drowned in baptism... She would deserve, the wretch, to be banished to the filthiest place in the house, to the closets. Martin Luther, Erlangen Edition v. 16, pp. 142-148
Can you not but wonder as to Luther’s valuation of women? Personally, I find something unsettling in this passage. It brings to mind a young child’s first attempts at cursing, a limited vocabulary, or perhaps a sexual pervert’s ranting. There can be no doubt; here is a man who was in dire need of a good psychiatrist.
Reason must be deluded, blinded, and destroyed. Faith must trample underfoot all reason, sense, and understanding, and whatever it sees must be put out of sight and ... know nothing but the word of God. Martin Luther, Erlangen Edition v. 16, pp. 142-148
These were the intellectual geniuses of the Church. These were the men who interpreted God’s Word. These were the men who decided what Christians of today still believe! Such superstition and ignorance! Luther saw clearly that reason was the enemy of faith; and he feared it – just as all members of that unholy institution feared it. Reason was the stone that would shatter the foundation of their glass fortress. 
Such was the true genius of the Church. Whatever claims she might make to championing intellectual light, her actions speak the truth. Science that was common knowledge to the Greeks, Egyptians, and Persians a thousand years earlier, was trampled under the superstitious feet of Christianity as the whole western world was driven into the age of ignorance. For those who would cast the blame upon the fall of the Roman Empire and the influx of barbarism, I would point out that the Church was quite capable of slaughtering the heathen in the name of their God. Could they not have accomplished the same goal under the name of reason, and thereby, preserved knowledge and avoided the terrible calamities of the Dark Ages? No—of course not, sound reasoning forbids such insanity.
The Renaissance

Throughout the decline and fall of the Roman Empire the Church pursued her goal of spreading the doctrines of her god. Everything else was either ignored, destroyed, or relegated to secondary status. Economies collapsed as skilled craftsmen were forbidden to work and intellectual leaders were forced to flee for their lives. Funds were diverted to support armies needed to carry the ‘Word’ to ignorant barbarians, or free the Holy Land. Famines swept from nation to nation as the holy messengers of God slaughtered the laborers of the fields. Pestilences followed starvation, and medical science was lost in the shadows of superstition.
…Moral education was stressed in the Middle Ages at the expense of intellectual enlightenment, as intellectual education is today stressed at the expense of moral discipline. …The splendid school system of the Roman Empire had decayed in the tumult of invasion and the depopulation of the towns. When the tidal wave of migration subsided in the sixth century a few lay schools survived in Italy; the rest were mostly schools for training converts and prospective priests. For some time (500-800) the Church gave all her attention to moral training, and did not reckon the transmission of secular knowledge as one of her functions… (Will Durant’s The Age of Faith).

Beginning about the tenth century, knowledge began to creep back into the west; either by the knights returning from the crusades or Jews, migrating from Muslim countries, who translated many works from Arabic, to Hebrew, to Spanish, and then to Latin.

The effects of all these translations upon Latin Europe were revolutionary. The influx of texts from Islam and Greece profoundly stirred the reawakening world of scholarship, compelled new developments in grammar and philology, enlarged the curriculum of the schools, and shared in the astonishing growth of universities in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries…It was more important that algebra, the zero, and the decimal system entered the Christian West through these versions; that the theory and practice of medicine were powerfully advanced by the translation of the Greek, Latin, Arabic, and Jewish masters; and that the importation of Greek and Arabic astronomy compelled an expansion of theology, and a reconception of deity, prefacing the greater change that would follow Copernicus… And as that learning had aroused the great age of Arabic science and philosophy, so now it would excite the European mind to inquiry and speculation, would force it to build the intellectual cathedral of Scholastic philosophy, and would crack stone after stone of that majestic edifice to bring the collapse of the medieval system in the fourteenth century, and the beginnings of modern philosophy in the ardor of the Renaissance (Will Durant, The Age of Faith).

Indeed whatever influence came from the Mosque passed through the Synagogue before it reached the Church. When Arabian works were translated into Latin the translation was often made from the Hebrew translation of the Arabic text, and the Jew was often the only means of interchange of ideas between Moorish and Christian Spain. Whatever Scholasticism owes to the Arabians, it owes in equal, if not in greater measure, to the Jews (Original Catholic Encyclopedia – http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Arabian_School_of_Philosophy).
With knowledge comes enlightenment and the irrepressible drive to reason. Galileo’s theory of the solar system was deemed “heretical” and the Catholic Church, with the sanction of Pope Paul V, decreed it false and contrary to Holy Scripture. Galileo’s main antagonist, the Dominican Father Tommasco Caccini, allegedly preached hate filled sermons condeming geometry as being of the devil, and mathematicians as the authors of all heresies. Galileo was brought before the ecclesiastical institution for combating or suppressing heresy, the Inquisition, and forced to recant.5
To summarize the cultural debacle of over a thousand years, ending with the emergence of the Renaissance, we have only to continue reading the Church’s own publication, the Catholic Encyclopedia.
The Middle Ages did not bequeath to Rome any institutions that could be called scientific or literary academies. As a rule, there was slight inclination for such institutions. ... A special reason why literature did not get a stronger foothold at Rome is to be found in the constant politico-religious disturbances of the Middle Ages. ... Medieval Rome was certainly no place for learned academies. ... From the earliest days of the Renaissance the Church was the highest type of such an academy, that is, of the broadest kind of culture. (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Roman_Academies).

Even so, when this total lack of learning and retarded intelligence first became evident, the enlightenment of the Renaissance had been competing with the Church’s ignorance for two or three centuries.6 The Protestant heresy was at its peak, and between 1559 and 1574 they published a thirteen volume ecclesiastical history called Centuriators.

The purpose of this work was to commit history to the cause of Protestantism by showing how far the Catholic Church had departed from primitive teaching and practice, … The publication of its initial volumes, however, at a time when its polemical value made it acceptable to Protestants, provided the Reformers with a most formidable weapon of attack on the Catholic Church. It did much harm. The feasibility of a counter attack appealed to Catholic scholars, but nothing adequate was provided, for the science of history was still a thing of the future (Original Catholic Encyclopedia – http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Cesare_Baronius%2C_Venerable).
Christianity had been in existence for over 1500 years, and there was no recorded history! There were Church histories and countless thousands of Church saint and martyr myths; obviously the fodder for the Centuriators, but no factual world history. Baronius, a young man of twenty-one, was commissioned by the Church to compile a rebuttal history. He spent his entire life compiling a twelve volume reply which was finally completed in 1607. Thus, we have a true picture of the Church’s lauded superior furtherance of education, literature, history, and general knowledge. Might we hope for better results in the field of science?
The Church, therefore, far from hindering the pursuit of arts and sciences, fosters and promotes them in many ways (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Science_and_the_Church).
When a clearly-defined dogma contradicts a scientific assertion, the latter has to be revised (Original Catholic Encyclopedia – http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Science_and_the_Church).
Nothing could be further from the truth than this last statement. Despite the Church’s many assertions that the sun has stood still, the Red Sea parted, and other scientific impossibilities, not one scientific fact has ever been overturned by Church dogma; rivers flow to the sea, apples fall downward, and men do not walk unaided upon water! Man can assert all he wants but he’ll not alter one universal law of science.

