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Foreword. 

By Rev. Martin Howells, BMin, DD(Hon)  
Minister in-charge, Cessnock Congregation AFSP.  

It may come as a surprise to many to learn that “Jesus Christ” was not a 
six-foot six, blond-haired, blue-eyed gentile from Charlotte, North Carolina. 

From Chapter 53 of the Book of Isaiah which is believed by Christians to be 
“Messianic”, we read:  “… and like a root out of dry ground; he had no form 
or comeliness that we should look at him, and no beauty that we should 
desire him”. If this is indeed a description of the expected messiah it 
certainly does not match this blond-haired blue-eyed caricature.  

It may also come as a surprise to many that his name was not “Jesus 
Christ” or that his parents were known as Mr and Mrs Christ. His real name 
was Yeshua Hanotzri and he was raised as an observant Jew wherein the 
Torah (Five books of Moses) was the National Constitution and that these 
books formed the basis of Yeshua’s thinking and preaching. 

And it will come as a surprise and a shock to many to find out that “Jesus 
Christ” was not conceived and born of a virgin – Mary – and that the Bible 
proposes no such thing. Christians depict “another Jesus” from the Yeshua 
portrayed in that collection of ancient writings known as the New Testament 
and that the Roman Catholic depictions of Mary are just plain nonsense. 

Yeshua’s teachings, which supposedly form the basis for western 
Christianity, are now filtered through 2000 years of traditions born in 
ignorance of the land the peoples and culture of the Bible. The issues that 
Yeshua contended with the Pharisees are simply not understood by 
modern Christians, nor are his most important instructions followed by 
those who claim to be his followers. 

Yeshua had a life-and-death struggle with the Pharisees as they schemed 
to grab the reins of Judaism in the first century and that conflict resulted in 
their scheming to have him put away. Matthew 23.2.3 warns us:  “… the 
Pharisees and sages sit upon the seat of Moses. Therefore all that he 
(Yeshua) says to you diligently do, but according to their reforms and their 
precedents do not do because they talk but do not do”. 

In reading this volume you are about to embark on a journey of discovery 
that will set you free from the manipulation of man-made institutionalised 
religion. You hold in your hands a multifaceted jewel of life-changing truth 
which challenges the very basis of the Christian religion by examining in 
detail the paganising process of Yeshua Hanotzri and that of his mother, 
Mary.   
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PREFACE 

“Come, Let Us Reason Together, Said The Lord”. 

Lest it be thought that the author of this volume is an apologist for some 
form of religious authority it is made abundantly clear to all concerned that 
he is not a defender of any institutional church structure, any organised 
religion and holds valued the proposition that one’s religion - or lack of 
religion - is totally personal, internal and unstructured and should not be 
compromised by attachment to any controlling, structured, institutionalised 
religious enterprise such as those that are usually referred to as the major 
world religions - Christianity, Islam, Hinduism, Buddhism and Judaism or 
their varying offshoots. 

The term “organised religion” is fundamentally an oxymoron but for the 
benefit of those of “religious persuasions” we offer the advice that they 
should not become an appendage to any organised religious structure, 
basically for the benefit of their spiritual well being and strictly adhere to the 
injunction of Jesus to “seek firstly the kingdom of God” and that this 
kingdom “is within” not in any external structure, temporal or spiritual. Other 
religions outside the gambit of those religions that emerged from Abraham, 
Isaac and Jacob, such as Buddhism, also place great emphasis on 
“internal” work” as a means of attaining what could be described as a form 
of religious tranquillity.   

That enterprise which we call Christendom is in fact a pagan religion and 
the “Christianity” of Yeshua Hanotzri was abandoned towards the end of 
the first century CE at the time the pagan oriented gentiles took total control 
of the original Jewish sect, which came out of his teachings. In that way 
they abandoned any original connection to his teachings or those of his 
disciples and replaced them with recognisable religious concepts deriving 
from Sumerian, Babylonian, Greek, Egyptian and Roman mythology.  

This transformation of Yeshua Hanotzri into a kind of pagan icon – “Jesus 
Christ” continues to this day and this transference of paganism onto 
Christianity can further be illustrated in the orthodox Roman Church’s 
paganising of his mother, Mary, by the use of pagan epithets such as 
“Queen of Heaven” and “Mediatrix”. 

The truth is that these titles have no reference in the Bible and the Roman 
Catholic Church has adopted them from categories with which they were 
familiar, and attached them to the mother of Jesus. Therefore the figure of 
Jesus having been practically obliterated, Mary, the most human and 
altogether most deified, transcendent women: “to whom belongs the task of 
rendering the divine trinity more perfect”, will establish complete 
sovereignty over the devotion of Roman Catholicism. 
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That edifice which describes itself as Christianity has nothing to do with 
Yeshua Hanotzri. He would neither approve of, nor endorse, the 
accumulation of nonsense that is the creation of organised Christian 
religion.  

Yeshua was not the founder of Christianity. He was a practising member of 
his local synagogue and taught there. He also attended the temple in 
Jerusalem. His scriptures were what Christians call the Old Testament but, 
to those of the Jewish faith, the Tanakh. The national constitution of his 
country was the Torah, his hymnal was the Psalms, his “eucharist” was the 
Passover festival and his moral standards came from the prophets.  As far 
as we know he wrote nothing – NOT A THING!  

Strangely enough, he had never heard of the New Testament, never heard 
of Christianity, for a very simple reason - and this is not fundamentally 
appreciated by the Christian Church - IT DID NOT EXIST! So it would 
seem beneficial to one’s understanding of what Yeshua was all about if we 
were to understand the very books he based his teachings upon? There is 
no desire to be uncomplimentary about individual Christians but it seems 
that the only thing most know about the Tanakh, is that it contains the Ten 
Commandments and Psalm twenty-three.    

It was Paul who was the founder of Christianity! 

It was Rome that made it the State religion! 

It was the Americans who turned it into a modern day business!  

It was this Roman religion that turned Yeshua Hanotzri into the pagan 
replica –“Jesus Christ”! The religion of modern Churchianity has absorbed 
and adopted numerous doctrines that have no basis in the scriptures that 
he used but are rooted in mystic pagan religions. It is this paganising 
process that dominates the dogma and doctrine of Christianity! 

It was this Roman religion that also turned Jesus’ mother Mary into a pagan 
replica – Mother of God, Mediatrix, Co-Redeemer, Intercessor, Advocate, 
Restorer etc. It is this paganising process that now dominates the dogma 
and doctrine of Roman Christianity. 

Yeshua Hanotzri gave us the immediacy of the kingdom of God but what 
we ended up with was the Roman Church and its various derivatives. 

“Put false ways far from me: and graciously teach me thy law! I have 
chosen the way of faithfulness, I have set thy ordinances before me … 
let me not be put to shame!” 
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 “My heart overflows with a goodly theme; I address my verses to 
the king; my tongue is like the pen of a ready scribe”. 

The writer of this volume has been accused on many occasions, - and 
more than likely guilty of those accusations - of having an arrogant manner 
that gives the impression that by way of condemnation toward 
institutionalised religion, this translates into the mind of the reader as 
hatred for adherents themselves. If that is the case sincere apologies are 
offered, but in truth, the writer has been humbled many times because of it, 
but humbled enough? Probably not! 

In particular, Christianity is truly what we say about it, a paganised, spin-off 
of a Jewish sect that in countless ways perverts what Yeshua Hanotzri said 
and did. It could also be said that those of the Jewish faith who also base 
their belief on the writings that he understood and taught from are 
themselves not without their own assimilated interpretations and 
convenient breaches of biblical faith. Those of the Moslem faith who base 
their belief systems on the Koran are just as guilty of this as are Christians 
and Jews.  

That is because we are all human working out our lives individually and 
collectively and we do what we do to survive, and try to understand our 
individual place in the world in which we live.  

What is written in this book is an approach to the subject of “Christianity” 
that is hopefully both reformative and utopian. In other words, it is not 
“Truth of all Truths”, but an attempt to encourage us to do something better, 
within a biblical framework. Most, if not all, religious movements start this 
way, and this is how what we now call Christianity started also. There’s 
nothing wrong with that. And many, many Christians, aside from doctrine 
and form, still are just looking for a better way to live individually and 
collectively in the world. If readers have a problem with that, then what has 
been written would be projecting problems of a different nature into that 
situation - in other words, the author could rightfully be accused of acting 
like an ass as well as being arrogant. If that is so then it’s a personal 
problem, a genetic burden, a psychological deficiency, or an age related 
problem -whatever. 

Nevertheless, whatever evaluation may be placed on the writer’s intentions, 
it must be stated authoritivly that there is profound disagreement with 
official Christian doctrine, its interpretation of scripture, its worship of a man 
or belief in a God-man, worship of the Holy Mother of God, or that the 
historical sources for many of its practices are either biblical or inspired. We 
disagree with Christianity as a belief system and want something better. 
But each of these things is an idea, not necessarily individual people.   
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Yes, we do disagree with many of you with regard to the doctrines and 
dogmas of the Christendom. In times past, under the rule of Christians and 
the widespread influence of Christian society, many who took this position 
were declared heretics and suffered death because of it - and there have 
been many who met this fate during two thousand years of organisational 
Christianity.  

We don’t accept such doctrines as Miraculous Incarnation, Immaculate 
Conception, Original Sin, Trinity, and Transubstantiation or Marion 
theology, as having any validity with respect to living a “Christian” life, if we 
consider Christian to be what Yeshua attests to and endorses not what the 
Churches sanction. We consider them to be unnecessary impositions, 
absolutely preposterous and lack any validation from Jesus, his disciples or 
the Bible. These unsubstantiated beliefs and others like them justified 
Christian persecution of “heretics”. 

 If we point this out, protest, or criticise Christianity, we are still described 
as hateful, fanatical, weird, anti-Christ, unchristian, unsaved, and a whole 
litany of similar appellations, but thankfully for us we are not likely to be 
placed on the rack, the pyre or the wheel. We just “suffer the slings and 
arrows of outrageous fortune” instead, but it beats being burnt alive! “For 
we are overturning reasonings and every lofty thing raised up against the 
knowledge of God”.    

Just the same, we are all human, and aside from any religious stance, we 
like you are just trying to make sense of life and death during our time on 
earth.  

Sometimes it happens that individual Christians internalise Christian 
doctrine so strongly that criticising that doctrine is bound to be taken as an 
attack on that individual. We can’t help that from happening. We will 
differentiate the two religious stances, and we will defend our position just 
as you might. This state exists and that it is sometimes confrontational or 
offensive to you - we regret.  

