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Christianity Revealed
Per sonal | ntroduction

Dr M D Magee

Christian doctrineis... presented as having such unique authority that it must have
been made in heaven rather than being the work of thinkers and negotiators, in
particular periods in church history, and therefore open to historical criticism and the
problems of cultural relativism. John Bowden, SCM
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Scholarly Integrity

| have been interested in the origins of Christianity since the mid 1950s when | was a
schoolboy and the discovery of the Scrolls by the Dead Sea had stimulated interest in
biblical studies.

My father had been diagnosed with tuberculosis and had to spend ayear in hospital,
eventually having alung removed before he recovered. Being of Irish immigrant
descent, he had been brought up as a Catholic but, having met and fallen in love with a
stubborn Protestant women, he had declined to bring up his children as Catholics and
had fallen out with the church. In the TB sanatorium, no doubt conscious of his own
mortality and having lots of spare time, he took to exploring various religious
alternatives, none of which he found satisfactory. During his explorations however he
read various books that examined the historical origins of Christianity. Amongst them
were King Jesus, the didactic novel by Robert Graves, The Nazarene Gospel Restored
by Graves and Podro, The Other Side of the Story by Rupert Furneaux and a book
about the liberal Babylonian Rabbi, Hillel, the title of which | have forgotten.

When | cycled the seventeen milesto Ilkley to visit him each Saturday, he would tell
me about his week's explorations and we would discuss them. It was sufficient to ease
his conscience about his split with the church but naturally when he recovered, asa
working man, he found less time to continue his studies and his interest waned. | too
found myself doing school examinations and eventually entering university to study
sciences and my interest also waned. It remained but in attenuated form and | would
still read popular books about Christian origins from time to time.

When | retired from government service the chance arose for me to follow these long
suspended interests and that is how | came to write these books.

My discoveries astonished me. They seemed so obvious that they quickly led meto
doubt the integrity of scholarsin the field of biblical scholarship. Trained as a scientist,
| looked for rational answers to the questions that arose, but biblical scholars seek to
confirm their religious outlook. Expertsin biblical studies are usually religious people,
whether Christian or Jewish. Those who have no interest in religion turn to physics,
molecular biology, music or literature. Though religious people might well opt for any
of these subjects too, non-religious students rarely opt for religious studies.

The result is that, whereas normal endeavours of life are practised by a cross section of
society in respect of religious views, religious studies are the field of religiously
inclined people amost exclusively. So, in biblical studies, a subject that professes to be
scientific—nowadays at any rate—the normal checks and balances that alow science
to progress do not apply. | speak generally knowing that there are some who try hard to
be objective but for most it is elither too difficult or they are so indoctrinated in
religious belief they do not want to try.
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Religious experts are consequently far from afair sample of society. They are biased
towards the beliefs they have grown up with and unlikely to question their basic tenets.
Quite the reverse, though they professto be scientific, they are really apologists for
their religious view. When astonishing hypotheses are published which cast doubt on
the accepted views of the religious experts they will be ignored. This allows biblical
scholars to continue in well-paid careers raking over the same muddy spoil and coming
to false conclusions forever. Sometimes the same happens in science but there, new
discoveries cannot be ignored for long. Science istoo big and scientists too diverse for
an important discovery to be ignored. What some group would prefer to go away,
another group find isjust the link or breakthrough they have been waiting for.
Essentialy biblical research is monolithic. Everyone wantsto confirm God's plan. No
one wants to have their lifelong beliefs destroyed.

Strong pressures have always existed for biblical scholars to maintain the status
guo—their peers who value the sinecures they have, their own careers within this
orthodoxy, their belief that Christians are saintly people and do not tell lies except to
glory God and their conviction that they could not have been wrong all their lives and
the church wrong for two thousand years.

The key to it all is honesty. Sincere Christians are honest people but Christians since
the beginning of their religion have not thought it dishonest to tell alie—when
Christianity benefits! This pious lying has become so accepted since the introduction of
state education, with its religious emphasis on Christianity, that not only does no one
now think it unusual, few people recognise it.
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Truth

The starting point for the Christians was Jesus the Nazarene who is perhaps the most
influential person who has ever lived, even though, in scientific historical terms, littleis
known about him. Whether thisis the power of God at work or the astonishing
credulity of human beings is the moot point. The authorised accounts, the gospels,
suggest that he was active for between one and three years, and within only two
generations of the crucifixion, a Christian group, the Docetists, attracted converts
saying Jesus had never lived at all, except as a phantom.

It is possible to argue that Jesus indeed never lived but was invented to explain the
origins of the belief in a cosmic person called Christ. Y et the gospel stories are not
conducive to the idea that the earthly life of Jesus was invented because to have been
crucified was aliability to the gentile bishops. It must therefore have been what they
had and had no choice about accepting. What they could do was pretend that the stories
about Jesus had been confused by their tellersin the confusion of the times. So, we can
assume that Jesus did exist, that he was a man of inspiring deeds and a religions leader,
that he was crucified, that his followers believed he had risen from the dead and was
intending to return to earth in glory.

Beginning in Sunday school or in the religious instruction classroom, worthy Christians
embellish arguable stories about Jesus as if they were true. No teacher of infants and
juniors stops to consider what truth there isin what they themselves know about the
founder of their religion and they then compound the felony by painting astonishing
fairy tales based on their own conceptions and not on any evidence. None of it matters
to Christian teachers who know they are doing God's work. Psychologically they are
telling lies believing it to be God's truth put into their hearts. Jesus himself justified it
when heinstructed his disciplesin Matthew 10:19:

“Take no thought how or what ye shall speak: for it shall be given you in that same
hour what ye shall speak.”

It differs from having God's conviction that heretics should burn at the stake only in
degree. A mass religious delusion has been created and given socia approval. If some
pious liefits the delusion then it is all right by God and society.

There are Christian books purporting to tell the childhood of Jesus, but no one can
truthfully say anything positive about Jesus's childhood. These books seem like novels
but their writers, if they claim anything, say they are writing inspired or spiritual
history. Novels can be quite instructive and they are intended to be entertaining. A
novel can indeed be inspiring but, however inspiring it is, it is not history. Do we
“believein” novels?
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Christians certainly believe in the inspiration of the spirit or the Holy Ghost. But even
the inspired gospels contradict each other interminably. The Christian will consider
such pious works of imagination as “God's Truth,” if it does not contradict the mass
delusion of our age. If it does, it will be ignored or decried, according to its importance.

Biblical scholars equally build themselves reputations by writing fantasies called
doctoral dissertations about a few sentences of some ancient epistle, the significance of
the prophet Elijah at the Transfiguration or whether Jesus ascended to heaven after a
few days or forty days. Such contributions to knowledge are no different from
discussing how many angels can dance on the head of a needle, the example always
quoted of how enlightened we now are compared with the middle ages.

All of it isdryly accepted nowadays by Christian and secularist alike. The pious
dishonesty underlying Christian belief pervades society to the extent that editors,
historians, scientists and literary reviewers accept it and excuse it as tradition, if they
find an excuse necessary. Practising Christians in the UK now comprise about a
twentieth of the population, but every newspaper will have a“Faith” column devoted to
Christian speculations. New Agers, Pagans, Witches, Druids and even Moslems and
Hindus do not get this coverage yet together there are more of them than there are
Christians. Most people believe in no religion, though many have the habit of
answering the question, “What religion are you?’ by saying, “ Christian.” They run
their lives with no recourse to Christianity at all. Thisis pious dishonesty writ small. It
iIsalegacy of the time when any answer to this question other than “ Christian” would
have meant a roasting over burning faggots. Or perhaps, like the Romans, people are
chary about offending a god.

Religious people will counter me by saying | am being deliberately iconoclastic. | hope
| am. | find it hard to believe that, in the modern world, people still believe fairy tales,
but the fact that | do not believe them makes me aless biased observer than the experts.
Christians have over the years been doing what the modern apologists still do, although
with rather greater vigour. Much of the evidence they did not like, they destroyed and
therest of it they altered or obfuscated. That makes it hard, today to get at the truth, and
the loss of positive evidence makes speculation essential.