The Middle Ages is generally understood to be a designated period of European history between the Fall of the Roman Empire and the middle of the fifteenth century. The Church makes a highly significant explanation of that period.

The Middle Ages have become an interlude, clearly bounded on both extremities by a more civilized or humane idea of life, which men are endeavouring to realize in politics, education, manners and literature, and religion… A glance at the map will remind us of the striking fact that Christianity is bound up in space no less than in time with the Greek and Roman World. It has never yet flourished extensively outside these borders, except in so far as it subdued to ancient culture the tribes to which it offered the Gospel (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Renaissance%2C_The).
From the pen of their own authors we have a confession as to the ineptitude of their endeavors. And from these same writings, we have just read that other than theological treatises, monastic chronicles, and saint-tales there was no literature and no science other than “sacred science”—theology.
It [theology] is the very science of faith itself (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Science_and_the_Church).
We have seen the zeal with which the Church pursued its “sacred science,” a dedication that virtually ignored all other branches of human knowledge. The Church also maintains that "far from hindering the pursuit of arts and sciences, fosters and promotes them in many ways...." (http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/13598b.htm), and infers that it always encouraged and protected science. But the Church has some very contradictive ideas when it comes to dividing science from theology.

Yet, while acknowledging the freedom due to them, [scientists] she tries to preserve them from falling into errors contrary to Divine 
doctrine, and from overstepping their boundaries and throwing into confusion matters that belong to the domain of faith  http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Science_and_the_Church). 
And when the Church tries to subordinate the unassailable laws of science to religious dogma, things really become confusing.

Science is limited by truth, which belongs to its very essence. Should science ever have to choose between truth and freedom (a choice not at all imaginary), it must under all circumstances decide for truth, under the penalty of self-extermination. ... Ethics is more important for mankind than science. Those who believe in revelation, know that the Commandments are the criteria by which men will be judged… (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Science_and_the_Church)
The demand for unlimited freedom in science is unreasonable and unjust, because it leads to license and rebellion. ... To submit one's understanding to a doctrine supposed to be Divine and guaranteed to be infallible is undoubtedly more consistent than to accept prevailing postulates of science, or national doctrines, or a passing public opinion (Original Catholic Encyclopedia - 
(http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Science_and_the_Church).
The Church may give lip service to scientific license, but faith cannot stand in the light of reason; therefore, she must relegate science to a position below miracles and dogma. So it was with anathema, curses of God, prison, the rack, and stake she sought to control or destroy the minds of those who would think. But reason cannot be stifled forever.

The Renaissance may be considered in a general or a particular sense, as (1) the achievements of what is termed the modern spirit in opposition to the spirit which prevailed during the Middle Ages; or (2) the revival of classic, especially of Greek, learning and the recovery of ancient art in the departments of sculpture, painting, and architecture, lost for a thousand years in Western Christendom (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Renaissance%2C_The).
Though the Church claims to have welcomed pagan art and literature, with a “power of sweetness and patience,” (http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/12765b.htm) one has to wonder. Could it only be coincidence that the Holy Inquisition was established, by his Holiness Innocent III, to coincide with the first university?

The taking of Constantinople in 1204, the introduction of Arabian, Jewish, and Greek works into the Christian schools, the rise of the universities… these are the events which led to the extraordinary intellectual activity of the thirteenth century. ... Even in the Christian schools there were declared Pantheists ...  These developments were suppressed by the most stringent disciplinary measures during the first few decades of the thirteenth century. ... Roger Bacon demonstrated by his unsuccessful attempts to develop the natural sciences the possibilities of another kind which were latent in Aristotelianism (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Scholasticism).
Roger Bacon (1214-1294), the genius of the “Revival of Learning,”—the Renaissance—was learned in several languages and lamented the corruption of the Holy Scriptures. He wrote over eighty books; some in secret cryptogram, for fear of ecclesiastical penalties, which he finally suffered.7 
…It is in these treatises that Bacon speaks of the reflection of light, mirages, burning-mirrors, of the diameters of the celestial bodies and their distances from one another, of their conjunction and eclipses; that he explains the laws of ebb and flow, proves the Julian calendar to be wrong; he explains the composition and effects of gunpowder, discusses and affirms the possibility of steam-vessels and aerostats, of microscopes and telescopes, and some other inventions made many centuries later. ... Pope Nicholas IV, on the advice of many brethren condemned and rejected the doctrine of the English brother Roger Bacon, Doctor of Divinity, which contains many suspect innovations, by reason of which Roger was imprisoned (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Roger_Bacon).
“Blessed Albertus Magnus” (1206-1280), a contemporary of Bacon, was more prudent, he respected authority and traditions, and was sometimes hesitate in expressing his opinions. At a time when science was considered a form of black magic:

Albert gives an elaborate demonstration of the sphericity of the earth; and it has been pointed out that his views on this subject led eventually to the discovery of America… More important than Albert's development of the physical sciences was his influence on the study of philosophy and theology. He, more than any one of the great scholastics preceding St. Thomas, gave to Christian philosophy and theology the form and method which, substantially, they retain to this day (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Albertus_Magnus%2C_Blessed).
Albertus was probably the greatest pioneer of philosophy (then considered the study of science as well as philosophy) the Church had ever produced. And, had he not been hampered by the superstitions of that Holy Order, there is no doubt his endeavors would have been even greater.

No where is that superstition, bigotry, and ignorance more evident than in the Church’s repression of medical science in an era when plagues and diseases swept unchecked throughout Europe. As we have already seen, modern medical science rests upon the foundation of Hipprocrates’ studies. But such knowledge was condemned, or ignored, by the Church until Toledo fell to the Moors in 1085 and Arabian medicine began filtering into Christendom. Even then, Vesalius, one of the first medical scientists, was forced to defy the Church and escape the Holy Inquisition in order to pursue his studies.

His eagerness to learn went so far that he stole corpses from the gallows to work on at night in his room… The supreme service of Vesalius is that he for the first time, with information derived from the direct study of the dead body, attacked with keen criticism the hitherto unassailable Galen, and thus brought about his overthrow, for soon after this serious weaknesses in other parts of Galen's medical science were also disclosed. Vesalius is the founder of scientific anatomy and of the technique of modern dissection. Unfortunately, he himself destroyed a part of his manuscripts on learning that his enemies intended to submit his work to ecclesiastical censure… Violent attacks upon ancient traditions were not confined to the domain of medicine, but also found expression in the general upheaval caused by Humanists, by the discovery of new countries, by the opening up new sources of knowledge, by the dissemination of education through the invention of printing, and by the schism of the Church brought about by Luther. Authority, both ecclesiastical and civil, had been considerably weakened (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=History_of_Medicine).
Although the Church persisted in its efforts to bind the minds of those who could see beyond the “sacred science of Christianity,” the quickening minds of men could not be chained. By the construction of a crude telescope, Galileo was able to comprehend the mysteries of the stars, and thereby, expose the ignorance and superstitions of the Church.