The writer probably does not know you personally, so please do not 
assume that any criticism of Christendom and its dogmas and doctrines are 
directed toward you personally or a personal and purposeful attack on you.  

But “For Zion’s sake I will not keep silent…” 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
A Galilean Jew by the name of Yeshua Hanotzri – Incorrectly referred to as 
“Jesus Christ” - was executed by the Roman authorities during the reign of 
Tiberius (C.E.14 - 37). At the time, few people paid much attention to what 
proved to be one of the most pivotal events in world history. In the quest for 
the historical Yeshua, scholars have stressed the importance of both his 
Jewishness and the religious ferment that prevailed in the land of Israel in 
the first century C.E. His ethical teachings are rooted in the moral outlook 
of Tanakh prophets and must be viewed as a logical extension of the 
Hebrew Scriptures: a product of the whole religious environment of which 
he was a part and not the product of Grecian and Roman paganism 
masquerading as Christianity.  Yeshua Hanotzri defined himself as a Jew, 
was highly conscious of the Jewishness of his message and would have 
found it impossible to conceive of himself as anything but Jewish. 
He quoted from the Torah, the Prophets and the Psalms. It is also 
interesting to note that the apostles also taught from the Jewish scriptures 
and Paul made particular reference to its efficacy for spiritual 
understanding and development. The Tanakh didn’t in fact exist as a 
unified “book” but were texts written on individual scrolls made of 
parchment of some kind or even animal skins.  
It is commonly acknowledged that more books have been written about 
Yeshua than about any other personality in history. As a baby, he was 
given the Hebrew name Yeshua, which means “God’s Salvation,” or 
“Yahweh delivers”. Yeshua is normally transliterated Joshua in English. In 
post-exilic times of the Biblical era, the names Yeshua and Yehoshua were 
regarded as corresponding. Theologians in the main believe that Jesus 
would have been referred to by the shorter name Yshua (“Salvation”), at 
least in Jerusalem and the rest of Judea. In the rough provincial language 
of Galilee, his friends, family and disciples would have almost certainly 
called him Yeshu.  
The early Pauline Christians used Iesous as the Greek translation of 
“Yshua” in all probability to make his name more acceptable to Greek 
pagans of the time. This became Iesus in Latin, and Jesus in German. The 
English name Jesus comes from the German spelling and pronunciation. 
We will use Yeshua Hanotzri, or just Yeshua throughout for the reason that 
this is his name, however the use of the name Yeshua is used merely as a 
matter of convention without any intention of promoting one particular 
pronunciation or another.  
Some ethnic groups consider it disrespectful to call a person by a foreign 
translation of anyone’s name. His family, friends, disciples and followers 
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never called him Jesus or Jesus Christ. We never use the literary 
invention “Jesus Christ” except in quotes from other sources, as the word 
Christ is left untranslated in English translations only when it refers to 
Yeshua Hanotzri.  
We have to accept that emotionally and psychologically Yeshua was a Jew 
and not some kind a pagan imitation. 
That Christianity suddenly emerged victorious, a creation of divine 
revelation removed from the vagaries of human fallibility, is fictitious and 
demonstrably so. It is also a falsehood of monstrous proportions to accept 
the basic proposition promulgated by the Roman Catholic Church that one 
day Peter decided to go to Rome, pronounce himself to be the vicegerent 
of God, become the first Pope and instantly and miraculous the Holy 
Apostolic Roman Catholic Church came into being - overnight!  
Organised creedal Christianity did not arise as the result of some kind of 
unique divine intervention. It was built on the shaky foundations of historical 
lies, division, bloodshed and violent oppression. As more and more of 
these falsehoods are being discovered by thorough research, both within 
and outside the confines of the Church, the possibility that this edifice of 
lies and distortion will eventually topple is becoming more apparent every 
day. The evidence is far too overwhelming to be ignored and what we are 
witnessing today is the death throes of institutionalised religious 
enterprises. 
Its self-proclaimed superiority has been used to justify the violent 
destruction of other religious and secular societies throughout history as 
well as its own followers, mystics and freethinkers. The Spanish inquisition 
attests to the vicious disregard the Roman Church had to those who 
challenged its dictates. Some tens of thousands died during this period of 
infamy but thankfully an informed general population will no longer accept 
authoritarian religion, religious bigotry and religious persecution and are 
looking for a more profound religious experience outside the established 
Christian church, although we may sometimes be alarmed by several of 
these modern expressions of religious fondness.  
Not long after the death and “raising” of Yeshua Hanotzri, at the end of the 
apostolic age, numerous organisations developed and the first schisms 
began to occur and those schisms continue to this day. Creedal Christianity 
as we know it today was the result of the deliberations of a number of 
Ecclesiastic Councils which were called in the Eastern part of the Roman 
Empire at which the Western (Latin/Roman) representative was 
insignificant and/or unrepresented. The Roman Church eventually became 
the dominating religious force of the Roman Empire and its rise is 
concomitant with the rise of Roman power and influence and with the fall of 
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the Empire became its eventual successor. Concurrently with its political 
success it turned prosecutor against all manner of perceived enemies, 
pagan, Jew and heretic. The Roman church attempted to eradicate heresy 
not merely by argument but by the sword and the flame.  
However, before orthodox Christianity became the Roman state religion in 
the middle of the fourth century CE it was preceded by a religion based 
upon the teachings of a Persian saviour miraculously born on the 25th 
December by the name of Mithras. 
The religion founded by him was declared the “Protector of the Empire”. 
This religion spread rapidly throughout the Empire in the first century CE, at 
the same time orthodox Christianity and Gnosticism was also developing, 
and by the third century it was practiced from one end of the Roman 
Empire to the other. Towards the end of the second century CE, Emperor 
Commodus was himself initiated into the Mysteries of Mithras, which led to 
a great swell in the cult’s popularity. A number of Emperors coming after 
Commodus attempted to make it the state religion, which finally transpired. 
This is all very strange when one considers that the great enemy of Rome 
at the time was Persia and yet they adopted the religion of Persia.  
The eventual adoption of a religion based upon Jewish history as its sacred 
texts, based around a Jewish prophet executed by Roman authority is one 
of the great ironies of history. The traditional interpretation of how 
Christianity became the dominant religion is that it could only be the hand 
of God, guiding humanity away from the darkness of Paganism towards 
“God’s religion of preference”? However, there are other reasons for its 
success, which has more to do with politics than with religion, but this is not 
the subject under discussion.   
Although we will provide a brief history of the time we simply wish to note 
the sequence of events at this juncture and leave it to the historians to 
detail and interpret fully the reasons for the ultimate victory of Roman 
Churchianity. 
Throughout the first three or four centuries CE of the establishing Christian 
church, a number of other influences were also competing for the religious 
hearts and minds of the population. Paganism was still a potent force 
throughout the Empire. Christianity had two main factions; one, which can 
be described as orthodox Christianity and the other, Gnosticism, both of 
which competed for the title “True Church”. The Gnostics were not some 
kind of ‘mad blasphemers’ but professed Christians – with some exceptions 
– and a powerful alternative to the orthodox orientated Christian tradition. 
Although Paganism can be associated with bucolic witchcraft or the gods of 
Olympus, to accept this characterisation as definitive is totally at odds with 
the evidence that Paganism also contained within itself a more mystical 
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expression that was an inspiration to some of the greatest minds of the 
ancient world. 
Some of the most profound thinkers of history, some of the best artists who 
ever lived, some of the greatest innovators of antiquity were initiated into 
various Pagan religions collectively known as the “Mysteries”. Some of 
these names are Eurpedocles, Pythagoras, Pinder, Heraclitis, Plato, 
Plutarch, Olymperodoris, Cicero, Sopatros, Diogeners, Plotinius, Lucius, 
Apuleius, Sallustuis and of course the father of modern Philosophy, 
Socrates.  
Socrates would be dismayed to think that this list is designed to be 
Argumentum ad Vericundum, but is intended to show that Paganism was 
not just a religion for the rural ignorant but also a religion that attracted 
some of the great minds of history to its ranks. To fully explain the scope 
and influence of its undoubted spirituality would require a reconstruction of 
the archaeological evidence and texts that did survive, analogous to some 
metaphysical jigsaw puzzle. 
The orthodox Christian sect actively suppressed and annihilated both the 
Pagans and the Gnostics, destroyed their places of worship, desecrated 
their shrines and burned their great and sacred books. Success was due to 
one great quality it had from its inauguration – intolerance towards other 
points of view! 
The teachings of the Mysteries were the precursors to the doctrines 
developed by the Roman Christians and Pagan myths were adapted so 
that Yeshua Hanotzri corresponded to these myths and thus created the 
mythical character “Jesus Christ”. That Christianity is unique and 
revolutionary is clearly not true and does not conform to the historical 
record. The emerging church eventually coalesced Pagan mythology into 
dogma and doctrine with regards Yeshua Hanotzri. In other words the 
“Jesus Christ” of creedal Christendom eventually became a mimic of 
popular Pagan myths. Strangely enough, Christianity didn’t in fact destroy 
Paganism it immersed itself in it. 
Ultimately, literalist Christianity became the religion of the empire. It 
enforced its own particular viewpoint, therefore orthodox, and brutally and 
systematically eradicated any other viewpoint, therefore, heretical. Winners 
are apt to be pejorative towards the losers and no less so in theological 
debates! 
Both Paganism and Gnosticism eventually lost the battle for survival. Or did 
they? The Gnostics position of spiritual development was based on the 
premise of personal enlightenment and creating an organised church was 
never in reality an option for them because their search focussed on 
internal gnosis and not on external structures so they could never be in a 
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position to defeat the Roman church for the simple fact that they could 
never have any desire to do so.  
The developing orthodox Church was rigidly authoritarian whereas the 
Gnostics were individualists.  
The creeds that were developed by the various councils were to be 
common to all and enforced when necessary whereas the Gnostics 
tolerated various different beliefs and practices. In the fourth century CE 
Creedal Christianity was developing which eventually taught that the “true” 
Christian believed in “Jesus Christ” as defined by various councils, 
endorsed and preached by the bishops.  
The Gnostics taught that the true Christian experienced mystical internal 
gnosis (knowledge). The Gnostics wrote numerous texts. Creedal 
Christianity selected four Gospels and consigned the rest to the flames. 
Ironically, the Gnostics were so effectively suppressed that almost all we 
knew about them came from the writings of their detractors and oppressors 
until the discovery of a collection of Gnostic Christian texts at Nag 
Hammadi in 1945.  
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CHAPTER ONE 
The Triumph of Roman Churchianity! 
 