John Bowden, who is an intelligent and liberal Christian, and the chief executive of the
SCM, speaks in his valuable book (Jesus: the Unanaswered Questions, SCM, 1988) of
his “ passionate concern for the truth of things and what | would dare to call the love of
the God of Truth”. It illustrates something about the psychology of Christians. This one
is concerned for truth, but truth istoo abstract for him, and he finds the need to
personify it into the “God of Truth” for him to really love it! Christian have to
personify abstractions to make them real to them and therefore important enough to
bother about, and they must have the authority of a god behind something for it to
count. Why cannot the Reverend Bowden train his Christian readers to value virtuous
abstractions like truth for their own sake. Without the supernatural floss they might
actually get more of aresponse in this modern age.
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PiousLies

| was surprised to find the story underlying the Christian religion not hard to discern
onceit isread critically and with information from other sources. Thislatter isthe
stumbling block for most people. Few people even read the gospel s these days but
those that do have no comparative historical standards to position the tale they are
reading. The standards exist and are just the ones that ought now to be taught whenever
the gospel stories are taught—but are not. We have always had Josephus, the
Romano-Jewish historian, Philo, the expatriate Jewish philosopher, the Christian
fathers and the Talmud but now we also have the Dead Sea Scrolls. These have proved
such a severe embarrassment to the biblical experts that accusations have been made
that their translation and publication have been deliberately delayed by Christian and
Jewish authorities scared that their flocks might get sceptical. It istrue that it has taken
fifty yearsfor the full corpus of the scroll fragmentsto be released to the general
public, but everyone, Christian and critic alike, tries to save face by finding excuses for
the absurd delay.

Christian experts have others tacks available lest anyone should begin to think the
Scrolls have any meaning for Christian interpretation. While suspending the
publication of the Scrolls themselves, they publish books highlighting the reasons why
the sect of the Scrolls have nothing in common with Christianity other than what would
be expected of contemporaries living in the same place.

Do not believeit! The story of the founder of Christianity can betold in considerable
detail from the New Testament, the traditional sources and the fresh information we
have from the Scrolls. Thisis history not faith and it fits into the known history of the
times. Christians might protest that we aready know all we need to know about Jesus
from the gospels. That isjust what | was saying above about Christian experts. They
believe they have had the story since the first century when it happened, and all that
needed clearing up were some confusions which had been accidentally introduced. The
truth is that the confusions are not just incidental. They are many and widespread
throughout the story.

History istaken from contemporary written sources or later accounts. The problem
immediately arises that public records are those which the authorities approve. It has
been summarised as. History iswritten by the victorious. Victors do not give objective
accounts of their beaten enemies. Caesar gives a distorted account of the Druids. For
Nixon, the Vietnamesse were only Gooks—subhumans. Official sources often ignore
or give distorted images of whatever they do not like. Y et careful study can reveal what
the archivists and official historians have sought to conceal .
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The Jewish scriptures, the Old Testament, is not an haphazard compilation of ancient
histories collated by God's will as many believe. It was the official history of the
theocracy of Judaea—ruled by the second temple priesthood not by God. The
Pentateuch, the Jewish Torah, in particular was produced by Judaean priests sponsored
by their Persian masters as the official law-book of the new Jewish puppet of the
Persian Empire. Few Judaeans then were literate but in illiterate countries the oral
tradition is strong. The indigenous Jews would still have been familiar with the old
tales and especially those who followed older non-Y ehouist religions for which the
traditional stories had mythological value. For these reasons among others, the priests
wanted to incorporate the essence of the old tales, albeit suitably altered to fit new
notions brought from Babylon. The old story of Israel's liberation from bondage in
Egypt was rewritten to climax in the unification of Israel under David and then
Solomon who set up the priesthood which, blessed by God, continued to the time of the
founders of the second temple—descendants of Zadok, would you believe? Today
historians doubt that the glorious kingdom of Solomon ever existed.

The New Testament is similar. Central to the ideas herein is that the gentile Christian
bishops did not tell the truth but deliberately obscured it. Pious lying is not smply an
“aberration” of Christianity, it isits very foundation. These original pious lies were not
merely whims of over enthusiastic converts but were deliberate deceptions needed to
refute the stories about the real Jesus that people were bringing back from Palestine.
There never was a Jesus of faith until the first Christians invented him by telling pious
lies about another Jesus—the Jesus of history. Again the oral tradition was strong and
could neither be ignored nor denied because too many people were telling the truth. In
the lead up to the Jewish War and its aftermath, many Jews |eft Palestine to join their
bothers in the wider empire. They knew the story of Jesus the Nazarene and told it
freely. It was adifferent story from that of the first gentile bishops. The bishops had a
problem.

They could not ssmply deny the stories because there were too many of them and they
came from different people. Simple denial would have seemed unreasonable, making
liars of everyone ariving from the east. They had to refute them by piouslying. The
tack of the bishops wasto claim that the storytellers were confused and mistaken. Their
stories were true but in the context of the War and the jealousies of the Jewish
Pharisees, they had been garbled. Of course, they had not, but the bishops then
deliberately garbled them! They simply changed afew details of the stories and recast
them in amore favourable light.

The flocks were reassured. Such distortions would arise as stories were passed on.

They probably played games like the game of consequences just as we do, and could
accept that the stories had been given the wrong interpretation in the light of bad
feeling. The enemies of Jesus had propagated these tales in the first place to mislead the
Innocent storytellers.
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Old habits die hard. Once the habit of pious lying had started it spread rapidly.
Eventually the church had to call a halt to the burgeoning number of increasingly
fantastic gospels that were being written under the name of Gnosticism. They picked
out the versions that they preferred and started the New Testament canon. All other
pious works were rgjected. The point of gospel interpretation thereforeisto see how a
gospel pericope could be reconstructed into something feasible rather than the fantasies
invented by the bishops to make Jesus into a superman or even a god.
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Jewish Myth

Christians are told by their lying tutors and priests that the bible tells a story that goes
back to the beginning of time and was first set down by Moses around 1400 BC. No
one now believesit. Moses is supposed to have written the five books of the Pentateuch
but they consistently refer to him in the third person and include an account of his own
death. Was Moses resurrected so that he could write or finish his books? Scholars hold
that the Pentateuch did not achieve its final form until well after the “exile”, though it
was based on some earlier sources. It was created from a number of different sources
by unknown editors. The bibleis therefore not as ancient a book as the preachers make
out. Though it draws upon older material, it was written in its present form around 100
BC.

Among the earliest parts of the Old Testament are the creation and flood myths, of
which two of each are present in Genesis. They have their originsin earlier Babylonian
and Sumerian myths, as everyone now knows except Christian teachers. These older
myths did not relate to the Hebrew God, Y ehouah, now considered to be God, but to
other gods now considered to be devils. So why is God, the Hebrew god, Y ehouah,
taking stories from earlier idols. Idolatry is or was asin, according to Jews and
Christians.

The content of the books of Kings and Chronicles goes back to about 1000 BC,
although again it was re-written around the second century BC. The best that can be
said is that the bible contains material that is ascribable to Hebrew tradition and no
other going back to about 1000 BC. Not counting apocryphal books, Daniel, written
during the reign of the Greek king Antiochus 1V, around 167 BC, isthe latest.

Christian Sunday school types aso like to impress their impressionable charges by
claiming the bible was written by over 40 authors including kings, peasants,
philosophers, fishermen, poets, statesmen, scholars and so on. The truth—which is
known to any Christian preacher unless he is a Martian—is that no one knows who the
authors of these books were. The books of the Bible are anonymous, being named
simply after the main character and even when the author is named, any honest person
would have to consider the practice that was common in those days of writing
pseudepigraphs, or books under the name of afamous person to give them credibility.
Certainly Christian scholars are well aware of the practice and even earn their living
looking into the practice financed by famous US universities willing to endow such
relatively pointless work.
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The book of Daniél is a pseudepigraph. The author pretends he is the Daniel of Ezekiel
14:14, 14:20 and 28:3, writing about 550 BC, but scholars, including Christian ones,
are agreed it was written in 167 BC, 400 years later. Parts of it were written in Aramaic
not Hebrew suggesting a time when Aramaic was being used instead of Hebrew and
therefore a late date. We cannot apply modern standards to the author of Daniel and say
he forged the book, because it was quite acceptable to do this, but modern Christians
who still pretend that the book was written in the Babylonian exile and tell their
Sunday school classes so, are just lying to little children who have no way of judging.

Moses, Peter, Amos, Joshua, Nehemiah, Daniel, Luke, Solomon, Matthew and Paul are
claimed by some Christian liars as as authors of the Biblical books. None of these can
be substantiated. Some of Paul's epistles might have been written by him but they
might have been pseudepigraphs written a hundred years later. Nehemiah was long
thought to have been genuine but not now. The gospels are anonymous. Their
ascription to Jesus's disciples and their aidesis alater Church tradition. Thereis no
hard evidence that M oses, Joshua or Solomon are even real people.

While the later reigns of the kings, from the Assyrian captivity of the Northern
Kingdom, down to the Babylonian captivity of the Southern Kingdom, are fairly well
attested by external sources, the earlier Kings are not. Obscure references possibly to
David have been found but their interpretation is doubtful, and Solomon and Saul are
not mentioned in any archaeol ogical monuments yet found. Most scholars are
concluding that Saul, David and Solomon are mythological figures, not historical ones.