But what, more than all, raised alarm was anxiety for the credit of Holy Scripture, the letter of which was then universally believed to be the supreme authority in matters of science, as in all others…  (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Galileo_Galilei).
[The Church made horrendous efforts to combat all new thought] …we know from the calendar of saints at this time and other sources how much had been done to check the wild license of thought and speech in the Peninsula. Giordano Bruno, renegade and pantheist, was burnt in 1600; Campanella spent long years in prison. The different 
measures meted out to Copernicus by Clement VII and to Galileo by Paul V need no comment (Original Catholic Encyclopedia – http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Renaissance%2C_The).
When we are studying a book, supposedly inspired and compiled via the Holy Spirit of God, it is only logical that we examine the character and practices of those who claim to be the instruments of that spirit. When we do so, we find that even the Church’s own Scriptures teach that good cannot co-exist with evil.

Doth a fountain send forth at the same place sweet water and bitter? Can the fig tree, my brethren, bear olive berries? Either a vine, figs? So can no fountain both yield salt water and fresh (James 3:11-12).
Neither can a wicked, fanatical, religious, organization, that persecutes and destroys all opposition in its god’s name, compile and interpret a holy book!
Conclusion

From 1940 to 1945, Nazi Germany exterminated over six million Jews. And in the latter part of the 1970’s the Khmer Rouge of Cambodia slaughtered over one and a half million men, women and children, of its own people. And even though genocides are occurring throughout the world today, people still tremble at these two shocking atrocities that claimed an estimated seven and a half million lives in a total of only ten years. But what of a worldwide religious order that used armed invasion, torture and mass murder to subjugate nations and kingdoms for nearly fifteen hundred years! How many million pagans, Jews, heretics, and martyrs may we credit to Catholicism and Protestantism, from 382 AD, when Theodosius the Great pronounced heresy a capital offense, until the last auto-de-fe occurred in 1815?8 And we must not limit our count to only those who died on the rack, in the flames, or by the sword; those would only be the minority! No, we must consider those who died from deprivation, starvation, and diseases because superstition had replaced medical science; or because non-Catholics were forbidden to work or ply their trades. The destruction of the economy, the stifling of education, the poverty, pestilences, and epidemics must be laid at the fanatical feet of the Catholic dais. How many lives then may we estimate—fifty million—seventy-five million—perhaps a billion? Such wickedness! Such cruelty! Such—UNGODLINESS! Can we believe this was the method a holy and omni-benevolent god chose to preserve and perpetuate his Word—a method in direct conflict with their god's own teachings? And yet, today, kind, gentle, loving, people proudly proclaim the sanctity of Christianity. If they would only research the roots and see the vile shamefulness—then could they hold their heads up and profess the name, Christian?

What have we learned from this study? I have purposely attempted to convey the worse aspects of Catholicism, and by reason of inheritance, Protestantism, simply as a contrast to the generally accepted view of Christianity. Even so, many atrocious and despicable practices, such as the witch-hunts, the selling of indulgences, the crusades, the persecutions of the Jews, and the atrocities committed upon the heathens were omitted or glossed over simply because of the mass of information available. I also stopped short of the inhuman cruelties and wars waged between Catholics and Protestants, not to favor Protestantism, but because the doctrines and dogmas had already been established by the Catholic Church; thus bringing this study to an end. I do concede two points in favor of the Protestants; they recognized some of the false teachings of Catholicism and pulled away, and by those protestations made reason and freedom possible.

The most profound question is, if the basic story of Christianity is a human fabrication, and I feel we’ve proven it is, why must it be perpetuated? What purpose does it serve? Why is it needed? Think of all those silly miracles mentioned earlier; Maucus walking on water, a hook flying to its handle, and Benedict’s divining of the handkerchiefs. Why such stupid, useless, miracles? Surely, thousands were praying for something substantial like food, prosperity, salvation from the barbarians, and freedom from suppression by the Church. Why did it take two thousand years for such prayers to be answered—because the answers to those prayers did not come from a god; but from men of goodwill, of much thought, and of little faith.

We are now an enlightened society, are we not? Here, in the United States, we have built the greatest civilization in history upon reason and the desire for independence. Our forefathers struggled and fought to break the grip of, not only England, but also that of the Church. Now we are free, free to think and reason, to make decisions based upon fact and logical deductions. Why not apply those same values to evaluate your God? Prove your God! Blasphemous you say! According to Catholicism perhaps it is blasphemous, but not according to the New Testament; and not according to Yahweh. From I Thessalonians 5:21 Paul exhorts:
"Prove all things; hold fast that which is good."
And in Judges, 6:36-40, we're told the story of Gideon's means of proving God by laying out a fleece. Many times I've hear Church members speak of "laying a fleece before God" to make a decision. Here is a simple, scriptural, means to "prove all things.” Lay a fleece out on the ground—literally. Apply the dew test, or do you fear the results? Do you really believe the Bible, or are you a hypocrite? Oh—I already know your answer—"Thou shalt not tempt the Lord thy God!" Context—study the context, and you'll see that warning has nothing to do with proving God's existence. Supposedly, God proved himself again and again with signs and wonders to the children in the wilderness. Could it be that some little bit of early Catholic fear control still smolders within your breast?

If this study has revealed anything it is the fact that the will of men dictates the values of their god. We have just reviewed the history of a despotic regime that suppressed the rights of the individual for nearly fifteen hundred years—all for the perceived values of their god. Today, those same godly values have been relegated to a secondary position in favor of personal rights; and look at the results. The name Christian is spoken with pride and love; not out of fear and necessity. The labors of Christians are producing good works, beneficial to society. And yet, the greater amount of their resources and endeavors are wasted upon promoting a non-existent deity. Imagine what could be accomplished if all that manpower, all those resources were devoted to eradicating drug abuse, improving healthcare, educating the illiterate, or dozens of other social illnesses. If the Church would but turn their efforts to real, visible, tangible problems instead of the perceived will of their own created god. But they won't; such reasoning will only be perceived as the insidious manipulates of a jealous Satan intent upon destroying the blessed kingdom of their god. To those I say—don't look for that Prince of Darkness among the non-theists, we don't believe in devils or gods. Look to your own creations.
As a young, very fundamental Christian, forty or fifty years ago, I, 
along with my fellow members, was admonished to stand against those who would destroy the faith. We were told horror tales of a mythical Satan who had nothing better to do than wage an angry, doomed, battle against those who followed his sworn enemy. We were recounted stories of atheists who died screaming in unrequited anguish, because they dared reject the word of God. We learned of the history of the Church; the persecutions under Roman rule, the establishment of Christianity by Constantine, its rise to power, and eminence over all kings. We learned of the corruptions under Catholicism, the reformation under Luther, and the migration here, to America. And all the while we were taught these things; they were never presented in the light of reality. The corruption and vile wickedness, while condemned, was minimized and excused as "the mysterious workings of God," who "used the Church to preserve his Word, complete and undefiled."