The triumph of Roman Churchianity is actually a very remarkable historical 
phenomenon. We begin with a small group of Jewish followers of Yeshua 
Hanotzri from the back waters of the Roman Empire and after two, three 
centuries go by, lo and behold, a gentile group have somehow taken over, 
and orthodox Roman Christianity became the official religion the Roman 
Empire, in fact, the only tolerated religion of the Roman Empire by the end 
of the fourth century CE. That is a truly remarkable development and 
constitutes a monumental historical problem in trying to understand how all 
this came about. Of course, dutiful Christians have no doubt about how it 
happened or why it happened. This is the hand of God working in history, 
the proof of prophecy, and the orthodox Christians of antiquity already have 
made this very point; “the fact that Christianity triumphed is proof of its 
truth”!  
But the facts reveal a different story. A story that reveals the atrocities 
committed in the name of “Jesus Christ”, such as war, confiscation of 
property, exile, destruction of peoples and their history, bloodshed, torture, 
incarceration, witch burning, disembowelling, and all manner of other 
atrocious punishment for those who opposed its march towards its 
triumphal self-proclaimed destiny.  
For historians, of course, the answer that “Christianity triumphed is proof of 
its truth”, may be correct on one level, on another level, is not satisfactory. 
That is, historians would like to find other explanations for the triumph of 
Roman Catholic Churchianity and indeed historians have been searching 
for this for the last two centuries, trying ever since Gibbon wrote his famous 
history ‘The Fall And Decline Of The Roman Empire’ trying to understand 
what it was, exactly, that pushed the Roman Church to the top of the 
ecclesiastic heap. Maybe we can’t fully explain it, but we can clearly identify 
various stages on the path to its ultimate victory.  
In its first stage, Christianity was not seen as a religion. It begins as the 
movement of Jews as a sect within Judaism built around a single 
charismatic teacher - preacher. It’s hard to know what noun to use exactly 
so as to expedite the matter let’s say he is a holy man who attracted a 
group of disciples who followed him on his various wanderings as he went 
about healing people and teaching, mainly in parables. 
But this holy man went up to Jerusalem in thirty CE and ends up being 
executed by the authorities, ostensibly a trouble maker - somebody who’s 
better off dead rather than alive - because alive who knows what he might 
do, this man who teaches about loving one’s enemies and “preaches the 
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Kingdom of God”. He’s a threat to the social order! That means a threat 
to the religious establishment, so, he’s best off dead! This is how the story 
begins. Within one hundred years after his death things very rapidly turn 
into something quite different. What began as a kind of rag-tag assembly of 
followers of various kinds of a man of God, turns into a Jewish sect, a 
group of Jews who now has interpreted the life, teachings and death of this 
man somehow as having universal significance, as having meaning for all 
time, not just for the specific moment, and somehow affecting God’s 
relationship with the Jews and ultimately with the whole world. This then 
becomes a second stage that can be described as a Jewish sect or a 
Jewish school.  
After that, the next stage is represented by the apostle Paul, who then 
takes this Jewish school, this Jewish philosophy, this Jewish sect, and now 
says that the teachings of this sect are such that the entire map of the 
world needs to be redrawn, so that we now no longer have the simple 
dichotomy of Jews and gentiles and we no longer simply have a Jewish 
school arguing with other Jews about interpretations of law and theology. 
We now have, Paul says, a new map of the world. These teachings have 
within them the secret to understanding the new cosmic order so that the 
old distinctions between Jews and gentiles are obliterated. They have now 
been supplanted by a new and truer and more wonderful and more 
beautiful map, in which we have a new Israel that will embrace both Jews 
and gentiles, all those who now accept the new covenant and the new faith. 
This is Paul, who in his teachings has the beginnings of what may be 
characterised as separating this Jewish sect from its original Jewish social 
setting.  
This of course takes place gradually over the next several decades well 
into the second century although it doesn’t happen everywhere all at once, 
in the same way. It’s a complex protracted process full of varying opinions 
and may not be the same in Egypt as it is in Judah or even hold conflicting 
views in Rome as in Asia Minor. We have to ask ourselves constantly – 
how did the Christians see themselves? How did the Jews see the 
emerging Christians? How did the gentiles see the Christians? How did 
each of these groups understand the other and how they fit into the larger 
system, larger society? And the answers may not be the same. There’s no 
doubt that the Christian Church and the remnant Jewish followers of Jesus 
did not look at each other in the same way at any moment in time and it 
becomes abundantly clear that orthodox Christianity is developing as less 
“Jewish,” and is turning into something new and something different.   
For some Christians, this never happens. They can’t bring themselves to 
say that God has thoroughly redrawn the map of the cosmos and has taken 
them out of the Jewish world and pushed them out into the stage of history. 
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Other Christians, of course, disagree with Paul on exactly how to read 
this new map and exactly what it means, and most importantly, where do 
the Jews fit in now, those Jews who are “being left behind”. But, in any 
case, this new Church itself was now emerging as a new independent 
group by the middle of the second century CE.  
The second century of our era was the age of definition for orthodox 
Christianity. It realised it was no longer Judaic, no longer a form of Judaism 
and it had to figure out, well then what is it exactly? What is Christianity? 
What makes it not Judaism, what makes it not Jewish? How is it able to 
somehow at one and the same time hold on to the Jewish Scriptures – the 
Tanakh – and still not be Judaism, and still not be Jewish? This was one of 
the major questions confronting Christian thinkers, writers and church 
leaders in the second century CE. This was the great age of Christian 
conflict and diversity. Sects and various religious schools arose, heresies of 
all kinds emerged confronting Christian thinkers, and it was only in the 
second century that we begin to see the emergence of what we might call 
orthodoxy or something that might simply be called Christianity in a kind of 
uniform body of doctrines and text, that is to say, the New Testament. The 
New Testament, as a collection of texts, is a product of the second century 
CE as the church figured out which books were sacred, which books were 
authoritative and which ones were not.  
By the third century of the Common Era, we have something now properly 
referred to as orthodox Christianity with its own sacred books, its own 
rituals, its own ideas, but this is also the great age of confrontation and 
conflict with the Roman Empire. The third century, of course, was the great 
age of persecutions, where the Roman Empire now wakes up and realises 
that there is something new, and from their perspective something sinister 
afoot in these new groups that are threatening the social order and 
ultimately the political order of the Empire. And the Roman Empire was 
probably correct in this.  
The Romans correctly intuited that the victory of Christianity would mean 
the end of the Roman Empire, the end of the classical world and we often 
associate persecution, of course, with a Christian perspective. We see it as 
heroic martyrs confronting the might of Rome, which is somewhat true. By 
the same token however, we must realise that the Roman Empire was 
doing what all bureaucracies do. It was trying to protect itself, trying to 
perpetuate itself. The Roman ruling class tried to beat down Christianity but 
failed. However, in one of those twists of fate not only did they adopt it and 
embrace it but sometime towards the end of the fourth century began 
prosecuting all other religious persuasions and made it illegal to engage in 
any form of public worship other than Christianity within its borders. There 
is a great mystery in how all this happened! How such an extraordinary 
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reversal, that we begin with Yeshua Hanotzri (Yeshua Hanotzri) who is 
executed by the Roman conquerors as a public criminal and as a threat to 
the social order, yet somehow we wind up three centuries later with “Jesus 
Christ” being hailed as a God, a third part of the “one true God”, who is the 
God of the new Christian Roman Empire.  
That’s a remarkable progress, a remarkable development in the course of 
three centuries. It’s hard to understand exactly how it happened or why it 
happened, but it is important to realise that we have a progression and a 
set of developments, and that Christianity by the fourth century is not the 
same as the Christianity that we see in the first or even the second. 
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CHAPTER TWO. 

A Little Bit of History: The Rise of Rome 

 

The early years of the development of the Roman Church are cloaked in 
obscurity and long-established tradition.  It is the purpose of this account to 
judge in the light of history the claims of the Papacy concerning the events 
of the years when Christianity, as the term is generally understood today, 
not as the early Judaic sect understood the term, was in its formative 
period. 

The foundations of the Roman Empire were established in 753 BCE (AUC 
1) when a Latin tribe settled in some small hills on the southern bank of the 
Tiber twenty-five kilometres from the river’s mouth.  A fortunate geographic 
location aided the somewhat fast growth of Rome, but in the course of 
some centuries she discovered a competitor to her increasing prosperity in 
the North African city of Carthage.  In time, in an argument over Sicily, war 
broke out between the rival cities. After a century or more of intermittent 
fighting, Rome emerged victorious. 

In an endeavour to preserve her security, Rome turned eastwards. This 
theatre of the Mediterranean had witnessed a procession of Empires, 
which, commencing with the Assyrians, and terminating with Greek Empire 
of Alexander the Great, passed through a period of Babylonian and Medo-
Persian ascendancy in the seventh and sixth centuries BCE.  The name of 
Greece was written in the annals of conquest by the military brilliance of 
Alexander, but the Greeks won victories of more importance than those of 
the battlefield.  Her armies circulated her knowledge and her language 
throughout, and even beyond the countries that accepted the rule of Greek 
kings. 

Almost imperceptibly, as Rome’s influence in their domestic affairs 
increased, these countries became protectorates, and eventually 
provinces, of the Roman Empire.  In 31 BCE the only remaining Greek 
kingdom, Egypt, fell into the hands of Rome. The Roman emblem of eagles 
waved in the breezes that blew upon Britain, France, Carthage, Egypt, 
Palestine, and Asia Minor.  Rome had made the world a city.  In an age of 
religious toleration Rome had become the universal “shrine” to her 
subjects, and the freedom of the city was conferred upon all the local gods 
of these countries. 

While the functions of government had been centralised, its form had 
varied considerably. When Augustus became the first of the Roman 
Emperors, a new form of government commenced which lasted until the 
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disintegration of the pagan empire.  The authority of laws and protocol 
cemented the unification of the provinces.  Latin became the common 
language of government and of the western world; but the Greeks of the 
East had too much sophistication and too much national self-respect to 
accept any foreign organisation to discard their language. 

Until the time of Augustus, the Senate governed the republic of Rome; but 
with the advent of the emperors, it came to possess only nominal authority.  
The supreme powers of the state passed into the hands of the emperors 
who became the masters, not only of the temporal government, but of the 
state religion as well.  The emperors were acknowledged both as the 
“Fathers” of their country, and as the “Supreme Pontiffs” of the pagan 
religion. 