There are religious texts written before the earliest parts of the Old Testament. The Rig
Veda dates from before 1000 BC, possibly as early as 1500 BC, making it probably
older than the surmised Old Testament sources. Likewise, the Hindu Upanishads date
from sometime between 1400 and 800 BC, again as old as the Old Testament sources.
The Hindu scriptures are a vast body of literature, which include such epic poems as
the Ramayana and the Mahabharata, including the Bhagavad-Gita as a later insertion.

The collection and writing of the Hindu scriptures continued well into the Christian era,
about 500 AD, giving them a span longer than the bible. If Christian preachers want to
make something of ancient works collected over along time, why do they chose the
bible rather than the holy books of the Indian sub-continent? The answer, in case
anyone remains puzzled, is that Christian priests and preachers will use any ploy to
impress children and the gullible, and persuade them that their particular choice of god
Isthe only one worth reading. To do this, they have always felt that any deception and
any lieisforgivable aslong asit is to enlarge their own god's empire of captives.
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New Testament

The books of the New Testament range from about 50 AD for the letters of Paul, to 150
AD for some of the other letters. So, the Christian bible covers works from about 1100
years of history, though the Old Testament was really written in the second century BC
and the New Testament from about 50 to 150 AD. It isfalse, therefore, as Christian
teachers persistently do, to claim that the bible was written over a period of thousands
of years prior to the gospel evangelists completing the message.

Christian schoolteachers also tell their little ones that the bibleis full of harmony
despite its many authors over thousands of years and the difficult matters they had to
deal with. It is another outright lie. That the ideas in the bible evolved is plain from the
bible itself, although the chronology has been mixed up. The Hebrew idea of death
originally had no concept of heaven and hell. Thisis plain in the scriptures. Sexua
promiscuity is another example. The patriarchs and kings David and Solomon were
outrageous in their promiscuity, and the law of Moses even contained provisions
relating to inheritance for the children of multiple wives (Dt 21:15-17), but Jesus says
that a man and a woman should cleave together as one (Mk 10:6-12). How isthis
harmonious?

Even more damning of thislieisthat Jesus supposedly abrogated part of the law of
Moses (Mk 7:5-9) all of which had been obligatory for the whole of the Jewish
scripture. Paul the apostle makes it clear that the whole of the law is abrogated (Gal
2:16) for Christians. And even more so yet, the just and loving God of the New
Testament (1 Jn 4:8, 2 Peter 3:9, Jas 1:17) commanding the I sraelites to massacre men,
women, children and infants of the Amelekites. There are so many more that a great
part of Christian “scholarship” istrying to find ingenious ways of harmonizing these
discrepancies:

2 Kings 4:32-37—A dead child israised (well before the time of Jesus).
» Matthew 9:18-25, John 11:38-44—Two dead persons are raised (by Jesus himself).
* Acts 26:23—Jesus was the first to rise from the dead.

» Matthew 7:21—Not everyone who calls on the name of the Lord will be saved.
e Acts 2:21, Romans 10:13—Whoever calls on the name of the Lord will be saved.
» Acts—2:39 Those God callsto himself will be saved.

» Matthew 7:21, Luke 10:36-37, Romans 2:6, 13, James 2:24—We are justified by
works, not by faith.

« John 3:16, Romans 3:20-26, Ephesians 2:8-9, Galatians 2:16—We are justified by
faith, not by works.
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It isnot surprising that Christianity is composed of twenty thousand sects, all of which
can affirm their particular interpretation of Faith with explicit biblical proof texts,
precisely because the bible is such a mass of contradictions, any of which can be
quoted to establish different points of view.

The Book of Mormon is studied, read and believed by millions of people despite being
known as an amateurish fake. Mormons accept it as true despite evidence it is afake.
Mormons plainly lack the capacity of rational thought, but they are only unusual in that
they believe arecent fake. Christians believe a fraudulent book completed almost 2000
years ago but known to be a hotch-potch of incompatible ideas. It does not matter.
They just take what they want or what they are taught to take from it and ignore the
rest, inconsistencies and all. Christians too lack the capacity for rational thought, but
most of them are badly educated, simple and superstitious peasants. What does that
make their sophisticated preachers and ministers with their university educations or
their radio stations?
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The Fashion for Dying Gods

o, pious lying was the foundation of Christianity, going back to its originsin the
Roman Empire and explaining many of the puzzles of the New Testament. Why though
did this strange new religion, built on a supposedly real figure who had to be hidden to
be acceptable, spread at all? The answer was that there was a religious vacuum in the
Roman Empire. When the Roman Republic became an Empire, the people became
absorbed with unusual events, with the supernatural and with mysteries. Even
sophisticated people became less rational. The native Romans did not build
mythologies like the Greeks and the Egyptians but instead had the simple idea of
spirits—everything had its spirit or “numen,” a power for good or ill. A man had a
spirit called his“genius’ and awoman's was called her “juno.” The home and the
hearth had their own spirits, important to the happiness of family life.

The spirits of men or women of power and influence were favoured by Greeks and later
by Romans in the cult of heroes. They said Orpheus and Hercules were once living men
just as the Egyptians thought that Osiris and Isis were the original rulers of Egypt. If
they were, a complex of myths and legends were attributed to them after they died until
they became fully-fledged gods.

But Romans were open minded about religion in away which we cannot understand,
partly because they were indifferent to blasphemy. They were tolerant of religious
differences and came to enjoy novelty. Those who derided a god were foolish but
Romans did not take personal offence if the god was their own—gods could look after
themselves. They did not need a feeble mortal to defend them, indeed it was absurd for
amortal to take up cudgels to defend a god. Romans sincerely believed that the gods
were sengitive, petulant, and ready to intervene in human lives. If aman offended a god
then the poor fellow had better watch out—he'd find his luck was out, or worse.
Romans did worry that angry gods might respond indiscriminately and innocent
bystanders might suffer. If arepublican Roman thought he had angered a god, he would
often commit suicide rather than invite a divine response that might destroy his city or
ravage it with plague. A general fear of divine anger not blasphemy invited Roman
displeasure with those who taunted gods.

Religious tolerance meant they could freely admit and copy other peopl€'s religions.
They were impressed by ancient history, and first adopted the Greek gods and then
Oriental ones. Native Roman religion was worthy and pious but totally thisworldly. It
paid no attention to an after life because Romans at first had no thoughts of survival of
the personality. On death, Romans simply joined the “ Good People” (no singular).
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By the end of the republic Roman religion had ceased to be areligion. Itsfestivals had
become occasions of state ceremony. Augustus, the adopted son of Julius Caesar, had
formed the Empire. The population was getting more cosmopolitan, culture more
varied and the old religion less attuned to the needs of worshippers. People felt
dissatisfied and sought novelty in eastern ceremonial, the spectacular and the
supernatural. In our chronological reckoning, it was a millennium and similar
madnesses have followed each thousand years ever since.

Foreign gods interested the Romans because they had powerful spirits and along
history. The worshippers wanted to improve their fortune by having a god walking
beside them. Astrology became increasingly popular and the idea that gods lived
beyond the stars, probably introduced from the Persians via Babylonia and devel oped
by Plato. The stars reflected the actions of the gods and enabled diviners to tell the
future, but people sought a way of compelling the gods to help them. Theurgy, magic
that made the gods to do the will of the practitioner, became fashionable. Meticulous
observation of ritual had always been essential to getting the gods favour. Eventually
the popular imagination was captured by the idea that the gods loved mankind and
sought only to help them—they were saviours!

The ideawas not new. It had begun beyond the Roman Empire in the countries of the
Middle East. Dying and rising gods were known in Egypt, Babylonia, Syria, Phoenicia,
Persia, India. In Crete, an empty tomb was displayed as the “ Tomb of Zeus'.
Epimenides, the Cretan philosopher wrote in the sixth century BC:

“A grave have they fashioned for thee, O Zeus, highest and greatest—the Cretans,
always liars, evil beasts, idle gluttons. But thou art not dead, for to eternity thou livest
and standest, for in thee we live and move and have our being.”

This poem is cited twice in the New Testament by Paul, in Titus 1:12 and Acts 17:28.
The site was latterly marked by a chapel to the Lord Christ!

Marduk or Tammuz, the Babylonian God, was to come to earth as a saviour. Saoshyant
was the saviour of the Persian religion and Krishna in India had the same role. The
Egyptians as early as 2200 BC expected Osiris, a saviour described as the “ shepherd of
his people who shall gather together his scattered flocks and in whom thereisno sin.”
Most often these were dying gods who had originally signified the annual death and
revival of vegetation with the seasons. Like the withering vegetation they disappeared
into the underworld where dwelt the dead—they died—then when the onset of summer
was signalled at the spring equinox, the god was born again to fertilise the crops and
stimulate the reproductive cycle.