Only years later, after I escaped the Church’s influence, was I able to discover Christianity for what it truly is—a false religion, used by deceived men to ensnare others. And now, free to question, I am able to look back over history and see that the "threat" to the Church was not the destruction of the Bible, or closing of the congregations, as we supposed; but rather, that which has already taken place, and continues to occur—the evolution of Christianity. It only takes a minimum amount of research to understand the extent to which man has used and corrupted Christianity for his own benefits. This study alone reveals that what the man Jesus taught and practiced was a vastly different doctrine than that of the Christian churches today. And despite the Church's abhorrence of compromise, each social conflict produced a stage of reformation in which the dictates of the Church were changed or merged with those of the then ruling power. And, since Christianity includes the Old Testament and the history of Judaism within its Bible, we can state that the evolution began long before the inception of Christianity. Under the Mosaic Law, there were stringent laws concerning the Tabernacle, the Ark of the Covenant, and sacrifices. With Israel’s captivity, all of those divine instructions were voided, yet Judaism survived. The Ark of the Covenant was lost, the temple was rebuilt, and then destroyed again in 70 AD; yet Judaism has evolved and remains even today. The Jews, in the first century, believed they could not live without the temple and sacrifices; over a million died trying to rid themselves of the gentiles, yet today’s Judaism seems to function quite well within a gentile society. That was religious evolution. In the beginning of Christianity pacifists testified of a God of love; four hundred years later they were torturing and slaughtering dissidents and preaching a God of vengeance. That was religious evolution. The Protestant revolution brought numerous changes for which Catholicism had viciously killed; that was evolution. In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the religious persecuted fled here, to America to find freedom; that was evolution. In the nineteenth century the Anabaptist, Methodist, and most Protestant denominations preached a message of hell fire and brimstone that scared men to repentance; when I heard those messages they were watered down and presented in Holiness Churches. The Methodist and Baptist had evolved into stately, dignified forms of worship; that was evolution. 
Generally speaking, when Catholicism reigned supreme, corruptions were perpetrated from within by a wicked and deranged clergy. Under the rebellion of Martin Luther, the power of the Protestant branch moved from the Church officials to the people. That freedom has been manifested repeated since then as thousands of splintered groups have broken loose to form their own denominations. And today, the persecuting Churches (both Catholic and Protestant) have donned the robes of sanctity and surrendered to the dictates of secular government. That is evolution. All those changes that were considered wicked and sinful at various times during the past four thousand years have proved to be only perceived values. While the Church’s minions murdered millions, God never intervened, never zapped one single soul. Doesn’t it ever occur to Christians to ask why? Why are men able to mutate new religions from old (Christianity and Islam from Judaism) and introduce new, iron clad, inalterable, laws of their new God—even new gods—and then revamp them to suit the era and situation?

Why are these religions able to literally do as they please, attribute the changes to their God, and never suffer his wrath for corrupting his Word? Could it just possibly be that their gods are, like all the other gods they condemn, no gods at all?
Faith, ignorance, superstition, darkness, division, poverty, oppression, slavery—all are synonymous with religions, and we have just seen a prime example in the “success” story of Christianity. If there is any doubt, consider the recent bloody massacres in Bosnia and Croatia, and the Jewish – Arab conflicts of today. What of the Islamic nations, the slaughter between Sunnis and Shiites? Have they been enlightened by their religious beliefs? What other religion has produced an improvement in any society? When has any god every benefited a people? Reason, knowledge, sensibility, enlightenment, confidence, prosperity, and freedom are the fruits of the intelligent man, and their workings are evident in the great strides that have been made through-out the world as people turn their minds from superstitions and religious taboos to science, education, and commerce. Consider the world advancements introduced since the Renaissance dispelled the superstitions of Christianity. The amazing growth and freedoms of our own nation were made possible by that enlightenment. And today, that principle is most evident in the fantastic national developments occurring in China, Japan, India and dozens of other nations; all because of economic and technological advancements, not spiritual enlightenment.

The Church has promulgated the creed of apostolic succession that claims the New Testament originated with Paul and the Lord’s chosen Apostles, and was rapidly proclaimed to the entire world; but we have uncovered an entirely different story. We have uncovered a story based on oft-repeated fables mixed with pagan folklore, copied, edited, rewritten, and counterfeited. We have seen how a peace loving, religious sect, that abhorred the taking of a life, slowly evolved into a fanatical, cannibalistic, organization that devoured its own heart. A story, I believe, that clearly illustrates the dangers inherent within today’s Christian faith. There can be no doubt that Christianity is not "the faith once delivered unto our fathers." It is a corruption of Jewish Messianism and pagan worship. And who were the authors? Many and varied, we have the teachings of the Essenes and Jesus, the apostles, Paul, numerous ghostwriters, secular emperors, Church fathers, and historians. What started out as a noble and sincere work has been swallowed up and ingested by the creeping vines of pagan religions and fables. Christianity is the excrement of that union.

It should be obvious from this study that I have only hit the highlights. While it may appear that I have inserted a mass of others works and research, I assure you that such isn’t the case. There are thousands upon thousands of books that cover all aspects of the subjects which I’ve only introduced. If you're interested in further study, the information isn't hard to find. The facts are there, readily available on the Internet and in most libraries. You'll find the only barrier to be centuries of Christian brainwashing.
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17 – Michael  Wise, Martin Abegg, Jr. & Edward Cook, Dead Sea Scrolls: A New Translation, The Last Days: A Commentary on Selected Verses; pp.225-226 

18 – Strong's Exhaustive Concordance translates Zelotes as: "a Zealot, i.e. (spec.) partisan for Jewish political independence: - Zelotes." Luke, the author of both the Gospel of Luke and Acts, was simply trying to hide the militant aspects of Jesus' ministry. Matthew (10:4) & Mark (3:18) use the term "Simon the Canaanite" when referring to the same disciple—an appellation or nickname derived from the Hebrew Kanna'im, also intended to conceal the true implications (See James the Brother of Jesus, 3.34). And Hippolytus, Refutation of All Heresies, identifies this Simon as Jesus' brother. 