There were three factors that facilitated the decline of the pagan Roman 
Empire.  Firstly, a satisfactory method of determining the succession had 
never been found, and the bloody disputes which determined who should 
wear the purple undermined the strength of the empire.  Secondly, the 
state religion that had at one time helped to bind the provinces became the 
source of corrupted loyalties and internecine strife.  The third major factor 
was the invasion of the declining empire by the hoards of barbarians who 
hovered on her frontiers. 

The following brief outline should be sufficient to dispel the popular but 
fallacious ideas that Roman Emperors did very little except persecute 
Christians. We may conveniently delineate Roman history in a blueprint 
provided by five successive groups of emperors:  Julian and Claudian; 
Flavian; Adoptive; the “Barracks” Emperors, appointed by the army; and 
the Theologian Emperors. 

Hereditary succession is the simplest method of determining who shall 
wield the supreme power, but in the Roman Empire this proved abortive. 
The dynasty established by Augustus introduced an age of iron.  The 
insane Gaius, who was in turn succeeded by the feeble Claudius, 
succeeded the cruel Tiberius. The suicide of the profligate and cruel Nero 
brought the first dynasty to an end.  Within a year there were four new 
emperors, each of whom disposed of his predecessor by battle or murder.  
After these civil wars, Vespasian restored stable government in his ten-year 
reign.  The second Imperial dynasty, which he founded, after passing to his 
son Titus, ended in disaster with the broody and sombre Domitian.  Except 
perhaps for the reign of Vespasian, the empire had groaned beneath a 
constant oppression for eighty years. 

The Senate elected the next emperor, Nerva.  Very little was accomplished 
in his short reign, but he founded a new method of determining succession 
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– that of “adoption”.  This method proved successful, and historians 
regard the period of the Adoptive Emperors as the brightest and most 
benevolent in the human chronicle until modern time.  Of the four emperors 
of this period, Trajan and Hadrian came from Spain, and Antoninus and M. 
Aurelius from Gaul. 

Unfortunately Marcus Aurelius had a son and the principle of hereditary 
succession re-established itself.  Roman history enters a troubled period.  
The cruelty and follies of Commodus ended only when he was strangled.  
When his successor, Pertinax, attempted to carry out reforms, he was 
assassinated by a body of troops, the Praetorian Guards, who were 
beginning to take matters into their own hands.  Before a civil war placed 
the African Septimius Severus on the throne, this same body of troops 
publicly sold the Empire – perhaps we should say the position as head of 
the Empire – to Didius, who was however beheaded in the same year. 

The sons of Severus – Caracalla and Geta – were associated ‘in the 
purple’ with their father, and the Roman world observed three emperors for 
the first time.  Shortly after the death of Severus, Geta was assassinated at 
the instigation of Caracalla, who was also assassinated.  Elagabalus, a 
Syrian, became the first Roman Emperor of Asian origin.  After a reign of 
inexpressible notoriety, where every law of nature and decency was 
subverted, and every vice that could be collected from the confluence of 
nations and manners gratified, he was killed by the troops and his body 
thrown into the Tiber after being dragged through the streets.  Since the 
accession of Commodus, the Roman world experienced during forty years 
the successive and various vices of four tyrants.  From the death of 
Elagabalus it enjoyed during the reign of Alexander Severus a fortunate 
calm of thirteen years. 

Alexander was murdered, and the army then elevated Maximian, a huge 
man.  Of Barbarian descent, he was the first Roman emperor who 
possessed no literary education.  Maximian is accused of “persecuting 
Christians” but it is apparent that the destruction of Christians attached to 
the court of his predecessor was only incidental to a wider destruction of 
those who had previously possessed authority or Imperial favour or who 
were aware of his original obscurity.  Maximian never revisited Italy, except 
to fight his last battle. 

The history of the half-century from Maximian to Diocletian is a tale of 
almost continual civil war and barbarian powers that availed themselves of 
the opportunity to invade and plunder.  Nineteen men wore the Imperial 
purple during these fifty years; many others made a bid for the throne.  The 
most obvious cause of these troubles was the lack of a satisfactory solution 
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to the problem of determining the succession.  Force became the only 
road to the throne. 

Maximian was killed by his own troops after a revolt, which commenced in 
Carthage and spread to Italy.  Gordianus came and went. 

Rome passed the milestone of her one-thousandth anniversary during the 
reign of Philip the Arab. The first four hundred years had seen the growth of 
military skill and the trial of various forms of government. The empire had 
been established during the next three hundred years. During the last three 
hundred years we witness an internal decline.  While the boundaries of the 
empire did not diminish during this latter period, the animating vigour of 
former times had departed. 

The mantle of authority next fell upon the uneasy shoulders of Decius, 
Gallus and Valerian. Decius published an edict, which required all persons 
to subscribe to the pagan state religion.  After a short but turbulent reign, 
Decius fell in battle with the barbarians. Valerian imitated the severity of 
Decius after an initial period of clemency.  He died in two hundred and six 
CE and in the next year his son and former co-emperor Gallienus published 
an edict of toleration that made Christianity a licensed religion in the 
empire. 

The death of Gallienus concluded twenty-nine years of shame and 
misfortune for the empire. There had been nineteen pretenders to the 
throne during his reign, and of these not one enjoyed a life of peace or a 
natural death.  A general irruption of barbarians – Franks, Alemanni, Goths 
and Persians – tested the fibre of Roman generals. While Valerian and 
Gallienus had been engaged in distant wars, a large body of Alemanni 
penetrated Italy to almost within sight of Rome. 

Within the next thirty years the Empire was saved from the mighty 
assembly of barbarian nations, by a series of great princes. Claudius, 
Aurelian, Tacitus, Probus, Carus, Diocletian and his colleagues, re-
established the strength of the frontiers and deserved the glorious title of 
Restorers of the Roman World.  The elevation of the aged Tacitus restored 
to a certain extent the prestige of the senate, but its temporary resurgence 
expired with Probus. 

Like Augustus, Diocletian may be considered as the founder of a new 
empire. He divided the empire into two- the East and the West- and 
associated Maximian with him in the purple.  He then subdivided his own 
and his colleague’s powers by appointing two generals with inferior titles. 
Thus he provided for the defence of the empire.  Notwithstanding 
precautions, the political union of the Roman world was gradually dissolved 
and a principle of division was introduced, which in the course of a few 
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years, occasioned the perpetual separation of the eastern and western 
empires.  

Diocletian and Maximian abdicated together, and during the next eighteen 
years of discontent and confusion there were five civil wars.  The possibility 
of finding four rulers prepared to work together harmoniously for the sake of 
the empire receded.  Favourites were elevated, and at one stage there 
were six emperors at the same time.  It was left to Constantine to carve his 
gory pathway to the throne and restore the empire. 

Up to this time the religion of the people and the religion of the emperor 
had been moving steadily closer and closer together. They amalgamated in 
the person of Constantine, who became the first of the “Theologian” 
emperors. Constantine bequeathed to his successors a new policy, a new 
capital and a new religion. Shortly before he established Constantinople as 
the new capital, he called together the First General Theological Council.  
Held at Nicaea in Asia Minor in three twenty-five CE, this council marked 
the beginning of the fusion of church and state, and theological Christianity 
shortly to become one of the state religions.  All the great councils of 
subsequent years - the two at Constantinople, one each in Ephesus and 
Chalcedon - were called together by the Imperial authority in 
Constantinople.  

The end of Constantine’s reign served only to degrade him. He was guilty 
of the judicial murder of some of his own family. When he died the empire 
was divided between his three remaining sons.  Two of these – 
Constantine II and Constans – died violently, and within thirteen years 
Constantius reigned supreme. He imposed Arianism on the empire as the 
authorised form of Christianity. 

Of the many seed of the Royal line of Constantine, one other, (Julian) by 
this time survived. Only because of the death of Constantius, Julian 
assumed the purple without recourse to civil war.  He was a pagan emperor 
who had won renown by his victories over the barbarians of the Rhine. By 
extending toleration to all persons he hoped to stir up the intestine divisions 
within the Church. He deprived the clergy of many of the privileges, which 
since the time of Constantine, were regarded as of right. 

Julian was killed in an expedition against the Persians, and his successor, 
Jovian, for apparently personal reasons terminated the war by accepting 
disgraceful terms from the Persians. In his short reign Jovian managed to 
restore ecclesiastical immunities.  On his death, Valentinian assumed the 
purple and immediately nominated his brother Valens as co-emperor, and 
they divided the empire between them. Valentinian died in a burst of fury at 
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an imaginary barbarian insult, Valens was burnt to death when the Goths 
routed the Roman forces at Adrianople. 

The divisions of the empire were continued by their successors, Gratian 
and Valentinian. On their premature deaths Theodosius restored and 
reunited the Empire.  Of Nicene persuasion – he was responsible for the 
massacre of between 7,000 and 15,000 people at Thessalonica, so the 
term Christian, however elastic, seems peculiarly inappropriate but he 
made his faith the religion of the empire.  The pagan temples were 
destroyed and an edict was published against the Arians.  When he 
established the office of “Inquisitors of the Faith” it was clear that the 
dominant Christian sect, who had for so long complained of the intolerance 
of the secular arm, were not prepared, when in the same position of 
authority, to extend the principle of religious toleration to others. 

When he died the Empire was finally divided between his sons Honorius 
and Arcadius, who became tools in the hands of their leading ministers and 
generals.  Theodosius had silenced the Goths, but after his death they 
progressed from the Danube to Italy under the leadership of Alaric.  His 
own emperor executed the great general of the West, Stilicho, and the way 
was prepared for the Gothic invasion.  Alaric besieged Rome (at this time 
Ravenna was the capital of the West) finally conquering and sacking it.  

Gradually Spain, France, and the British Islands began breaking away.  
Vandals invaded Africa from Spain, and with the taking of Carthage they 
destroyed not only the Latin civilisation, but also the Latin Church in North 
Africa.  Under their apparently ageless leader Genseric, the Vandals 
sacked Rome. At the same time the Huns under Attila attacked Northern 
Italy. 

From the double humiliation of Attila’s invasion and the Vandal sack of 
Rome, the Western Empire never recovered.  Emperor succeeded emperor 
with distressing rapidity.  The long line of emperors in the West came to an 
end with Augustulus, and Italy passed under the rule of a barbarian king, 
Odoacer.  

Except for the church there was no stability left in the West. 