Professor H Gunkel traced Babylonian myths in the imagery of Genesis and Revelation
in his book, Creation and Chaos. Gunkel sees in the background of the “ Servant of the
Lord” in Deutero-Isaiah, the figure of the dying and the rising god, adopted for Judaism.
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Arriving from the east, these religions became common in the east of the Empire then
spread west to become popular throughout. Today in an equivalent desire for novelty,
we find people taking to Buddhism, Druidism, Wicca, Taoism and even extra-terrestrial
religions like Raelism and the disastrous Heaven's Gate. Then Attis, Osiris, Tammuz,
Adonis, Dionysus and Prometheus all were introduced to Rome as new gods and
worshipped as divine victims whose resurrection offered salvation for their mourning
followers.

It is no coincidence that, at this very time of change, yet another religion arose in the
east in which agod died for the sins of mankind. Pious lying added a sense of realism
to the event because, the confused travellers who told the true story confirmed that it
had really happened even though they had mixed up the details. The new religion was
therefore areligion of agod who really had died and there were people who confirmed
it—the story told until this day by Christians. Furthermore, it was areligion that began
with an ancient book of prophecy which proved that the god, called the Messiah, was
expected. Thiswas the holy book of the Jews—the Jewish scriptures—purloined from
them by the first bishopsto give their new religion a bogus history.

Finally, Christianity sprouted out of the Jewish community in the Roman world. The
bishops had a ready made market for their new religion in the many Romans who had
attached themselves to the Jewish religion but were scared to be circumcised—a
serious operation for a grown man—as the Jewish religion required. Even more Roman
women had attached themselves to the Jewish faith because they had no such worry. At
the time of Jesus, Jews constituted as many as ten percent of the population of the
eastern part of the Roman Empire—the part that had been part of the earlier Persian
empire. Jesus confined his mission in Judaea to Jews, and the first Christians were
Jewish. The new religion offered itself as Judaism for gentiles and inevitably had early
success.
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Gogpels

There is no need to suppose that the original followers of Jesus were other than sincere
in their belief that he had risen from the dead. They did not tell lies themselves. The
lies were told by the gentile bishops a few decades |ater when the Hellenized Jewish
believersin Jesus had told some aspects of the story in the Roman empire away from
Judaea.

All scholars, Christians and critics, accept that the gospels were not written as history
but to persuade their readers to believe the claims of the church. They are admitting the
gospels are not necessarily true. Put bluntly, they contain lies, but they are lies intended
to convince people Jesus was the divine saviour, so Christians believe they are
acceptable lies. Let the question of the historicity of the gospels be asked and
Christians admit to pious lying.

The gospels were not al written at the same time and by independent authors. Few
experts disagree that Mark was written first and John last. Matthew and L uke both used
Mark extensively, but had other sources too, one at least of which was a collection of
wise sayings attributed to Jesus called the Logia—or sometimes just Q. The later these
works are, the more suspect they are. The Logiais probably the earliest constituent of
the gospels but we do not have it. We have to deduce it from Matthew, Mark and Luke.
The earliest text we have in its own right is Mark. Mark is therefore likely to contain
the gospel message in its least elaborated form.

Where the other gospel's expanded upon Mark, they might be drawing on the same
tradition and adding to our understanding of it, but such elaborations have to be
considered with care. John's gospel is too late and elaborated to be areliable source.
Christians refer to the author of John as the “ Theologian,” which should be sufficient
for usto distrust it. Theologians invented pious lies and have made a profession out of
elaborating them. If we infer something from Mark or other sources like Josephus or
the Dead Sea Scrolls and find support in John's gospel all well and good.

One more point. No scholar will deny that the books of the New Testament have been
repeatedly edited. The aim of each editor was to make the story more convincing for
potential believers—to add more piouslies to the glory of God. When additions have
been made, sometimesit is obvious because the theology or Christology istoo
advanced for the time being described and the passage can be disregarded. Often we
notice a phrase or awhole passage that puzzles us because it does not fit the character
of the Christian Jesus. Such passages must be due to editors failing to rewrite or to
scratch out the original. No editor would add in a passage that contradicts the Christ of
Faith. It follows that they must apply to the Jesus of History.
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The narratives of Mark, Matthew, Luke, and John were a sort of
anti-history—expressions of faith in the crucified and resurrected Christ. The gullible
gentile converts had been persuaded that a god had died and been resurrected because
the world was soon to be renewed under the direct rule of God. They believed it,
converted and waited for the angelic host. Nothing happened but stories began to
emerge that their dying and resurrected god was really a Jewish bandit. The bishops
suddenly found themselves with alarge number of cracksto paper over. They invented
excuse after excuse, explanation after explanation, and must have been amazed that
many of their flocks believed their excuses.

Previously the new god had had no history. It did not matter because his return would
explain al. The need to explain the stories that came from Palestine rapidly gave the
new god a history, and beginning with Mark, it was written down as the gospels.
Though they are not historically true, Christian scholars suspended their reason and,
taking Jesus to be divine, accepted the New Testament accounts as God's Truth. They
were false historically but nevertheless true! Some scholars were more honest and
rejected all the supernatural events as embellishments. They used the form critical
method to judge what was true and what not. Eventually scholars like Bultman and the
more recent Jesus Seminar almost totally rejected the gospels as history. They left
themselves with only afew of the sayings of Jesus as genuine tradition but the actual
context of the sayings was considered irretrievably lost, thus leaving huge gaps for
scholarly speculative theses—provided they did not threaten the Christian consensus.

Now, Christian punters mainly believe the Christian bible isinfallibly true but biblical
scholars think most of it is not true even if they are Christian biblical scholars! They
threw out the baby with the bath water, which is perhaps what they intended, because
they knew or suspected that Jesus was not really what Christians are taught. Better
eliminate Jesus all together as a historical figure and thereby make him impregnable as
areligious symbol than to risk it being proved from some alien source that he was not
what Christians have always claimed.

Not until Albert Schweitzer (1906) did scholars generally recognised that the obvious
was true. If the gospels had any historical value at al, their central figure wasin the
apocalyptic Jewish tradition. Christians were never pleased with this revelation. After
all over ahundred years before Schweitzer, Reimarus had declared Jesus a
revolutionary, but that had been ignored. After limply acknowledging Schweitzer for a
hundred years they wanted to return to the sagacious old mendicant teacher, kind to
children, that they preferred. They are now carrying on in this vein even though the
main background to Jewish apocalyptism has been found in the Scrolls of the Dead
Sea. Y et simple mendicant country teachers are not the stuff of history. Sages have to
have a political role of some sort to be noticed. Scholars failed to consider the political
factors of the time that necessitated the involvement of Jesus. Once the political
circumstances are understood, the reason for pious lying becomes obvious and the
gospels can be explained.
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| offer the hypothesis presented here knowing that no Christian will take any notice.
Thereis no persuading irrational people aswe can tell increasingly at the millennium
when bizarre beliefs of all kinds multiply. Those willing to examine a non-mystical
explanation of the formation of Christianity through pious lying might find this book
satisfying. Thereis not the least doubt that some Christian scholars know Christianity
was built on lies and would willingly allow the Jesus of History to be exposed so that
God's ministers can concentrate on the Jesus of Faith. Perhaps | can be of some
assistance.
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An Honest Religion

Faith, Tillich argued, is not belief, it is struggling with the questions. Christianity
promises joy and peace of mind, and troublesome questions are not part of the
Christian prescription. Christians are relieved of mental wrestling by being taught
unguestioning belief, and being given ready made answers. Does not the Holy Book
say, “Unless you become as little children, you shall not enter the kingdom of heaven?’
Goodness is equated with innocence, and Christ himself is depicted as a bemused child,
innocently trying to be good in awicked world. This stereotype is urged on believers.
As children, their minds are made up for them, and ministers supply pre-packaged
values and opinionsto do it. Christianity aims to keep its lambs child-like, immature
and dependent, the better to shepherd them and fleece them.

Christians are taught to see the guiding hand of God in every circumstance. God
teaches them lessons through their fate. He punishes them for wrongdoing and rewards
them for doing good. No wonder so many people today are criminals—it is rewarding
so cannot be wrong! Christianity, for all its concern with free-will, sees people as
puppets, and God is the puppet master. Society and ultimately Nature, not God,
punishes people for doing wrong, otherwise peoples fates fall within the normal
distribution of events—some are fortunate and some are not, but most lives are neither
one nor the other.

The bible is mythical, and when that is accepted its values can be examined with more
objectivity and relevance to today. Myths giving people ways of living 3000 years ago
are not necessarily any good today, and in practice much of the bible, Old and New
Testaments, isignored while other parts are arbitrarily considered unviolable. Jesus
plainly tells us as graphically as possible that there would be far more camels than rich
men in heaven. Though Jesus related mainly to men and could see no merit in being
rich, for Christiansit is far more important not to be homosexual than it is not to berich.