19 – Hippolytus, Refutation of All Heresies, bk. xxi

20 – Antiquities of the Jews, 20.8.1- 20.9.7
21 – Wars of the Jews, 2.8
22 – Robert Eisenman, James, the Brother of Jesus, 10.250

23 – Panarion 30.4.3; 30.7.1

24 – Robert Eisenman, James, the Brother of Jesus, 10.243

25 – Robert Eisenman, James, the Brother of Jesus, 10.253


Robert Eisenman & Michael Wise, Dead Sea Scrolls Uncovered, 1.18

Chapter 3 — New Testament Authenticity

1 – 
See Chapter 8 - Paul's Missionary Journeys
2 – 
Burton L. Mack, Who  Wrote the New Testament, 8.200 
3 – 
But according to a long-standing usage a dogma is now understood to be a truth appertaining to faith or morals, revealed by God, transmitted from the Apostles in the Scriptures or by tradition, and proposed by the Church for the acceptance of the faithful. It might be described briefly as a revealed truth defined by the Church – but private revelations do not constitute dogmas, and some theologians confine the word defined to doctrines solemnly defined by the pope or by a general council, while a revealed truth becomes a dogma even when proposed by the Church through her ordinary magisterium or teaching office. A dogma therefore implies a twofold relation: to Divine revelation and to the authoritative teaching of the Church. (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Dogma)
4 – 
His [John's] revelation still strikes the modern reader as excessive. A rigorous Christian, frustrated with these new circumstances, turned his guns on the Romans ("Babylon") in a grisly vision of their comeuppance, and used the terrifying image of this bloody destruction as a warning and preachment directed at his fellow Christians…. Burton L. Mack, Who Wrote The New Testament? 7.195-196.

5 – 
The New Testament tales are corrupted bits of historical events, reversed and distorted to promote Christian propaganda and destroy Judaism. Similar, and more logical stories with some of the same name characters are found in historical works such as those of Josephus, the Pseudo Clementines, Suetonius, and others. Strong parallels can be made between characters like Paul and Simon Magus; Simon Magus and a Simon in a Josephus story; and Peter and a Simon in another of his tales.

6 – 
According to Eusebius (Ecclesiastical History III.39.16), Papias said that Matthew collected (synetaxato; or, according to two manuscripts, synegraphato, composed) ta logia (the oracles or maxims of Jesus) in the Hebrew (Aramaic) language, and that each one translated them as best he could. (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Matthew%2C_Gospel_of_Saint_%28Biblical_Commission%29)
7 – 
Regarding the canonization of the Book of Matthew, the Original Catholic Encyclopedia states… "A book was acknowledged as canonical when the Church regarded it as Apostolic, and had it read at her assemblies. Hence, to establish the canonicity of the Gospel according to St. Matthew, we must investigate primitive Christian tradition for the use that was made of this document, and for indications proving that it was regarded as Scripture in the same manner as the Books of the Old Testament." 
"The first traces that we find of it are not indubitable, because post-Apostolic writers quoted the texts with a certain freedom, and principally because it is difficult to say whether the passages thus quoted were taken from oral tradition or from a written Gospel." (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Matthew%2C_Gospel_of_Saint_%28Biblical_Commission%29)
8 – 
It is generally accepted that the charge of Eusebius condoning lying was taken out of context. That he withheld historical facts, you may decide for yourself. Following the persecutions of Diocletian, Eusebius wrote; "But it is not our place to describe the sad misfortunes which finally came upon them, as we do not think it proper, moreover, to record their divisions and unnatural conduct to each other before the persecution. Wherefore we have decided to relate nothing concerning them except the things in which we can vindicate the Divine judgment.

Hence we shall not mention those who were shaken by the persecution, nor those who in everything pertaining to salvation were shipwrecked, and by their own will were sunk in the depths of the flood. But we shall introduce into this history in general only those events which may be usefull first to ourselves and afterwards to posterity. Let us therefore proceed to describe briefly the sacred conflicts of the witnesses of the Divine Word." (Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, viii, 2.2&3).
9 – 
( http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Legend_of_Abgar%2C_The)
10 – 
J.B. Lightfoot, Eusebius of Caesarea, (article. pp.308-348), Dictionary of Christian Biography: Literature, Sects and Doctrines, ed. by William Smith and Henry Wace, Volume II (EABA-HERMOCRATES). This excerpt pp.324-5, quoted by Roger Pearse, (http://www.tertullian.org/rpearse/eusebius/lightfoot.htm)
11 – 
Burton L. Mack, Who Wrote the New Testament? 7.175-183 
Chapter 4 — The Story of Jesus—Fact or Fiction?
1 – 
Josephus' Autobiography or The Life of Flavius Josephus, appears as an appendix to a second or third edition of the Antiquities of the Jews. The passage in question may be found in the 2nd chapter.
2 – 
Burton L. Mack, Who Wrote the New Testament? – 2.43-45
3 – 
See Chapter 9 – The Gnostics, Apologists & Early Writings.

4 – 
Burton L. Mack, Who Wrote the New Testament? – 9.230
5 – 
Antiquities of the Jews, 20.5.1
6 – 
Antiquities of the Jews, 20.8.6
7 – 
(http://www.christiananswers.net/dictionary/messiah.html)
8 – 
Robert Eisenman & Michael Wise, The Dead Sea Scrolls Uncovered – 5.163

Michael Wise, Martin Abegg, Jr. & Edward Cook, Dead Sea Scrolls: A New Translation. There were numerous copies of this work, commonly known as the Community Rule, found in different caves. 1Qs, 4Q255-264a & 5Q11; p.127, Col. 1, lines 13-15.

9 – 
Qumran War Scroll; Codex - Resources for Biblical Studies, by Tyler F. Williams; (http://biblical-studies.ca/dss/introductions/1QM.html)


Michael Wise, Martin Abegg, Jr. & Edward Cook, Dead Sea Scrolls: A New Translation; War Scroll, 1QM, pp.151-153, Col. 1, lines 8-15; Col. 2, lines 6-7
Chapter 5 — Jesus and the Essenes
1 – Michael Wise, Martin Abegg, Jr. & Edward Cook, Dead Sea Scrolls: A New Translation. There were numerous copies of this work, commonly known as the Community Rule, found in different caves. 1Qs, 4Q255-264a & 5Q11; p.138, Col. 8, lines 13-16.