At the crucifixion of Jesus, the Roman Governor, Pontius Pilate, wrote a 
super-scription above the cross.  The three languages in which he wrote – 
Hebrew, Latin and Greek – illustrate the pattern of church development.  
The original scripture, the Old Testament, was written in Hebrew. Seventy-
two Greek-speaking Jews translated the first five books into Greek in 
Alexandria and became known as the Septuagint. (70) Another Septuagint 
translation, which contained all the books of the Old Testament, and whose 
authorship is unknown, became the mother version of all gentile versions 
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until the fifth century, and was marred by numerous incorrect 
translations. (The story of the two Septuagint is a complicated one. Ref: 
Chapter 9: ‘Rescuing Yeshua Hanotzri from the Christians’ for more 
information relating to this matter) 

It is the generally received opinion that the writings that comprise the New 
Testament were, with one exception - the Gospel of Matthew - written in 
Greek between fifty and one hundred CE. 

So let’s get back to the story, as we now understand it. When later these 
writings were collected into one, they fell into place logically in the Greek 
Bible.  During the second century CE there were several fresh translations 
from Hebrew into Greek. 

The first Latin version of which we have knowledge of circulated in North 
Africa about two hundred CE. Defective Latin versions multiplied until Pope 
Damasus commissioned Jerome to make a new translation from the 
original languages.  The resultant translation - the Latin Vulgate was 
completed early in the fifth century. (NB. Jerome found the “second” 
Septuagint so flawed he abandoned translating from it and translated from 
the original Hebrew. He discovered that the original Hebrew word in Isaiah 
7-14 was “Almah” and should have been translated as “Young Woman” not 
as “virgin”).  

The order of church development was conditioned by the availability of 
scriptures in the common tongue.  The Bible passed from Hebrew to Greek 
and thence into Latin, and the churches developed in parallel order.  The 
Latin churches in the centuries when they were without the authoritative 
word, relied a great deal upon non-authoritative and wholly unreliable 
tradition taken from categories they understood from pagan sources. 

As the teachings of gentile Christianity spread through Asia Minor and 
beyond, numerous and wealthy societies were established in the great 
cities – in Antioch, Alexandria, Ephesus, Corinth, Carthage and Rome.  
Towards the close of the second century the growth in the number of 
churches and their resultant administration, it was considered necessary to 
form what became known as dioceses. 

A regular correspondence between the groups served to unite the various 
congregations, and the universal church soon acquired the status of a 
confederate republic.  The overseer of the congregation assumed the role 
of a bishop, (The word Bishop actually means overseer) and in so doing so 
created a division between people. The role of priests developed, 
accountable to the Bishop, resulting in the gradual formation of a 
hierarchical Church government.  



 

 

25 
The leading teachers or writers who “fathered” the Christian church in its 
infancy became known logically enough, as “The Fathers of the Church”.  
The Greek fathers far outnumber the Latin, and antedate them 
considerably.  The only intellectual leaders of any consequence in the 
Roman Church up to four hundred CE - Hippolytus and Novatian - were in 
fact both anti-popes, and that the true fathers of Latin Christendom came 
from the city of Carthage in North Africa, not Rome.  Far from Rome being 
the “mother church” she was herself the progeny of the mating of the Greek 
fathers with the Carthaginian form of Latin Christianity. 

The term Pope was a common title of Bishops until the fifth century.  
Meaning “father” the term “papa” appears to have been first used at 
Alexandria, then at Carthage, later by the Romans.  It remained a common 
title in the East, even to this day, but the destruction of the Western Empire 
by barbarians left no Bishop of importance in Europe to dispute the Roman 
Bishops’ monopoly of the title. 

The Roman Church may lay claim to have had a continual line of “Popes”, 
but the indisputable testimony of history is that in the formative phases of 
Christianity there is not a single Roman Father. 

The apostle Paul was responsible for taking Christianity to Rome.  Amongst 
the Greek speaking community of Jews who lived in the foreign settlement 
outside the walled city, he founded his “congregation of the regeneration”. 
There is no evidence whatsoever that Peter aided him in this work. The 
convention that Peter founded the Roman church was unknown in Rome in 
one hundred CE.  A century later, however, the tradition was firmly 
established. Equivalent traditions link Mark with Alexandria and Andrew 
with Constantinople. 

There is no doubt that the Roman Church has derived immeasurable 
propaganda benefits from this and its location in a city that gave its name to 
an empire.  But Rome was the capital of the Empire only until the fourth 
century, when the new capital was set up at Constantinople in the East. 
Ravenna was the seat of government and capital of Italy, from the fifth 
century until the middle of the eighth century.  (Constantinople remained 
the capital of the empire until 1453 when it fell to the Ottoman Turks. It was 
from Constantinople that the emperor Justinian, in the sixth century, 
nominated the bishop of Rome as having ecclesiastical pre-eminence). 

The Roman Church is indebted to a Jew by the name of Hegesippus for the 
first list of the successors of Paul.  All the early lists vary greatly, mainly in 
dates, but sometimes also in names.  A critical examination of the 
variations reveals that very little is known of the majority of the early Popes. 
Certainly, of the first ten nothing is known; of the next ten, only one is a 
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clearly defined figure in history, and although officially a saint and martyr, 
died in an odour, not of sanctity, but of knavery.  Only two Popes in the 
whole series are known to have been martyred. 

The Roman Catholic Encyclopaedia refers mainly to three sources for its 
knowledge of the early bishops: 

The Pope “lists” which originated with Hegesippus; an occasional letter 
from an ecclesiastic (usually Greek, naming, in most cases quite 
incidentally, the head of the church in Rome); and the progression of 
secular history. 

These three elements, when added to, are moulded into a “life” of each 
Pope.  The lack of real information is justified on the grounds that the 
Roman church of the early years was disorganised; yet Rome argues 
conversely, that in the same period she produced no scholars because she 
was busily engaged in organising herself. 

Occasionally a bishop emerges from historical darkness. Victor I, claimed 
authority over the Bishops of Asia Minor, ordering them to observe Easter 
according to Roman custom.  His claims to be over the other churches -this 
“Bishop of Bishops” - were emphatically rejected by the Greek speaking 
Bishop of Lyons, Irenaeus, who courteously warned him that he had gone 
too far.  No prelate, priest or church in the east ever entertained any 
Roman claim to pre-dominance, and it was rejected by every bishop in the 
West until the barbarians wrecked the empire and Rome alone could 
maintain a bishop of any importance. 

We know nothing of the man Victor. Callistus is the first concrete figure in 
Roman ecclesiastical history.  Hippolytus, the most important Roman 
theologian of the first three centuries, devotes many pages to a scathing 
account of the conditions of the church and of the character and career of 
Pope Callistus.  Callistus was pope when the first public meeting place of 
the Roman church was opened in two hundred and twenty-two CE. 

For the rest of the list of Roman bishops it may be remarked that so little is 
known of Soter and Caius that they are treated together in the 
Encyclopaedia.  Anastasius I warrants only seven and a half lines.  
Clemens is known only through one genuine letter written from Rome.  
When it is considered that, on the basis of this one letter (written in Greek) 
he has received nine columns, some idea of the relative insignificance of 
the other popes may be determined.   

There were three emperors involved in the persecution of Christians - Nero, 
Decius and Diocletian.  
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While Nero put a considerable number of Greek-speaking Christians to 
death as a matter of expediency after the great fire of Rome, the religious 
tenets of the sect were never made a subject of punishment or even of 
inquiry.  Some forty years later, there had still been no action of sufficient 
weight and authority directed against the Christians to establish a 
precedent for the conduct of a Roman Magistrate.  Pliny, the Magistrate 
concerned, appealed to Rome for guidance as to the attitude he should 
adopt towards the Christian sect.  While Nero employed many ghastly 
methods, no Christian was ever put to death in the Roman amphitheatre. 
Father Delehaye, a Roman Catholic investigator, has confirmed the 
impartial judgment of most historians on this matter. 

The Roman community enjoyed more than one hundred and fifty years of 
almost unbroken peace from the death of Domitian (who is not known to 
have put any to death), to the accession of Decius. Up until the year two 
forty-seven (so we are assured by the learned father, Origen of 
Alexandria), the number of martyrs was “few and easily counted”.  Decius 
directed his persecution mainly at the church leaders, and in his reign we 
find the first genuine martyrdom of a Roman Bishop, Fabianus.   

What is more the next Pope, Cornelius, boasted immediately afterwards, of 
the numerical strength and organisation of his church. 

The persecution by Diocletian commenced at Nicomedia. It is estimated by 
the historian Gibbon that two thousand died throughout the Empire in the 
period of ten years of persecution.  But the church historian, Eusebius, laid 
a great portion of the blame at the door of the church itself.  After noting the 
honourable offices enjoyed by certain Christians, he explained how, in the 
church itself, prelate had risen against prelate, and “hypocrisy and 
dissimulation had arisen to the greatest height of malignity”.  It is not for 
him (he says), to describe the sorrowful calamities of the persecution 
“neither does it belong to me to record the dissensions and follies which 
they exercised against each other before the persecution”. 

When Pope Marcellus imposed penance on Christians who had defected, 
the rage of faction broke out in frequent and violent seditions, and “the 
“blood of the faithful was shed by each other’s hands”. (Gibbon)  At a later 
stage when Christianity had become the state religion, a similar shedding 
of blood occurred in a faction fight between Ursicinus and Damasus for the 
bishopric of Rome. 

On that occasion approximately one hundred and fifty bodies littered the 
field of battle, formerly the meeting place of the Christians. 

The discerning reader, recalling the character of some the emperors, might 
harbour a prejudice of a sustained persecution.  But the indisputable 
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testimony of history is that, up until 330 CE, the emperors who favoured 
the Christians were with one exception, the most infamous of the Imperial 
line.  In all the persecutions the provincial cities fared far worse than Rome. 

In conclusion let me add a few words on the scholars and fathers of the 
Church.  There were no Roman fathers before Jerome in the fifth century.  
Hermas and Caius were minor writers.  Novatian and Hippolyttus were anti-
popes.  Irenaeus was a Greek speaking missionary bishop in France. After 
Jerome, Hilary of Poictiers was a historian and writer, Martin of Tours the 
father of Western Monasticisn, and Ambrose of Milan the great Bishop of 
the period.  At the same time Tertullian, Cyprian, Minucius Felix, Lactantius 
and Augustine, who all made a definite impression on ecclesiastical history, 
were from Carthage. Greek writers commence with “apologists” of lesser 
importance.  Alexandria spawned Pantaenus, Clement, Origen, Dionysius, 
Arius, Athanasius, Didymus, and at a later age Cyril.  The Greek provinces 
gave us Hegesippus (responsible for the first Pope-list), Justin Martyr, 
Dionysius of Corinth, and Gregory Thaumaturgus.  Eusebius of Caesarea 
was the father of church history.  His namesake in Nicomedia was a great 
Bishop of the period.  Then followed the great Greek fathers – Gregory of 
Nazianzus, Basil, Gregory of Nyssa, and the ‘golden mouthed orator’, John 
Chrysostom.  Perhaps now you will realise why the Roman church is hardly 
mentioned in church history for the first two centuries, and why, when 
Jerome, listed one hundred and thirty six ecclesiastical writers about four 
hundred CE, found room on the list for the names of only four Roman 
bishops. 