Religion isakind of aesthetic experience. Worship is the awe we feel at wondrous
things like natural vistas, a storm, beauty, great art or the night sky. Religion exploited
these emotions, captured natural awe for its unnatural purpose of propagating
falsehood. The mystical and numinous were divorced from their source and presented
as evidence of a phantasm instead of our feeling of oneness with Nature. Religionisa
creation of human imagination, using human experience of the real world not an
imaginary world. Our instinct to be awestruck at natural experience has been hijacked
by mental vampires called Christian priests and ministers.
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Ministerstell us we can have eternal life, and we imagine it is foolish to refuse such an
offer. But we pay now and get the goods after we die, when we are in no way fit to
complain that we've been had. We are persuaded that death islife, and attend God's
house regularly asinsurance. Yet, if any minister assures us heis certain of eternal life,
heis either deluded or he thinks we are. How can something beyond the reach of the
senses be certain? Meanwhile life is a bed of nails for usto endure to prove we merit
the reward of eternal life.

An honest religion is needed that emphasises the life we have, not some pig-in-a-poke
of alifewhen lifeisimpossible. Any decent religion should emphasise our human
potential here and now, the protection of our world for the future of our children and
their children, and whatever of the natural world we can still protect for them! Our
purpose is not to hope for some selfish if deluded personal salvation of nuzzling up to
Jesus when we are dead, but to promote our own role as saviours—salvation of life
here on earth while we are alive as our duty not some empty right because we have
been foolish enough to believe impossible stories. We should be the saviours, saving
our world for our descendants when we die. Most of all, we get one chance only!
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Christianity Revealed
Historical Criticism and Sacred History

Dr M D Magee

If God, as the amighty, wants to save us, surely He must know of a clear way of doing
it. Why then does He use the method of “sacred history”, atype of history that is not
subject to the laws of historical criticism and verification—history that the honest
historian must reject as unhistorical ?
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Verifying Truth

Christian theol ogians advance all conceivable theological grounds to show that the
method for verifying events used by historical criticism with regard to biblical
narratives—and in particular with regard to the resurrection narratives—is
Inappropriate. Such objections are variations of the assertion that the historical-critical
method is based on arbitrary presuppositions. This accusation is unjustified.

Karl Barth, in his remarks concerning the historical-critical method, refersto its
far-reaching application to history as “in fact only aridiculous and middle-class habit
of the modern western mind, which is supremely phantastic in its chronic lack of
Imaginative phantasy.” Elsewhere he says: “Proper theology begins at the point where
the difficulties disclosed by Strauss and Feuerbach are seen and then laughed at.”

Christian Hartlich of Tubingen, in December 1976, commented that this derision
betrays Barth’ sinability to engage historical criticism in the only field where the truth
of statements concerning events can be decided—in the sphere of human discovery of
truth. A merely asserted but unverified statement of a historical event can be no more
than a possibility. Notwithstanding Barth’s monumental reputation, faith offers no basis
for distinguishing true historical statements from false ones.

In determining the truth of statements concerning events from the past, the critical
historian does not begin with arbitrary assumptions whether ideological, or conditioned
by a predetermined Cartesian, Kantian, Positivist, Atheist or any other concept of
history—often used by Christians as refutation in place of argument. As someone
concerned with truth, the historian ssmply applies, in a methodical way, the universal
criteria of truth to statements about events from the past. Unfortunately for Christian
fears, recognizing this shakes the centuries old systematic defence of the Christian faith.

Hartlich sets out some principles that Christians might well follow. What followsisa
freely rendered synopsis of them with additional commentary.

The historian cannot presuppose the truth of statements of eventsin old documents.
Critical procedures must be followed to verify them. The historian must determine
whether what such documents affirm did in fact take place and in the way the
documents say. The author of a document might have supposed an event occurred and
recorded his supposition in good faith, or he might have written what he did to have a
particular effect on the readers without regard to its historical truth. Does the historical
truth of the event stand independently of the subjective presentation by the narrator? If
so, the historian confirms the event as historical and the account of the event as true.
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The historian is necessarily critical, and criticism is necessary so long as the possibility
for error exists. Equally, it is bad method to presuppose that even the most honest
people are truthful in recording history. What they record might be honestly recorded,
but there are many ways in which they might have been misled or even deceived.
Regarding events found in the bible, the historian is not necessarily questioning the
subjective conviction of the biblical authors, though he might well do because their
honesty cannot be presupposed either, but simply requiring that what they wrote is
verified.

The bibleis called “sacred history,” the “history” of beings not known to normal
experience, beings of divine, demonic, and supernatural origin yet apparently activein
an otherwise natural world. “ Sacred history” cannot be verified, and can only be
classified as unhistorical. What is supernatural is not natural, and so does not and
cannot meet natural criteria. But the evidence for the supernatural is tenuous, and what
thereisis hysterical.

When in Matthew 28:2ff, an angel descends to earth and moves a heavy stone causing,
or by means of, an earthquake, two types of events present themselves. In principle, the
earthquake could be verified by the accounts of others who noriced it. The descent of
an angel is not verifiable, and is likely to have been a hysterical interpretation of the
earthquake, if we must suppose the author is not deliberately exaggerating or deceiving.
An angel isfundamentally removed from verification.

Statements about events in the past must be verified in the same way as we verify
events today. When they cannot be, then they cannot be admitted as truth. “ Sacred
history” hasto be taken by the historian with a pinch of salt. In the light of al modern
experience, supernatural creatures are products of the imagination. It is hard to believe
that an omnipotent God would choose such unlikely ways of revealing himself.

Testing the truth of statements concerning events in documents from the past is only
possible by means of the historical-critical method. Its stipulations are not arbitrarily
chosen, but have been shown in practice to reveal historical truth where it can be
revealed. Indeed, because historical knowledge is so determined, it can be argued that
historians are able to grasp only a part of history asit really happened. This objection is
valid up to a point. Real events can never be fully reconstituted by later historians if
only because of the finer detail that isinevitably lost, but—given that observers are not
reporting trickery and often they are—knowledge of the reality of events and the actual
reality of events must have been correlated originally, and though loss of information
loosens the correlation over time, it takes along time to disappear all together, unless
there has been deliberate destruction of data. A possible event only becomes areal
event for human beings when they confirm it by proven means of knowing reality.
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The accusation of limitation in this matter must be addressed, not to historians and their
methods, but to God. If God has made the world such that we can only have imperfect
knowledge of the avenues He choses to use, then His salvific efforts on our behalfs
look misplaced. One might feel that conditions for knowledge are unfortunate, but they
still do not mean we should seek to deceive ourselves. If God has not made it clear in
the reality he has provided, then however we might strive or theol ogize, we cannot
make certain what, according to the way God has constituted knowledge for us, is
merely apossibility.

The only criterion for determining whether an event in an old document actually took
placeisto find it in the framework of experience of history in its present state of
knowledge. The discovery of other frameworks might force areview, but until they are
discovered, concelvable possibilities do not abrogate the validity of this principle. In
old documents, the historian is presented with individual opinions concerning what
could be true. The historian’s task isto test whether objectivity can be granted to these
opinions.

The Roman historian Suetonius reports that, after the death of Caesar Augustus, at his
funeral, ahighly placed official with the rank of praetor swore that he saw Caesar
ascend into heaven as he was cremated. The historian, therefore, has areport from a
reliable source in the ancient world of a statement by an eyewitness, an honorable
senator, confirmed by an oath. Should the historian accept this as being true? Surely
God, or the gods, can take up into heaven the Caesar who had just died? For a being
endowed with almighty power, all things are possible. Does the sworn statement of an
eyewitness suffice to insert into history as a fact the heavenly journey of Caesar
Augustus—a possibility conceivable to those who believe in an Almighty. Then, the
historian could write, “ After his death Augustus was taken up into heaven, afact
confirmed by a respectable eyewitness, as the near contemporary historian Suetonius
reported in his book on the life of Augustus.”

No historian who merits the title could conclude this. No instruments of knowledge at
the historian’s disposal place him in a position to validate such assertions concerning
journeys into heaven because they fall outside the continuum of ordinary experience.
An event must cohere in principle with other events—stand in a verifiable connexion
with them. An absolutely incoherent event is not verifiable as an event, evenif itis
notionally accepted as possible. The concept of contingency, dear to theologians, is no
help in this matter. It is possible to conceive of an event which has no ascertainable
connexion with other ascertainable events, but such a contingent event, by definition,
cannot be shown to have taken place.