It may seem that a conflict appears here in that the Essenes' popular star prophecy, drawn from Numbers 24:17, pictures the expected Messiah as a David-type redeemer leading the heavenly host to wreak vengeance upon the ungodly. But the war with the Sons of Darkness was to last for forty years; conscripts would be needed for their army, so it only stands to reason that at some point teachers or prophets would have to be sent to preach the coming kingdom. See also, the War of the Messiah, 4Q285, Frag. 5, lines 1-6, and the War Scroll.
2 – Michael  Wise, Martin Abegg, Jr. & Edward Cook, Dead Sea Scrolls: A New Translation, Commentary on Nahum, 4Q169, Frag. 3-4; pp. 217-218, Col. 3, lines 3-8

3 – Michael  Wise, Martin Abegg, Jr. & Edward Cook, Dead Sea Scrolls: A New Translation; Charter for Israel in the Last Days, 1QSa, 1Q28a; p.145, Col. 1, lines 6-8

4 – Is. 54:5, 62:5; Jer. 3:20; Eze. 16:32
5 – These two parables adhere strictly to the Essenes' aversion to mixing dissimilar things, which in turn reflects their view that Jews and gentiles should remain distinct. This aversion was so strong that they actually separated their members into a class structure based upon cleanliness in which physical contact with the lower classed might contaminate the upper classes. In the same respect they wore their clothes until they were in tatters. For them, there could never be a question of patching old clothe—or salvaging the polluted temple. Also, it was the Essenes who used unfermented grape juice in their ceremonies, calling it new wine. Unfermented grape juice would begin to ferment in a skin that had contained wine, thus bursting the skin with the gas pressure generated.
6 – Daniel: Jewish and Christian Commentary, Rabbi Asher Finkel, doctorate from the University of Tuebingen, faculty member of the Institute of Judaeo-Christian Studies of Seton Hall University (New Jersey, U.S.A.). He is the author of The Pharisees and the Teacher of Nazareth. (http://www.sidic.org/en/reviewViewArticolo.asp?id=1117).
Robert Eisenman & Michael Wise, The Dead Sea Scrolls Uncovered – 5.160-164
7 – Michael Wise, Martin Abegg, Jr. & Edward Cook, Dead Sea Scrolls: A New Translation. There were numerous copies of this work, commonly known as the Community Rule, found in different caves; 1QS, 4Q255-264a, 5Q11, pp.128, Col. 2, lines 19-25
Chapter 6 — The Verdict & Resurrection
1 – 
Michael  Wise, Martin Abegg, Jr. & Edward Cook, Dead Sea Scrolls: A New Translations, The Messiah of David; p.328
2 – 
Matthew 26:59-27:2

3 – 
Some early Syriac manuscripts of Matthew present Barabbas' name twice as Jesus bar Abbas: manuscripts in the Caesarean group of texts, the Sinaitic Palimpsest, the Palestinian Syriac lectionaries and some of the manuscripts used by Origen in the 3rd century, all support the fact that Barabbas' name was originally Jesus Barabbas – Cambridge Encyclopedia, Vol. 8 (http://encyclopedia.stateuniversity.com/pages/2329/Barabbas.html)
Chapter 7 — Paul: the Man 

1 – 
Robert Eisenman, James, the Brother of Jesus, 12.349-350; 13.389; 19.656
2 – 
Robert Eisenman, James, the Brother of Jesus, 6. 98-99

3 – 
A. N. Wilson, The Mind of the Apostle, 2.29 
4 – 
Robert Eisenman, James, the Brother of Jesus, 3. 39 

5 – 
Antiquities of the Jews, 18.5.2
6 – 
Irenaeus, Adversus Haereres, I, xxvi, 2; III, xi, 7
7 – 
Acts 21:39, 22:3, 23:6; II Corinthians 11:22, Galatians 3:28, & Philippians 3:5
8 – 
Romans 2:28&29; I Corinthians 9:20; Galatians 3:28

9 – 
A. N. Wilson, Paul: the Mind of the Apostle, 2.28 quoting F. F. Bruce, Paul: Apostle of the Free Spirit, p. I.

10 – (http://www.catholic.org/encyclopedia/view.php?id=4979)
11 – Robert Eisenman, James, the Brother of Jesus, 2. 21

Chapter 8 – Paul's Missionary Journeys
1 – The decrees referred to would certainly be only those Noahic restriction James listed; abstaining from pollutions of idols, fornication, things strangled, and from blood. And, if such a reading occurred, there can be no doubt that it was followed by a strong sermon on the salvation in Jesus Christ that freed one from the bondage of a law that was obsolete.

2 – Robert Eisenman, James, the Brother of Jesus, 12. 341-42

3 – Robert Eisenman, James, the Brother of Jesus, 12. 335

4 – Michael Wise, Martin Abegg, Jr. & Edward Cook, Dead Sea Scrolls: A New Translations. There were numerous copies of this work, commonly known as the Community Rule, found in different caves;1Qs, 4Q255-264a & 5Q11; p.138, Col. 8, lines 13-16.

Chapter 9 – The Teachings of Paul
1 – Civil strife entered the kingdom under Solomon and intensified with his demise. See I Kings 8:22-26; 11:9-11; 12:12-17, 26-27

2 – The Circle of Ancient Iranian Studies: (http://www.cais-soas.com/cais/Religions/non-iranian/judaism/persian_judaism/book1/pt2.htm#babylonian)

3 – Burton L. Mack, Who Wrote the New Testament? – 7.175-183

4 – Many Bible scholars agree that "Babylon" is an allegory of Rome; perhaps specifically at the time to some aspect of Rome's rule (brutality, greed, paganism), or even a servant people that does the bidding of Rome. The Roman Catholic commentary of the Jerusalem Bible, the evangelical Protestant commentary of the New International Version Study Bible, the Rastafarians and the liberal Protestant commentary of the Oxford Annotated Study Bible all concur that "Babylon is the symbolic name for Rome" and that (1st century) "Rome" is the "type of place where evil is supreme" (Jerusalem Bible, commentary to Rev. 17). (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Whore_of_Babylon)

5 – The Old Testament frequently refers to Israel's return from captivity as a type of escape from Babylon; (Isaiah 48:20; Micah 4:10; Zechariah 2:7)
The Whore of Babylon is one of several Christian allegorical figures of supreme evil mentioned in the Book of Revelation in the Bible. The Whore is associated with the Antichrist and the Beast of Revelation by connection with an equally allegorical kingdom.

The Whore's apocalyptic downfall is prophesied to take place in the hands of the beast with seven heads and ten horns. There is much speculation within all religious perspectives on what the Whore and Beast symbolize as well as the possible implications for contemporary interpretations. (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Whore_of_Babylon)
The Chapter 10 — The Silent Years of Christianity
1 – The principal writers are Eusebius in the early fourth century, and Epiphanius in the latter part of the same century. Both quote extensively from the lost second century works of Hegesippus and works of Clement's Hypotyposes; Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History; Hegesippus, and Clement of Alexandria. Another source is a work accredited to Clement of Rome, the first or second pope after Peter, known as the Pseudo Clementines. See Robert Eisenman, James, the Brother of Jesus, 5.70-72
2 – Robert Eisenman, James, the Brother of Jesus, 14.411-423, 450-453.
3 – Burton L. Mack, Who Wrote the New Testament? – 11.277-278.

4 – Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, 3.5.3

5 – Josephus, Wars of the Jews, 2.19.4-7.