 



 

 

29 
CHAPTER THREE 
Early Church Councils.   
Where “Jesus Christ” Was Created. 
 
The following is indicative only of the types of discussion and arguments 
that went on for hundreds of years about Yeshua Hanotzri and how 
Christians in the twenty-first century are captives of the pagan literary 
concoction “Jesus Christ” created by these ancient councils. 
“Answer not a fool according to his folly, lest you be like him yourself”. 
 

LOCATION DATE EMPEROR 
Nicea 325 Constantine
Constantinople 381 Theodosius 
Ephesus 431 Theodosius 

11 
Chalcedon 451 Marcion 
Constantinople 
(2) 

553 Justinian 

Constantinople 
(3) 

680-
681 

Constantine 
IV 

Nicea (2) 787 Constantine 
VI 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The First Ecumenical or Council of Nicea (325) lasted two months and 
twelve days. Three hundred eighteen bishops were present. The Emperor 
Constantine attended. To this council we owe the Creed of Nicea, defining 
against Arius the true Divinity of the Son of God (homousios / omousiov), 
and the fixing of the date for keeping Easter (against the Quartodecimans). 
Latin representation was seven of which only two were priests.  
The Second Ecumenical, or First General Council of Constantinople (381) 
was held under the sponsorship of Emperor Theodosius I, was attended by 
one hundred and eighty six bishops. To the above-mentioned Nicene 
Creed it added the clauses referring to the Holy Ghost and defined his 
deity. No Latin representation as they were not invited.  
The Third Ecumenical, or Council of Ephesus (431) more than two hundred 
bishops, presided over by Cyril of Alexandria. It defined the ‘true personal 
unity of Christ’, declared Mary the Mother of God (bearer of God - 
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Qeotokov) against Nestorius, Bishop of Constantinople, and renewed 
the condemnation of Pelagius. Three Latin representatives who turned up 
late after the decisions of the council had been made.  
The Fourth Ecumenical, or Council of Chalcedon (451), where one hundred 
fifty bishops (Some say 600) attended, held under the Emperor Marcion 
and defined the two natures (divine and human) in “Christ” against 
Eutyches, who was excommunicated. Latin representation seven!  
The Fifth Ecumenical, or Second General Council of Constantinople (553) 
attended by some one hundred and sixty five bishops under Emperor 
Justinian I, condemned the errors of Origen and certain writings of 
Theodore Bishop of Mopsuetia (The Three Chapters). It further confirmed 
the first four general councils, especially that of Chalcedon whose authority 
was contested by heretics. Six western Bishops attended and all were from 
Africa. 
The Sixth Ecumenical or Third Council of Chalcedon (680) was convened 
by Emperor Constantine Pogonatus, and was attended by the Patriarchs of 
Constantinople and Antioch, one hundred seventy-four bishops, and the 
emperor. It put an end to Monothelitism by defining ‘two wills in Christ’, the 
Divine and the human, as two distinct principles of operation. Three Papal 
legates were in attendance. 
The Seventh Ecumenical, or Second Council of Nicea (787) convoked by 
Emperor Constantine VI and his mother Irene, was presided over by 
Tarasius, Patriarch of Constantinople. It regulated the veneration of holy 
images. Four Latins attended. 
In 869 a council convened by the Emperor Basil the Macedonian was held 
in Constantinople and proceeded to deal with Photius and his attacks on 
the Roman Church and where the Bulgarians were made subject to 
Constantinople in place of Rome.  
It is clearly evident that all these councils were held in the Eastern Empire, 
all convoked by the Emperor in Constantinople, where the “Nature of God” 
and “Jesus Christ” was defined and determined for all time and where 
Roman Creedal Christianity evolved. It is therefore ironic that the Latin 
Bishops were numerically insignificant at these Councils and that their 
contribution to the debate was of equal insignificance. 
Gibbon: “Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire” described the Council of 
Nicea as an Argument over a Diphthong. Arianism (after Arius) was a 
“heresy” that began in Alexandria and spread through the whole Eastern 
Empire, and must be seen in the context of the times. The early Church 
emerged in a Jewish and Greek world. The question occupying this pagan 
world was the contrast between the one and the many, between the 
ultimate unity that lay behind the visible universe and the incalculable 
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variety that exists in the world. The relationship between God and the 
world had to be solved. The Jews proposed a supreme God who created 
by his word. It was an idea of a mediating word or wisdom – the word which 
is pronounced, the wisdom which is created – whereby God communicated 
himself to man and took possession of him.  
The Greeks could not see how a finite and changeable world could come 
from an eternal and changeless God. They proposed the idea of a 
mediating intelligence or “word”, a first emanation of the first principle, 
which reduced the distance between God and the world. The primitive 
Church had to reconcile the notions they had inherited from Judaism with 
those they had derived from paganism. Early Christianity and paganism 
had to meet somehow. They had to find an answer that would agree with 
the revelation they had received from Jesus and with the practises of 
various pagan religions. This struggle for a synthesis of thought reached its 
climax with the Arian controversy. The Eastern Church responded with the 
first General Council of Nicea that brought together Jewish Scriptural, 
Greek philosophical thought and pagan religious practices in an attempt to 
explain a doctrine that had no basis in the Biblical record. The Second 
Council (The first Council of Constantinople) eventually triumphed over 
Arianism but only after fifty years of bitter battling. Imperial vacillation and 
confusion in theological terminology were the principal reasons for such a 
long drawn out battle. 
Arius, was born in Egypt in 256 CE, was a parish priest in Alexandria. He 
had studied under Lucian of Antioch, the founder of the school of Antioch, 
who had earlier been condemned for holding that Yeshua Hanotzri was 
only a man; although he was later reconciled. He is called the “Father of 
Arianism” because Arius and almost all the fourth-century Arian theologians 
were his students. Calling themselves Lucianists and Collucianists, they 
developed his adoptionist and subordinationist tendencies into a heresy. 
It’s always the Christian victors who write the history of the times and their 
doctrines are portrayed as “revelations of the holy spirit” whereas the losers 
are described as heretics! With this background Arius struggled with the 
question of the Trinity. His teaching in Alexandria was the following: 
“Personal distinctions were not eternally present within the nature of God . . 
. the Godhead himself was responsible for them . . . Identifying the eternal 
Godhead with the Father and regarding the Logos as no more than a 
power or quality of the Father”, he continued “that before time began, the 
Father had created the Son by the power of the Word to be His agent in 
creation. The son was not therefore to be identified with the Godhead, he 
was only God in a derivative sense, and since there was once when he did 
not exist he could not be eternal”. Arius stressed the subordination of the 
Logos that denied its eternity and to assert its capacity for change and 
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suffering. This teaching of Arius drove the distinctions outside the Deity 
and thus destroyed the Trinity. It meant solving the difficulty of the one and 
the many, proposing a theory of one Supreme Being and two inferior 
deities.  The Person of Jesus was therefore placed in a position that the 
church could not recognise as it conflicted in essence with the accepted 
view of the Doctrine of the Trinity.  
Arius’ views began to spread among the people and the Alexandrian 
clergy. Alexander the Bishop called a meeting of his priests and deacons. 
The Bishop insisted on the unity of the Godhead. Arius continued to argue 
that since the son was begotten of the father then at some point he began 
to exist. Therefore there was a time when the son did not exist. Arius 
refused to submit to the Bishop and continued to spread his teaching. 
Alexander called a synod of Bishops of Egypt and Libya. Of the hundred 
Bishops who attended eighty voted for the condemnation and exile of Arius. 
After the synod Alexander wrote letters to the other Bishops refuting Arius’ 
views. In doing so the Bishop used the term “homoousios” to describe the 
father and son as being of one substance. Alexander used a term, which 
was to become the keyword of the whole controversy.  
With the decision of the synod Arius fled to Palestine. Some of the Bishops 
there, especially Eusebius of Caesarea, supported him. From here Arius 
continued his journey to Nicomedia in Asia Minor. The Bishop of that city, 
Eusebius, had studied under Lucian of Antioch. He became Arius’ most 
influential supporter. From this city Arius enlisted the support of other 
Bishops, many of whom had studied under Lucian. His supporters held 
their own synod calling Arius’ views orthodox and condemning Bishop 
Alexander of Alexandria. Arius seemed to have good grounds for this 
condemnation. The term homoousios was rejected by Alexander’s own 
predecessor Dionysius when arguing against the Sabellians (who claimed 
the father and son were identical). All this controversy was taking place just 
as the Church was emerging from Roman oppression. 
With the rise of Constantine to power Christianity became the religion of the 
Roman Empire. Constantine had politically united the Empire but he was 
distressed to find a divided Christianity. Constantine, certainly not 
understanding the significance of the controversy, sent Ossius his main 
ecclesiastical adviser with letters to both Alexander and Arius. In the letters 
he tried to reconcile them by saying that their disagreement was merely just 
a matter of words. Both of them really were in agreement on major 
doctrines and neither was involved in heresy. The letters failed to have an 
effect. 
In 325 CE Ossius presided over a Council of the Orient in Antioch that was 
attended by fifty-nine bishops, forty-six of whom would soon attend the 
Council of Nicea. This Council in Antioch was a forerunner of the later 
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Council in Nicea. Under the influence of Ossius a new Church practice 
was inaugurated – that of issuing a creedal statement. At this Council 
Arianism was condemned, a profession of faith resembling the Alexandrian 
creed was promulgated and three Bishops who refused to agree with the 
teaching of this Council were provisionally excommunicated until the 
Council of Nicea. 
In the summer of that year, probably under the suggestion of Ossius, 
Constantine called for a general council of the Church at Nicaea in 
Bithynia. That an Emperor should invoke a Council should not be 
considered unusual since in Hellenistic thought he was given by God 
supreme power in things material and spiritual. 
The Council of Nicea 
The General Council was a council of the Eastern Empire although some 
Western Bishops were present. Because of old age and sickness Pope 
Sylvester did not attend but sent two papal legates who played no part in 
the proceedings. The total number of Bishops who attended the Council 
has been disputed. Eusebius of Caesarea who attended it claimed 250; 
Athanasius also in attendance mentioned 300; after the Council a symbolic 
number of 318 was used; modern scholars put the number at 220. 
If there were minutes taken of the Council proceedings they are no longer 
in existence. We know from the writings of Rufinus that “daily sessions 
were held and that Arius was often summoned before the assembly; his 
arguments attentively considered. The majority, especially those who were 
confessors of the faith, energetically declared themselves against the 
impious doctrines of Arius.” 
Concerning the Creed that was drafted at the Council Eusebius of 
Caesarea, Athanasius of Alexandria and Philostorgius have given divergent 
accounts of how this Creed was drafted. But from one reconstruction of the 
events Eusebius of Nicomedia offered a creed that was favourable to Arian 
views. The Council rejected this creed. Eusebius of Caesarea proposed the 
baptismal creed used in Caesarea. Although accepted it does not seem to 
form the basis of the Council’s Creed. Attempts were made to construct a 
creed using only scriptural terms. These creeds proved insufficient to 
exclude the Arian position. Finally, it seems, a Syro-Palestinian creed was 
used as the basis for a new creedal statement . . . The finished creed was 
preserved in the writings of Athanasius, of the historian Socrates and of 
Basil of Caesarea and in the acts of the Council of Chalcedon of 451. 
When the Creed was finished eighteen Bishops still opposed it.  
Constantine at this point intervened and threatened with exile anyone who 