Since historians can grant no objectivity to the Pragtor’ s sworn sense-perception in the
story of the ascent of Augustus, they have to examine the subjective conditions which
led the Praetor to make his statement. Was it a vision—a psychological impression
caused in his grief for Caesar, who already during his lifetime was revered as God and
Lord? Stories of such heavenly journeys are widespread. What should the historian
make of them?
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Dio Cassius relates the same incident and names the official. He adds that Livia,
Caesar’ swife, paid the Praetor 250,000 denar for his oath! It could be an explanation of
an unlikely event, but can the additional information be trusted in itself? The historian
has to ask whether Liviawould do such athing, and, if so, why. It might be a
derogatory accusation by her political opponents. The historian will have to investigate
Dio Cassius' s sources for his report, and whether his own historical work, or the
sources he used, saw the house of Caesar in abad light. Even if the Praetor is proved to
have been honest, the historian cannot conclude that what the Praetor claimed to have
seenishistorical.

Considering the statements of eventsin the New Testament, historians have the same
problem with the ascension of Jesus—whether or not it was an objective event. The
reasoning and outcome are just the same. The only fact the historians have is the fact of
the statement, not the factuality of that which is stated as fact. It matters not whether
thetradition is early or late, for the statement is unverifiable in either case. A common
false assumption overused by theologians and evangelistsis that earlier recorded events
are more likely to be true. Even if thisweretrue, it isnot the point. If itisunlikely asa
late tradition and twice as likely as an early one, it is still unlikely. The evangelists
mean not that an early tradition is more likely, they mean to imply it is certain. When
an event is deemed unverifiable, an earlier portrayal of the event can claim no higher
degree of objectivity than alater.

These observations are wholly valid with regard to the assertion that the event of the
resurrection of Jesusisahistorically demonstrable reality. P Stuhlmacher asserts as an
historical affirmation from atheological perspective, “that only the event of the
resurrection of Jesus and the confession to this deed of God fulfilled in Jesus makes the
historical development of the primitive Christian mission understandable.” Thisisto
reason backward from the historically demonstrable consequences of the resurrection
faith and its history to the factual reality of the resurrection. Historians, who are
conscientious about their methodology, would be unable to come to this conclusion
unless they were willing to admit the same reasoning in other cases too, opening many
Impossible myths that accompany religions, cults and beliefs, as foundation legends, as
historical reality.

No historian doubts that belief in the resurrection is historically demonstrable as a
significant factor in the growth of the Christian faith. It is, though, an error to maintain
that the resurrection of Jesus itself is therefore an historically demonstrable fact. The
factuality of what is believed cannot be derived from the historical demonstrability of
ItS conseguences.

Myths are commonly invented to account for otherwise inexplicable traditions and
behaviours. The historical-critical method shows the resurrection of Jesusis not the
basis of the Christian faith, but the content. Given that statements of the events of
“sacred history” are not objective, the critical historian questions further, concerning
the conditions under which statements of thiskind could arise at all.
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Because “sacred history” was popular in ancient documents, some people conclude that
the authors of it had access to higher knowledge. Y et, in other respects, these narrators
were subject to the same human conditions as the rest of us. These ancient authors have
to be supposed to have had special knowledge in certain sacred things but otherwise
were subject to the same laws, and therefore errors as us all. Thisincludes error with
regard to empirical facts, making statementsin the form of “sacred history” just as
subjective as al other human knowledge. The writers of “sacred history” had no source
of knowledge that allowed them to make truthful statements about events unknown to
ordinary mortals.

Isit credible that “sacred history” is all error, deception, illusion and invention? It
might have to be so concluded. What conditions impelled the writers of “sacred
history” to relate historical happenings asif they had really taken place, even though
they never took place in fact? What concrete, subjective conditions allowed the
statements of “sacred history” to become real? How can it be explained that the biblical
writers seldom if ever seem disturbed in their accounts by the question that today
concerns everyone who seeks to report events truthfully—whether these eventsin fact
took place?
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Factuality

“Fact” isamodern word. Its rapid introduction was not accidental, but related to the
growth of the scientific and naturalistic methods of investigation. Science created a
precise concept for a methodologically verified, confirmed, and demonstrated reality.
Earlier, human historical experience had not yet discovered the formal principles of
true objective knowledge. They had to be acquired step by step, as the consequence of
prolonged, often fruitless searching.

The awareness of verification, as a necessary condition for truth, wasfirst recognized
when reason was faced with a multitude of supposedly true but conflicting opinions
about reality, when enquiry into all things was popularized by the growth of science. It
ackowledged the need for reflexion about the necessary conditions for the validity of
such judgments. So long as the conditions for truth were not reflected on in thisway,
the objective truth of statements could not be distinguished from opinions, hopes and
wishes. The concept of factuality was unknown to the writers of “sacred history”. Their
way of narrating is naive, taking place without thorough critical reflexion on what
made true eventstrue. In their narrations of events they allow to flow together
heterogeneous el ements which the historian today must separate.

Whatever was believed to be true was not yet governed by reason, and could without
gqualm be set down as objective truth. There are biblical stories that relate events that
could not have been witnessed, according to the narratives themselves, yet even so are
related by the writers as if they had seen it—such are the report of creation,
monologues by Y ehouah, the burial of Moses by Y ehouah. Stories like this show that a
distinction between belief about what is real and demonstrable reality was absent from
the perspective of the narrator, or that the narrator thought it was absent from the
perpectives of hisaudience. Many Christians do not differ today. They consider their
subjective experiences as “truth.”

A concern for the objectivity of sacred narratives was no more crucial for the
community which received them than for the writers of “sacred history”. The church
accepted narratives into its canon that contradict one another historically showing that
it was indifferent to contradictions like thisin its canonized histories. These kinds of
contradictions are found at the center of christological affirmations, in the genealogies
of Jesus and even in the resurrection accounts. Their inclusion in the canon cannot have
taken place with any concern for the actual events because then the church would have
had to decide which reports were true. It significantly did not do thisin the process of
canonization, and nor did incongruous accounts become subjects of discussion for the
purpose of verification.

These accounts obtained an equal authority through acceptance into the canon, even
though they could not all be true at the same time. The attempts to create a harmony of
the gospels, beginning with Tatian, show an attempt by some to establish a
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However, the rejection of harmonizations by the church shows that the narratives are
not to be evaluated according to the criteria of historical truth, but that they pursued an
entirely different intention.

The writers of “sacred history” use history as aform to call forth faith. Whoever
misunderstands their method, and thus conceives the statements of “sacred history” to
be assertions of facts, commits a fundamental hermeneutical error. Narrators of “sacred
history” treat history as a plastic substance that can be formed according to the
intention of the narrator, one that is not bothered by the concept of facts. Their
intention is not directed towards a discerning historical-critical acceptance by the
hearer, but appeal s to the hearer to grasp the evangelical meaning. Treating the
history-like statements of “sacred history” as assertions of fact removes them from their
proper context of religious propaganda, and puts them under the scrutiny of modern
historical method, the product of recent scientific thinking that must necessarily refute
them.

This false hermeneutical perspective causes a disastrous theological error. “ Sacred
history” is ssmply a means of missionary expression, but isitself made the primary
object of faith. Faith in God is different from holding a story to be true. The New
Testament used the form of history to appeal to proselytesto believe. Christian
preaching today does not understand “sacred history” as it was meant to be understood.
It isnot afaithful rendering of objective events, but an indirect appeal for faith using
historical narrative as a method.

“Sacred history” isinstead made the primary object of faith, and has to be be regarded
astrue. It isthistruth which is used by modern preachers to establish faith in God.
Faith in God is not primary for the Christian, any more than it isfor an atheist or a
Pagan. The Christian convert must first have faith in something other than God, in the
truth of “sacred history” called the gospels. Faith must be imperfect when Christians
have to suspend their critical faculties to believe the bible. The alternative, true faith, is
to believe in God without having to believe the sacred histories are true. Many modern
Christians are trying to move in this direction, but with opposition from traditionalists.

Hartlich concludes that when the pseudo-historical statements of “sacred history”
become dogmatized and made obligatory by churches, paradoxicaly, the
historical-critical method becomes the requirement for Christian faith. Christians
cannot honestly ground their faith in the truth of a“sacred history” recognized by
natural criteria as pseudo-historical at best, if not false.

In the desire to be justified by holding “sacred history” to be true, Christians forego
accepting God Himself in favour of an inadequate support for faith—aform of literary
idolatry.

Y et, given that something must be believed without any evidence at all, why must it be
God. Nature is the more appropriate choice, and more original. That it manifestly exists
and is wonderful ought to be enough.
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Revising the Jesus of History for the Future of Faith

R W Kropf inissue #6 of Dialogos: An Interactive Journal of the Sciences, Philosophy,
and Theology, June 5, 1997, notes that historians have become increasingly important
in many fields, but notably religion. For Christianity, history is more central than in any
religion because Christians claim Jesus of Nazareth appeared on earth as God

incarnate, died and was resurrected, and these are indisputable historical facts.
Unfortunately, people, some of them Christians, keep disputing these “facts’ of history,
and as more people note the alternatives, the Christian world experiences a crisis of
faith.