6 – …Age-old patterns of practice and thought were twisted out of shape by an upstart religion within the space of about two hundred years. Some cultural remnants were consigned to the archaic past, others to oblivion, and others to the devil as the residue of pagan religions that continued to haunt the new world order. The story of cultural conquest started around the middle of the second century. By the end of the fourth it was all over. Books had been banned and burned, temples destroyed, martyrs killed, and pagan festivals exposed as licentious. (Burton L. Mack, Who Wrote the New Testament? – 11.277)

7 – Robert Eisenman, James, the Brother of Jesus, 13. 353

Chapter 11 — The Gnostics, Apologists & Early Writings

1 – Theophilus, To Autolycus, 1.12
2 – Theophilus, To Autolycus, 3.12

3 – Theophilus, To Autolycus, 1.7

4 – Theophilus, To Autolycus, 1.7

5 – Theophilus, To Autolycus, 1.13

6 – Athenagoras, A Plea for the Christians, chap. 10

7 – Athenagoras, A Plea for the Christians, chap. 11

8 – Minucius Felix, Octavius, chap. 11
Chapter 12 – The New Testament Canonization

1 – David L. Dungan, Constantine's Bible, 6.95

2 – David L. Dungan, Constantine's Bible, 6.108

3 – The people executed publicly were usually criminals, prisoners of war, deserters from the army, and other troublemakers and outcasts (such as slaves who had run away, or Christians who would not offer a sacrifice to the gods of the state or to the emperor). At least in theory, such damnati opposed social or military order and deserved their harsh fate. Archaeology: a Publication of the Archaeological Institude of America; (http://www.archaeology.org/). From the article, The Roman Arena by Shelby Brown, Aug. 15th, 2007.
4 – (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Persecution_of_early_Christians_by_the_Romans)
5 – From the Wikipedia: Some early Christians sought out and welcomed martyrdom. Some Roman authorities tried to avoid Christians because they "goaded, chided, belittled and insulted the crowds until they demanded their death." A group of people presented themselves to the Roman governor of Asia, C. Arrius Antoninus, declared themselves to be Christians, and encouraged the governor to do his duty and put them to death. He executed a few, but as the rest demanded it as well, he responded, exasperated, "You wretches, if you want to die, you have cliffs to leap from and ropes to hang by." [quotes from Bowersock, G. W. Martyrdom and Rome]. (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Persecution_of_early_Christians_by_the_Romans)
6 – David L. Dungan, Constantine's Bible, 6.112

7 – Irenaeus, Adversus Haereres, I.x
Chapter 13 — The Character of the Church
1 – Helen Ellerbe, The Dark Side of Christian History, 4.42
2 – Ibid.

3 – It should be noted that apart from religions, there is no sin. Sin is transgression against a gods' dictates or will; ergo, no god—no sin. The religious person might argue that denying god does not negate the reality of sin; while the non-theist will argue that the declaration of a god does not establish existence of sin.

4 – (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Baptism)
5 – Joseph Wheless, Forgery in Christianity, chap. vii 

6 – Ibid.

7 – (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Inquisition )
8 – Joseph Wheless, Forgery in Christianity, chap. vii
Chapter 14 — Light Unto the World
1 – Josephus Wheless, Forgery in Christianity, chap. vii

2 – St. Gregory's "Dialogues, bk. II, 6,7,11&19
3 – Will Durant, The Age of Faith, 5.34.906

4 – James Harvey Robinson, An Introduction to the History of Western Europe, xix.270

5 – This is a very intriguing and puzzling story. The Original Catholic Encyclopedia (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Galileo_Galilei) goes into great detail about the trials and the story of Galileo's discovery and the Church's opposition. Of course the Church endeavors to exonerate their part in the affair by insisting that the Church did not hate the sciences, even citing their support of the Copernican doctrine. However, they fervently resisted Galileo's teaching it as "truth." Their fear was "for the credit of Holy Scripture, the letter of which was then universally believed to be the supreme authority in matters of science, as in all others." It wasn't a matter of whether Galileo's theory was true; but who ascertained truth. To protect the Holy Scriptures they insisted that he denounce the system he upheld "to be scientifically false, and anti-Scriptural or heretical." There are more intriguing excuses, mostly presented to protect the Church's claim of infallibility because the "Congregation of the Index" did declare the Copernican doctrine heretical—and later had to recant. The reader should read the article for himself.

One glaring omission is obvious. A number of biographies of Galileo; (e.g. James Reston Jr., Galileo; Ludovico Geymonat, Galileo Galilei: a Biography and Inquiry into his Philosophy of Science) all portray the Dominacian Friar Tommaso Caccini, as Galileo's arch enemy. And though extensive records of his birth, life and works are readily available, the Catholic Encyclopedia doesn’t even mention his name. See: (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tommaso_Caccini) 
6 – Josephus Wheless, Forgery in Christianity, chap. vi

7 – Josephus Wheless, Forgery in Christianity, chap. vi
8 – (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Mexico)
SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY
Davidson, Samuel – The Canon of the Bible. Unspecified Vendor
Dungan, David L.—Constantine’s Bible. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2007
Dupont-Sommer, Andre—Essene Writings. Unspecified Vendor
Durant, Will—The Age of Faith. New York: Simon and Schuster, 1950
Eisenman, Robert—James the Brother of Jesus. New York: Penguin Books, 1998
Eisenman, Robert—Dead Sea Scrolls Uncovered. New York: Penguin Books, 1992
Ellerbe, Helen—The Dark Side of Christian History. Windermere: Morningstar & Lark, 1995
Enslin, Marton Scott—Christian Beginnings (Part I & II). Unspecified Vendor
Finlan, Stephen—The Apostle Paul and the Pauline Tradition. Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 2008

Gomes, Peter J.—The Scandalous Gospel of Jesus. New York: Harper Collins, 2007

Harris, Sam—The End of Faith. New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 2004
Johnson, Paul—A History of Christianity. New York: Touchstone, 1979
Kenyon, Sir Fredric—Our Bible and the Ancient Manuscripts. Harper and Row, 1962
Kimball, Charles—When Religion Becomes Evil. San Francisco: Harper San Francisco, 2002
King James Bible
Lecky, W.E.H.—Rationalism in Europe. Unspecified Vendor
Loisy, Alfred Firmin—The Birth of the Christian Religion and The Origins of the NewTestament. Unspecified Vendor
Mack, Burton L.—Who Wrote the New Testament? San Francisco: HarperCollins, 1996
Metzger, Bruce M.—The Text of the New Testament—Its Transmission, Corruption & Restoration. New York: Oxford University Press, 1992
Milman, D.D., H. H.—History of Latin Christianity, New York, 1871
Moffatt, James—Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament. Unspecified Vendor
Patzia, Arthur G.—The Making of the New Testament. Downers Grove: Inter Varsity Press, 1995