would not sign it. Two Libyan Bishops and Arius still refused to accept the 
creed. All three were exiled. 
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Some parts of the literal translation of the Nicaea Creed are as follows: 
“We believe in one God the Father Almighty, Maker of all things visible and 
invisible; and in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only begotten of the Father, that 
is, of the substance (ousia) of the Father, God of God, light of light, true 
God of true God, begotten not made, of the same substance (homoousios) 
with the Father, through whom all things were made both in heaven and on 
earth . . . Those who say: `There was a time when He was not, and He was 
not before He was begotten;’ and that `He was made out of nothing;’ or 
who maintain that `He is of another hypostasis or another substance,’ or 
that `the Son of God is created, or mutable, or subject to change,’ the 
Catholic Church anathematises.” (Anathemas are basically formal curses of 
the Church excommunicating someone or condemning something as evil). 
The Arians were accused of being very clever in twisting phrases in creedal 
statements to reflect their own doctrine. The son being “begotten of the 
Father” was seen by them as saying that the son was created from nothing. 
But to counter their doctrine the phrase “begotten not made” was added to 
the creed that totally ruled out their position of the son having a beginning. 
Another Arian teaching was that the son was God by grace and name only. 
The creedal statement “true God of true God” was an affirmation that the 
son was really truly God against this Arian position. The most important 
statement in the creed that affirms, “that the son shares the same being as 
the father and is therefore fully divine” was the phrase “of one substance 
(homoousios) with the father”. This statement totally destroyed the Arian 
view of the son as an intermediary being between God and Creation. 
In case the creed was not enough to end the Arian controversy anathemas 
were attached directly condemning Arian positions. The Arian denial of the 
son’s co-eternity with the father is expressed in the two phrases “there was 
when the son of God was not” and “before he was begotten he was not.” 
The Arian belief in the son being created out of nothing is expressed in the 
phrase “He came into being from things that are not.” The Arian doctrine 
that the son being a creature was subject to moral changeability and only 
remained virtuous by an act of the will is expressed in the phrase “He is 
mutable or alterable.” Finally the Arian position of the son as subordinate to 
the father and not really God is expressed in the phrase “He is of a different 
hypostasis or substance.” 
With these specific anathemas against them the Arians and their heresy 
seemed to be finished. 
With the Eastern Church using Greek and the Western Church using Latin, 
misunderstandings were bound to arise over theological terminology. Once 
instance of confusion is the statement “He is of a different hypostasis or 
substance.” The two words in the Eastern Church were seen to be 
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synonymous. In the West hypostasis meant person. So for a Westerner 
the Council would look as if it was condemning the statement that the son 
was a different person from the father, which would clearly be erroneous. 
Only later would the East come to distinguish hypostasis from substance 
(ousia) as in the West. This instance of confusion “points up the 
terminological difficulty which continued to bedevil Eastern theology and to 
confuse the West about the East’s position.” 
A second and very important termed used by the Council was homoousios. 
At that time this word could have three possible meanings. First, it could be 
generic; of one substance could be said of two individual men, both of 
whom share human nature while remaining individuals. Second, it could 
signify numerical identity, that is, that the father and the son are identical in 
concrete being. Finally, it could refer to material things, as two pots are of 
the same substance because both are made of the same clay. The Council 
intended the first meaning to stress the equality of the son with the father. If 
the second meaning for the word was taken to be the Council’s intention it 
would mean that the father and son were identical and indistinguishable – 
clearly a Sabellian (another loser) heresy? The third meaning gave the 
word a materialistic tendency that would infer that the father and son are 
parts of the same stuff. 
Along with these possible misunderstandings of the meaning of the word 
homoousios the history of the word is closely associated with heresies. The 
Gnostics originally used the word. The Adoptionist, Paul of Samosata had 
even condemned the word at the Council of Antioch in 268 regarding its 
use. Another factor making the word unpopular was that it was never used 
in Scripture. 
It is not surprising that with its use of the word homoousios the Council 
could be called into question. Bishop Eusebius of Nicomedia gained the 
confidence of Emperor Constantine. He convinced Constantine that the 
Council’s use of the word homoousios was Sabellian (Father and son were 
identical). The Emperor now favoured the Arians. With the death of 
Constantine the Empire was divided between his sons. Constans who ruled 
in the West favoured Nicaea while his brother Constantius who ruled the 
East was anti-Nicaea. Supporters of Nicaea in the East especially Bishop 
Athanasius were deposed and excommunicated by the Dedication Council 
of Antioch. This Council directly attacked the Nicaea Council by 
promulgating its own creed that omitted the phrases “from the substance of 
the Father” and “homoousios.” Some attempts were made to find a 
substitute word for homoousios. As many as fourteen “Councils” were held 
between 341 and 360 “in which every shade of ecclesiastic subterfuge 
found expression . . . The term `like in substance,’ homoiousion . . . had 
been employed merely to get rid of the Nicene formula.” Not all Arians, or 
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their new name of Semi-Arian, agreed with this new word. One group 
emphasised that the father and son were “dissimilar” or anomoios. Another 
group used the word “similar” or homoios to describe the father and son 
relationship. 
With the death of Constans in 350 his anti-Nicaea brother Constantius 
became sole ruler of the Empire. The new Emperor demanded that all the 
Bishops of his Empire should agree with the homoios formula. In 359 he 
summoned two Councils, one in the East at Seleucia and the other in the 
West at Rimini. Both Councils, under the Emperor’s threats and with 
rationalising arguments aimed at calming consciences, were induced to 
sign the homoios formula. This Homoean victory was confirmed and 
imposed on the whole Church by the Council of Constantinople in the 
following year, which condemned the terms homoousios, homoiousios and 
anomoios. It seemed that the Arians had triumphed over the Nicaea creed. 
But not all is, as it seems in theological dispute! 
The seeming triumph of homoeism was short lived. First it gained its 
popularity solely by imperial imposition. With the death of Constantius in 
361 it collapsed. Second by persecuting both homoousios and homoiousios 
supporters alike it brought about better understanding and, ultimately, 
reconciliation between the two groups. Athanasius an ardent defender of 
the homoousios position and following the Alexandrian train of thought had 
begun his reasoning with the unity of God. From there he had concluded 
that the son and spirit who shared that unity must have the same essential 
substance. The Cappadocians Fathers Basil of Caesarea, Gregory 
Nazianzen and Gregory of Nyssa were associated with Homoiousians. The 
point of departure for them as well as the Antiochenes had been the 
individual aspect of the divine personality. With the help of Athanasius they 
came to the realisation that the three Persons as God must share the same 
identical substance also. By using the term homoiousios the Cappadocian 
Fathers had never meant to deny the unity but only to preserve the 
distinction of persons. Both came to the conclusion that although they used 
different terms what they meant to say was the same. The Cappadocian 
Fathers came to accept the term homoousios. Athanasius, on the other 
hand, accepted the Cappadocian formula for the Trinity – one substance 
(ousia) in three persons (hypostaseis).  
At about the same time as Athanasius and the Cappadocian Fathers were 
reaching an agreement another development was taking place. The East 
and the West were arriving at a better understanding of each other’s 
theological terminology. At the Synod of Alexandria in 362 the Nicene 
Creed was re-affirmed, the terms ousia and hypostasis were explained and 
Macedonianism (sometimes referred to as another form of Semi-Arianism 
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in its subordination of the Holy Spirit) was condemned. Under the 
Eastern Emperor Valens (364-378) homoeism still had imperial favour. 
In the West Ambrose of Milan led the fight for the Nicene Creed. At the 
Council of Sirmium in 378, with the support of the Western Emperor 
Gratian, six Arian Bishops were deposed. A series of laws were passed in 
379 and 380 the Emperor prohibited Arianism in the Western Empire. 
In the East with the succession of Valens by a Nicene sympathising 
Emperor Theodosius I all exiled Bishops under Valens to return to their 
sees. In 381 he convoked a regional Council at Constantinople. The first 
canon from this Council states that “`the faith of the 318 fathers who 
assembled at Nicaea in Bithynia is not to be made void, but shall continue 
to be established.” In 380 the Emperor Theodosius outlawed Arianism. The 
last victory over Arianism came in 381 with the Council of Constantinople in 
the East and the Council of Aquileia in the West. Both of them sealed the 
concluding acceptance of the faith of Nicaea by the entire Church. 
The Council of Nicea was victorious in the end but it took over fifty years of 
bitter battling between the upholders of the Council of Nicaea and those 
against it. The Arian heresy seemed finished when the Council so 
specifically anathematised the teachings one by one.  
The Arian doctrines condemned were the following: the father out of 
nothing created the son. Thus the son was not God in the strict sense but 
by grace and in name only. The father and son did not share the same 
substance. The son being a creature was subject to moral changeability 
and only remained virtuous by an act of the will. 
Terminology difficulties had kept the door open for the Arians to continue 
after the Council. This was especially true with the term homoousios (of the 
same substance) used by the Council to describe the relationship between 
the father and the son. The Arians took advantage of one of the term’s 
other meaning, that of identity, to claim that the Council said the father and 
son were identical thereby invalidating the Council. The Arians then started 
producing their own creeds either eliminating this term or substituting 
another for it. This lead to the breaking up of the Arians into diverse groups 
according to which term they supported – anomoios (dissimilar), homoios 
(similar) or homoiousion (like in substance). 
It is obvious that Imperial involvement in the controversy determined at any 
given moment whether the Council of Nicaea or the Arianism was 
dominating the controversy. With the imposition of the term homoios on the 
Church by the Emperor Constantius the work of the Council of Nicaea 
seemed doomed. But the popularity of this term died with the Emperor. The 
persecution of both the Homoousians and the Homoiousians forced them 
to begin to dialogue. With the two great representatives of these positions, 
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Athanasius and the Cappadocian fathers, finding theological grounds for 
their eventual agreement the way was paved for the triumph of the Council 
of Nicaea. This incident later coupled with Eastern and Western Emperors 
who were pro-Nicaea led to the final Arian downfall.  
Now, did you follow all this and where was Jesus while all this was going 
on? I suppose there is no room for cynicism in our deliberations but one is 
tempted to add, ‘would he really care about this entire gobbledegook’? Just 
in case you were wondering what it was all about, it is this. Arius argued 
that Jesus was of like substance with God; Athanasius that Jesus was of 
the same substance with God. 
When we consider the history of how orthodox Christianity really came 
about and all the millions of words written about “Jesus Christ” it is 
instructive to understand what Yeshua Hanotzri himself said about his 
commission from God, and the commission Jesus gave to his disciples – 
both expressed in nine simple words:   
Jesus: “I have come to preach the Kingdom of God”. 
And his disciples: “He sent them to preach the Kingdom of God”  
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CHAPTER FOUR. 