It is not new. Reimarus, the German scholar over two hundred years ago first tried to
separate the “ Jesus of History” (the Jesus revealed by sound historical scholarship)
from the “ Christ of Faith” (the mythical saviour of Christian belief). Attemptsto
separate the two were abandoned when Albert Schweitzer declared the effort hopel ess,
but in the latter half of the twentieth century, biblical scholarship has revived the “quest
for the Historical Jesus’ in arebirth of interest in the truth behind the short life that has
dominated the ideas of the West in the past two-thousand years.

There are two opposing views. “Historicists’, like the “ Jesus Seminar”, seek to to
reconstruct the historical Jesus by separating the words and deeds of the Nazarene from
myths, legends, and beliefs added subsequently.

Most Christians, however, take the gospel accounts as divinely inspired and therefore
true. The ideathat these accounts should be scrutinized according to the rules of
historical-critical scholarship, like any ancient writings, challenges their faith.
Christians are therefore not subject to reason about these things. Ministers and
preachers defend their dishonest living while the punters accept any lie they are offered
rather than forego the falsehoods they have been taught and accepted for alifetime and
Instead recognise Jesus as a historical figure typical of othersin histime.

Some Christians like to argue that they are not concerned with an historical Jesus
because “ Jesus Lives’—he was after all resurrected. For them just to consider the
historical Jesusisto fail to take faith in the resurrection seriously. More orthodox ones
follow Paul and still see the death on the cross and the resurrection as the core of
Christian belief, but also like Paul, need no details or proof. William R G Loader says
the gospels...

“...aretheir own reality and in themselves contain aworld where we meet our Jesus.”

It is hard to know what clearer confession could be given that professional Christians
promote a mental fantasy or figment.
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Aslong as punters believe something and think that the professionals have some
special power to help them benefit from it, then let the suckers believe anything! What
has such a Christian to gain from more detail about Jesus's life? The answer is only
embarassment.

Schweitzer concluded that the one historical fact that was certain about Jesus was that
he was an eschatological prophet who saw an imminent end of the world. Since Jesus
was manifestly wrong about this, how could he be certainly correct about anything
else? The immoveable Christians, as they have done for so many other objections to
Christian belief, find excuses. No pair of socks or trousers has ever been as patched as
Christianity.

The “Jesus Seminar” says this mistaken apocalypticism was the product not of Jesus
but of hisfollowers, atotally absurd ideathat can only discredit democracy, if that is
how the decision was made. Eschatology is thoroughly mingled with the whole concept
of the kingdom of God that every Christian assigns to Jesus as his most important
message. And, even if Jesus's apocalypticism were to be discarded, the problem
remains of which parts of Jesus's gospel messages are historically true.

The Vatican distinguished three stages of tradition in the gospels. The first stage was
the recollection of the words and deeds of Jesus. The second stage was the
proclamation of the the “kerygma’ or original central message that is the essence of
Christian belief—primarily the resurrection and its significance. Lastly, the third stage
was the elaboration of the kerygma by the different authors and editors.

|s there any criterion by which we might decide to what stage some part of a gospel
belongs? If there is none then the same dilemma pertains: what is historically true?
Traditionalists and fundamentalists use the unproveabl e artefact—in short, fiction—of
the Holy Spirit, in acircular argument sanctifying all scripture, including those parts
that promise the Holy Spirit itself! This Holy Spirit enables any Christian to say
anything that comes into their head and maintain it is true because inspired. It isthe
prime Christian justification for their age old habit of pious lying—and everybody
today accepts it without aflinch!

Now it seems strange that a curia of different varieties of professional Christians, like
the “ Jesus Seminar” should find it so easy to discard most of their historical god as
unhistorical. Robert Funk, aleading light of the “Jesus Seminar” readily discards 75
per cent of the words of the gospel Jesus. Rudolph Bultmann, in an earlier time
foremost among those who turned aside from the “quest for the historical Jesus’ after
Schweitzer recommended giving up the task as hopeless, was also trying to
“demythologize” the scripturesin favour of areturn to faith in Christ.

Christianity Revealed AskWhy! Publications Dr M D Magee



16-May-2003 Christianity Revealed Page 33

Faith and Belief

Wilfred C Smith made a distinction between “faith” and “belief.” Thefirstisan
unconditional sense of trust in God. The second is an assent to prescribed doctrines or
“beliefs.” Note that “faith” is unconditional but “belief” can properly demand
confirmation in the form of signs, miracles or persuasion by convincing argument. The
two are quite different though confused by most Christians and Christian critics. Faith
isentirely personal and needs no mediatorsin the form of priests or ministers, the
quacks who sell “belief” asfaith to secure themselves alifetime of idle sponsorship.

The quacks and mountebanks want to discard the life of Jesus and base Christianity on
his faith instead—his unconditional trust or “faith” in God, shown in his certainty of
the resurrection of the dead—the basis of the Christian belief that death is not the end.
They want to replace Christian faith as a belief in the historical accuracy of the stories
relating Christ's post-resurrection appearances with afaith in God's promise to
Jesus—the promise that Jesus unconditionally accepted.

Christians like these are trying to demolish the historical Jesus and change the
foundation of Christianity from its hitherto historical basisto a purely metaphysical
one. Separation of Jesus of Nazareth, prince of Isragl, from the dying and resurrected
saviour god known as Christ would allow believersto indulge purely in a mystery
religion with no embarrassing pretensionsto historicity. The trouble is that believers
always like to think that the object of their adoration has walked among them. By
regarding Jesus as “ metahistorical” in the sense that Berdayev used, to describe the
resurrection, they can have it how they like without any regard to the facts of history.

It boils down to a sort of extrapolation backwards in time. Whatever it was that gave
rise to Christianity cannot, if Schweltzer isto be believed, be known, but thereis no
denying the huge and lasting phenomenait gave rise to. Their argument is that at some
point in the past a spring of truth spilled into the world and gave rise to the Christian
faith. So it can be believed by committed Christians even if the historical facts of the
life of Jesus turn out to be quite different from former conceptions. The spring of
“metahistorical” reality isall that faith requires.

If that is the case, is the resurrection of Jesus itself the product of faith? Indeed it is.
Men do not rise from death in nature, but if some people have an expectation that
resurrection is possible and even probable under some special circumstances, and if
they come to believe that the circumstances have been realised, they can easily come to
believe that the circumstances have given rise to what isin fact impossible.

If the empty tomb stories are true, and the subsequent behaviour of the disciplesis
unexplainable except by their belief that a resurrection has occurred, thisis still not
historical “proof” that it did.
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It is proof though that the disciples believed it was possible under the circumstances.
And Schweitzer was correct in stating that the circumstances were that the world was
expected to end and righteous people were to be resurrected into the kingdom of God!

What of the third stage, that of theological expression or beliefs? Were “technical
terms’ like “Christ” and the “ Son of God”, proclamations of the status of a Jesus who
iIs“raised.” Only later did these statements become metaphysical statements about a
god who “rises’ from the dead by his own divine power. But that is not to say that
Jesus did not have these terms applied to him earlier in hislifetime with
non-metaphysical meanings.

All of humanity are children of God, so “Son of God” is abandl title at root. Of course,
it was an honorific title applied to Jesus because he was a priest and a “prince,” both of
which were designated as “ Sons of God.” Jesus was also “raised” even before he died
and was resurrected, because it is the root meaning of the word “prince”’ that was used
of him ("nasi,” aprince or aleader being “one who israised up!”). “Christ” isthe
Greek word used to translate the Jewish word “Messiah” and would have been used of
Jesusin hislife or immediately on his supposed resurrection.

In its hurry to deify Jesus, Christians dehumanized him from the beginning. Despite the
insistence of the early theologians that Jesus possessed a complete human nature, for he
had to assume human form to redeem humanity, in the early fifth century, Augustine
reprimanded a colleague who suggested Jesus might have been tempted in his faith.
Since Jesus was a god, he could not have been tempted, he knew all the answers and he
could do anything, whence the miracles. In 451 AD, the Council of Chalcedon defined
Jesus as both completely human and fully divine—a fatuous contradiction for how can
afully human entity walk on water? So, Augustine's divine Christ prevailed. The
human Jesus was all but completely swallowed up by the divine Christ. Christianity
effectively denied the humanity of Jesus and became “ monophysite” —certain he
existed as a god.

Christians should be applauding the work of the “Jesus Seminar” and others who are
demolishing the historical Jesus and seeking to return to the divine monophysite Christ
of Augustine. The closest they want to come to a human Christ is a Jesus whose
unconditional faith committed him unreservedly to carrying out God's will as he
understood it, and whose missionary call was that others should follow the path of total
trust in God.