Rosen, Willaim—Justinian's Flea. New York: Penguin Group, 2007
Schonfield, Dr. Hugh J.—The Passover Plot. New York: Bantam, 1965
Shaff, Phillip—History of the Christian Church. New York
Soards, Marion L.—The Apostle Paul: An Introduction to His Writings and Teachings. New York: Paulist Press, 1987
Vermes, Geza—The Dead Sea Scrolls – Qumran in Perspective. Unspecified Vendor
Von Daniken, Erich—Miracles of the Gods. New York: Dell, 1975
Ware, Bishop Kallistos—History of the Orthodox Church. Unspecified Vendor
Wilson, A. N.—Paul: The Mind of the Apostle. New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1997

Wise, Michael; Abegg Jr., Martin; Cook, Edward—Dead Sea Scrolls-A New Translation. San Franciso: Harper San Francisco, 1996
EARLY WRITINGS
Athenagoras of Athens—A Plea for the Christians
Augustine—City of God
Clement of Rome—letter to the Corinthian church (1 Clement) 

Epiphanius, Panarion (Medicine-chest or Adversus Haereses, "Against Heresies) 

Eusebius, Bishop of Caesarea—Praeparatio Evangelica
Felix, Minucius, Octavius
Hegesippus—Hypomnemata 
Hippolytus of Rome (c. 170-c. 236)—The Refutation of All Heresies
Ignatius, Bishop of Antioch –

Letter to the Smyrnaeans,

Letter to the Philadelphians,

Letter to the Magnesians
Irenaeus, Bishop of Lyons—Adversus Haereres
Justin Martyr—First Apology to the Emperor Antoninus Pius
Lucius Lactantius—Divine Institutes
Papias, Bishop of Hieropolis—Expositions of the Sayings of the Lord (quoted by Eusebius)
Pseudo Clementines—Recognitions
Tacitus—The Annals, Book XV
Tatian—Apology to the Greeks
Tertullian—Apology; De Spectaculis; De Corona
Theophilus, Bishop of Antioch—Autolycus
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Craig M. Lyons, Craig M.—Bet Emet Ministries. (www.geocities.com/faithofyeshua/)
Doherty, Earl—The Jesus Puzzle.  (http://www.jesuspuzzle.com/)
Lightfoot, Joseph Barber—Eusebius of Caesarea.  

(http://www.tertullian.org/rpearse/eusebius/lightfoot.htm)
New Advent Catholic Encyclopedia (http://www.newadvent.org/)
Original Catholic Encyclopedia (http://oce.catholic.com/index.php?title=Home)
Wheless, Joseph—Forgery In Christianity. (www.harrington-sites.com/fa.htm)
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worship/worshippers/worshipping – 13, 31, 83, 137, 143-150, 155, 167, 172, 198-199, 216, 227, 234, 248-250, 254-255
wrath – 191, 194, 254 

Yahweh – 193, 252 

Zaddik – 22-23, 95, 121, 132 

zeal/zealous – 17, 19, 26, 79, 86, 88, 120, 129, 168, 170, 177, 195, 202, 226, 243 

Zealot(s) – 15, 19-20, 24, 26, 30, 34, 49, 59-60, 89-90, 105, 120, 123, 127, 129
Nowhere is dogmatic intolerance so necessary a rule of life as in the domain of religious belief, since for each individual his eternal salvation is at stake. Just as there can be no alternative multiplication tables, so there can be but a single true religion, which, by the very fact of its existence, protests against all other religions as false. But the love of truth requires each man to stand forth as the incorruptible advocate of truth and of truth alone. … He whose sole concern is for truth itself, will never besmirch his escutcheon by lying or calumny and will refrain from all personal invective. Conscious that the truth for which he fights or in good faith believes he fights, is, by reason of its innate nobility incompatible with any blemish or stain, he will never claim license to abuse. Such an ideal champion of truth is fittingly designated by the English word "gentleman". He may, however, by a fair counter-stroke parry an unjust, malicious, and insulting attack, since his adversary has no right to employ invective, to falsify history, to practice sordid proselytism, etc., and may, therefore, be driven without pity from his false position. These principles obtain universally and for all men—for scholars and statesmen, for Catholics and Protestants. 

If, therefore, the Catholic Church also claims the right of dogmatic intolerance with regard to her teaching, it is unjust to reproach her for exercising this right. With the imperturbable conviction that she was founded by the God-Man Jesus Christ as the "pillar and ground of the truth" (I Tim., iii, 15) and endowed with full power to teach, to rule, and to sanctify, she regards dogmatic intolerance not alone as her incontestable right, but also as a sacred duty. If Christian truth like every other truth is incapable of double dealing, it must be as intolerant as the multiplication table or geometry. The Church, therefore, demands, in virtue of her Divine commission to teach, the unconditional acceptance of all the truths of salvation which she preaches and proposes for belief, proclaiming to the world with her Divine Founder the stern warning: "He that believeth and is baptized, shall be saved: but he that believeth not shall be condemned" (Mark, xvi, 16). If, by conceding a convenient right of option or a falsely understood freedom of faith, she were to leave everyone at liberty to accept or reject her dogmas, her constitution, and her sacraments, as the existing differences of religions compel the modern State to do, she would not only fail in her Divine mission, but would end her own life in voluntary suicide. As the true God can tolerate no strange gods, the true Church of Christ can tolerate no strange Churches beside herself, or, what amounts to the same, she can recognize none as theoretically justified. And it is just in this exclusiveness that lies her unique strength, the stirring power of her propaganda, the unfailing vigor of her progress. A strictly logical consequence of this incontestable fundamental idea is the ecclesiastical dogma that outside the Church there is no salvation (extra Ecclesiam nulla salus). Scarcely any other article of faith gives such offense to non-Catholics and occasions so many misunderstandings as this, owing to its supposed hardness and uncharitableness. And yet this proposition is necessarily and indissolubly connected with the above-mentioned principle of the exclusive legitimacy of truth and with the ethical commandment of love for the truth. Since Christ Himself did not leave men free to choose whether they would belong to the Church or not it is clear that the idea of the Christian Church includes as an essential element its necessity for salvation. In her doctrine the Church must maintain that intolerance which her Divine Founder Himself proclaimed: "And if he will not hear the church, let him be to thee as the heathen and publican" (Matt., xviii, 17). This explains the intense aversion which the Church has displayed to heresy, the diametrical opposite to revealed truth (cf. I Tim., i, 19; II Tim., ii, 25; Tit., iii 10 sq.; II Thess., ii, 11). The celebrated church historian Döllinger writes very pertinently: "The Apostles knew no tolerance, no leniency towards heresies Paul inflicted formal excommunication on Hymenaeus and Alexander. And such an expulsion from the Church was always to be inflicted. The Apostles considered false doctrine destructive as a wicked example. With weighty emphasis Paul declares (Gal., i, 8): ‚ÄòBut though we, or an angel from heaven, preach a gospel to you besides that which we have preached to you, let him be anathema'. Even the gentle John forbids the community to offer hospitality to heretics coming to it, or even to salute them" ("Christentum und Kirche", Ratisbon, 1860, pp. 236 sq.). 