They hope what will characterize the follower of Jesus most of all isthistrusting faith
in God—Ilike that of Jesus himself—not a set of beliefs about who herealy was. The
“Jesus of History” is he whose life was lived in the loving trust in God throughout
doubt and despair. His unconditional faith or trust in God revealed him, to Christians,
to be the Son who brings a share in the divine, immortal life, through the power of
God's Spirit.
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For those who accept this, it will not matter that the historical Jesusin fact got some
things wrong. Nor does it matter that little of histeaching was original. What mattersto
the believersin the “metahistorical” Christ ishiscall to universal love and service to
God and other human beings confident in the face of suffering, that in God all shall live.

The real conservatives of Christianity can even continue to believe everything they
presently believe, happy that the vell of history might be drawn but can reveal nothing
to the believer in “metahistory” that could dent their faith. We can never be sure about
history but “metahistory” stands before us everywhere in the form of churches, priests,
preachers and believers.

The whole plan is abrilliant attempt to discard the aspects of Christianity that are
getting more and more embarassing—the very parts that formerly had been the basis of
thereligion. The trouble for these Christian revisionists is that they have been so
successful in the past in getting Christians to believe that black iswhite and lies are
truth that they are finding it no easy task to make their fellow Christians realise that
unsafe branches are best pruned.

The race is on between those who would drop the historical Jesus before proof positive
Is found that he was a bandit or a homosexual, or some other unacceptable reality, and
Christianity is thrown into chaos because this Jesusisits core. Far better for these
Christians to lop off the limb that is damaged and attacked by termites and dry
rot—even if it was previously the main support—and replace it with an unnassailable
metahistorical limb that non-Christian insects can gnaw and nibble but never damage.
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Christianity Revealed
The Art of Apologetics

Dr M D Magee

Christian religious leaders practised the arcane arts of apology, denial and polemic long
before modern politicians discovered them. Here are some of the technigies they use.
Take note.
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Apologetics

Apology was originally alegal defence and “apologetics’ is the methods used to
prepare an apology. Apology is now the defence of Christian belief, or as one authority
callsit, Christian truth, against secular truth, particularly science and history. If
confounded, they will say that religious subjects cannot be investigated by standard
methods. Thus lawyers can judge legal matters and scientists can investigate natural
phenomena, but neither are competent in God's realm.

Apology isnot meant to be fair, any more than the prosecution or defence lawyersin a
court of law try to be fair—it is distinctly lop-sidedly pro-Christian. When appearing in
public, apologists do so only on carefully prearranged terms, usually such that there can
be no counter questioning or free discussion, and preferably with a sympathetic person
in the chair. No Christian will alow themselves the luxury of being fair or honest
because no modern Christian is able to show their belief istruein any historical or
scientific sense. Asthat devout Christian, Kierkegaard, said in On Absurdity:

Faith is the holding of abelief in the face of overwhelming evidence to the contrary.

So, nowadays Christians set themselves easier tasks than of old. They are content to
attempt to show that their belief is not at variance with secular knowledge, an implicit
acceptance that secular knowledge is superior whatever their beliefs might be.

Clerics will refuse to consider counter evidence as if it istainted with asmell of suphur.
The Pope's inquisitors would not look through Galileo's telescope in case they saw the
Devil or hisworks. When clerics state confidently “I have seen no evidence to uphold
these assertions’, they might well be speaking the truth, because they have refused
even to look at the evidence offered.

Their most popular technique is obfuscation. They will keep their arguments abstract
and theological in the belief that their theology will seem to transcend any
counter-arguments and refute any contrary evidence. Because churches arerich
institutions they publish endless books aimed at confusing the already confused and
giving an impression of vast amounts of evidence, but all of it isempty. Theology is
purely to bury proper evidence in truckloads of spurious waffle.

The ultimate obfuscation is lying, a hugely successful technique for Christians because
they have created a popular illusion that they are honest. It isimportant not to be
beguiled by Christian pretences to honesty. They are not and never were, even when
secular knowledge was less well founded. Since ultimately they consider that they are
engaged in a holy war against the Devil and his hordes of unbelievers, they will use any
method fair or foul to justify their holy view. A lieis merely an untruth to the glory of
God and His church.
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Apologists will patronize any critic on the grounds that they are poor fools lacking the
sense to understand that Christians are speaking for and with the authority of God.
They will chuckle asif you are a child asking something vaguely embarrassing out of
your naivety.

They will imply that the critic is lacking something or is malicious in bringing forward
their criticisms. They will use dismissive words like “dogmatic”, “confused”, and
“erroneous’ aimed at suggesting that you are empty headed or out of your depth in this
company. They will accuse them of not themselves considering religion either from
some fancied inadequacy, bigotry or hatred. If they have written a book expressing
their views, they are profiting or seeking publicity. These are ad hominem arguments,
or personal attacks that quite often impress unwary listeners.

They depend greatly on people being predisposed, by the continuing weight of
Christian propaganda even in our secular societies, to believe what they say and not to
be familiar with the counter arguments. Apology cannot work against people who are
widely read and have concluded that Christianity is adelusion. Such people are
disdained by apologists as “dogmatic secularists’, an example of their ad hominem
technique.

They will try to discredit religious skeptics as zeal ots when they are the real zealots,
and the descendants of zealots in fact, and anyone who concludes that Christians are
wrong or deluded are “dogmatists’—phenomena known to psychologists as
projection—attributing to your opponent your own faults.

They will accuse their opponents of being skeptical about everything, or that they are
too material and do not make allowance for the spiritual, another way of saying that
you do not agree with them because “the spiritual” means their viewpoint. Instead of
spiritual, to give aless ecclesiatical and more philosophical flavour they might say
“metaphysical”.

Clerics aways demand as proof of criticism far more evidence than it is possible to
give, and therefore they can dismiss any evidence offered as inadequate, ignoring the
fact that they believe without evidence at all. Proof is difficult to find except in formal
logic and bottles of that other kind of spirit. Since no evidence is proof enough, they
can always claim there is no proof, and will extend it to mean there is no evidence.

Or, if feeling oppressed by substantial evidence, they will boldly state that evidence
proves nothing. Nor does it for them. Their belief isthe only proof they will accept. In
real life, matters are mainly judged on the balance, or weight, of evidence, and all
evidence depends on the world being natural and orderly, not capricious and
supernatural. Acceptance of the supernatural is equal to denying real life evidence, as
apologists know full well.
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The religious apologist is always impressed by authority because he has God's own
authority through the bible, and he therefore assumes that others are just as impressed.
They therefore will quote biblical texts as though they automatically end the argument
and will extend this to quoting prominent co-religionists, hoping for the same result.
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“Claims’ and Miracles

They will always call criticisms of their view “claims’, as any view contrary to their
own is unfounded whereas their own is unquestionable. They will try to counter
scientific argument by accusing their antagonist of being “reductionist”, acommon
Insult used against scientists who they want to depict as believing that the whole is no
more than the sum of its parts, whereas they pretend they know of parts that scientists
cannot find.

“Extraordinary claims demand extraordinary evidence’ is acommon sense truism.
Essentially it means that extraordinary claimswill not be believed. Jasper tells us he
caught afish and no oneisinclined to disbelieve him because it is not an extraordinary
claim. No one would believe him if he says he caught a mermaid unless he produced
her for usto inspect.

Nevertheless, clerics assert that their own “evidence” is sufficient for faith and
therefore sufficient. They will alwaysinsist that their critics will make no alowance for
the miraculous, yet they are invariably selective in what they accept as proving it. So,
they will quote instances of miraculous cures or faith healing, but will ignore the untold
numbers of people who were not cured or even died as expected, despite the supposed
miracul ous procedure.

S0, they insist that religious phenomena have to be considered by separate rules from
natural phenomena, hoping to avoid any sort of skeptical investigation. Only the
religious will be allowed to investigate religions because, to be effective, the
investigator must first believe absolutely. Of course, the believer would not want to
investigate critically the religion that he already believes.

Anything unusual they want to try to reserve as a possible miracle, and will accuse
those who suggest scientific explanations as “explaining away” or “rationalizing”. In
other words, they want everyone to accept the supernatural because religion depends on
its acceptance. They will therefore keep it in the news by issuing warnings from time to
time about the dangers of Satanism, or the occult, as if such superstitions were
dangerous, while doing little or nothing to oppose other popular fancies as astrol ogy,
though they have opposed this too in the past.

They will dismiss or distort the bulk of history that refutes their views while
highlighting any tiny nugget that can be presented as upholding them. Much of our
history is propaganda, but even when the propagandais exposed, Christian clerics,
teachers and journalists continue to teach it, and so it persists. They habitually refer to
historical periods with biblical references, like the “time of Christ” and the “time of
Solomon™, maintaining the popular feeling that there was agod called Christ and a
mighty king called Solomon in history, and it is accepted by all.
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