The Disfiguring Of Mary, Mother of Yeshua Hanotzri 

 
There is this huge industry of propaganda and dissemination directed to 
popularising amongst Roman Catholics the consciousness, devotion and 
love of Mary, served by publishing houses that specialise in this by all the 
resources of contemporary publicity. The importance of this endeavour is 
clear to its promoters. Roman Catholicism in our time, and under the late 
Pope, John Paul 2nd, feels itself to be living in an age where the devotion to 
Mary is paramount, probably not comparable to those previous centuries of 
Marionology, the twelfth and thirteen centuries. As the twenty first century 
moves forward it presents however a doctrinal superiority over that golden 
age of veneration of Mary, the mother of Jesus. 
During the last one hundred and fifty years Marion theology has reached 
definitiveness and an awareness of itself that the early Marion theologians, 
such as Anselm, Bonaventura and Bernard never attained. 
On the other hand, the desire to make the average Roman Catholic Mary-
conscious has never been served by means so potent or a desire so strong. 
What is the significance of this imposing Marion blossoming? It is not 
unrelated to the effort that the Roman Church is making in this time in 
history to recover the masses it has lost over the last couple of hundred 
years, is at once self evident. The Marion preaching lends itself particularly 
to this with its appeal to simple and elementary feelings. It is an appeal to 
bare emotional responses not to the intellect therefore it has its greatest 
potency in poor countries with low educational standards such as Africa 
and South America than it does in Western society. Mary, as woman, virgin 
and mother, gathers to herself the most potent and universal of emotions 
amongst the poor and uneducated. 
All the same it would be an error to limit this dialogue to mere propaganda. 
The present development of Mariology is not to be interpreted solely as a 
resort to the most persuasive tool of doctrinal dissemination. It has deeper 
roots that cannot be identified without penetrating into the most intimate 
recesses of the Roman Catholic faith. 
In a book written by Romualdo M. Giovanni Evangelista (Della Pia Societa 
di S. Paola: Lo studio organico e metodico di Maria santissima in Ginnasio, 
Liceo e Teologia, per la formagizione sopranaturale del seminaarista. 
Translated by Waldo Smith) he protests against Roman Catholic youth and 
even seminarians who remain steeped with the “humanistic and naturalistic 
spirit of the world of the average Roman Catholic lay person, from which 
not even the study of dogma or the practice of the eucharist succeed in 
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freeing them”. His argument is that the systematic study of Mary that 
begins with the secondary school and extends through the seminaries is 
the most intense means for the “supernatural forming of the seminarian and 
the theological life in pastoral and missionary work”. Since “by Mary one 
goes to Jesus; yes, but only by the whole Mary does one come to the 
whole Jesus, by means of the theology of Mary to that of God in thought 
and in life”. ‘Through Mary to Jesus and through Jesus to the father’. Such 
is the way that Roman Catholic piety follows, more and more consciously. 
The mediation of Mary, for it is not an abstract theological proposition. It is 
an experience lived, a method of education, a way that has been tried, the 
incomparable beauties of which are celebrated with enthusiasm afire”. 
That a rebirth of Christian faith, based upon the values and ethics of Jesus 
of Nazareth, is not only to be invoked, but that it is the only remaining hope 
for our time if we do not want to go down into chaos, is a proposition that 
no concerned Christian can doubt for a moment who thinks about the 
extreme gravity of mankind’s present condition and the eternal truth of the 
Gospel as expressed by him. But that this rebirth must of necessity follow 
the way of Marion mediation that is psychological and pietistic, missionary 
and theological, is not at all acceptable. The very insistence with which the 
promoters of the Marion cult stress this necessary mediation shows how 
this idea is felt by Roman Catholicism itself to be a paradoxical novelty in 
little conformity with the constant universal and established traditions of 
orthodox Christianity. 
Indeed there is no intrinsic evidence to show why the Gospel, the Gospel 
proclaimed by Jesus the anointed of God, should not be able to address 
itself directly to a generation so confused and lost as ours is, without going 
through the psychological and theological mediation of Marion piety. 
The fact that this mediation should be felt necessary, should be desired, 
invoked, preached with a conviction that no one can call in doubt, with 
warmth that carries in it the best graces of its sincerity, this very fact poses 
a profound problem for thinking minds of our generation. 
Has the Roman Catholic conscience come to this extreme? Has the Gospel 
lost its own intrinsic evidence to such a point; has it lost its power of 
renewal and conviction that it has to be recovered and preached through 
Marion veneration and Marion thought? By what fatality, historical or 
spiritual, has Mary become the necessary mediatrix of Jesus? 
The problem treats of the most important aspects of the fervour of that 
Roman Church, which through its religious, scholastic and political 
organisations, visibly aspires once again to the spiritual control of the 
secular world, or at least of Christendom? 
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One could assume from the millions of words written about the “virgin” 
Mary that the New Testament is absolutely brimming over with references 
to the mother of Jesus and that Jesus and his Mother had a particularly 
close personal relationship. Both views are totally incorrect. 
There is scant information about the relationship between Jesus and his 
mother during the years of his public ministry. We have no case for 
presuming particularly close relations between Jesus and his mother, as 
the Gospels are quite mute regarding this matter.  
For example, one day when Jesus was teaching (Mark Chapter 3: 31-35) 
“his mother and his brothers came, and standing outside they sent to 
him”, since the crowd made it impossible to get near him. On this occasion 
Jesus replied, “Who are my mother and my brothers?” Looking around 
on those who sat about him, he said, ‘Here are my mother and my 
brothers! Whoever does the will of God is my brother, and sister, and 
mother’ “. 
The challenging tenor of this reply surprises, and recalls another of the 
harshest sayings of Jesus, (Luke 14: 25, 26.) “If anyone comes to me 
and does not hate his own father and mother and wife and children 
and brothers and sisters, yes, and even his own life, he cannot be my 
disciple”. Jesus was not merely a declarer of the unconditional 
requirements for discipleship in the distinctive time of the coming of the 
kingdom of God. 
The incident in Mark may be explained in that brief, and as it were, modest 
admission made a few verses earlier. His relatives when they heard that, 
“went out to seize him, for they said, ‘he is beside himself’ “. (Mark 
3:21) His relatives, his people, must evidently refer to the same people 
named later, that is, “his mother and his brothers”. They “went out” went 
home to go and get him, according to verse 31.  
Mark inserts between their departure and arrival the statement of the 
opinion which the scribes of Jerusalem held of Jesus, an opinion less 
charitable than that of his immediate family: “he has Beelzebub”, that is to 
say, he is possessed of the devil.  
The relatives of Jesus have never thought without a certain suspicion about 
his perplexing vocation that elevated him above them and isolated him, 
were now frightened and feared that a scandal would involve the whole 
family. Perhaps they feared more for his safety?  

Their words, “He is beside himself” “out of his mind” are words of 
commendable evidence of compassion but they are certainly no credit to 
their spiritual insight. 
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To understand the relationship between Mary and her son it would be of 
interest to know what part Mary had to play in this incident. That she was 
present is explicitly stated in verse 31. Was her participation active or 
passive?  
We cannot exaggerate the importance of this incident. If the earliest 
Christian tradition kept a memory of it, it was certainly not in order to 
displease the “brothers of the Lord” who held a place of honour in the 
Jerusalem Church after the resurrection. The tradition kept it to honour 
Jesus. “He came unto his own and his own received him not”, 
announces John. (John 1:11). Jesus was to know the depths of the 
bitterness of this rejection. Not only the spiritual and temporal heads of the 
nation, not only the doctors and the Pharisees - blind leaders of the blind - 
not only the fickle multitude’s greed for material benefactions, but his own 
family, his own dearest - did not receive him. 
This is the only information the synoptic Gospels have given us about the 
relations of Jesus with his mother during the years of his public ministry; 
therefore we have no grounds for presuming especially intimate relations 
between Mary and Jesus during his earthly career. 

According to the gospels of Matthew, Mark and Luke, Mary does not 
appear among the group of women who, displaying more faith than the 
disciples went with Jesus even to the foot of the cross. Only John mentions 
her as being there. 
She appears at the beginning of Acts, together with Jesus’ brothers, in the 
Jerusalem Church, after Jesus was raised into the presence of God. Mary 
then disappears from sight altogether. 
John’s gospel mentions two episodes referring to Mary. The first at the 
wedding in Cana when the wine had run out and Mary said to Jesus, “They 
have no wine”. This suggests that Jesus needs to intervene although it is 
not clear what kind of the intervention Jesus might take. Jesus’ reply 
“Woman, what has this to do with you and me? My hour has not 
come,” is not irreverence.  
To use the expression “woman” is the same expression used in the second 
episode mentioned in John, when Jesus uses it when addressing his 
mother from the cross, at which time he entrusts her to the care of John as 
mentioned in John chapter 19.  

 “When Jesus saw his mother, and the disciple whom he loved 
standing near, he said to his mother, ‘Woman, behold your son!’ Then 
he said to the disciple, ‘Behold your mother!’ And from that hour the 
disciple took her to his own home”. 



 

 

43 
From this episode there is no reason whatsoever to think that Jesus was 
attempting to show in Mary the spiritual mother of John, and all future 
believers in him and his mission. 
Mary never exercised as far as the record shows - in the few references to 
her in the New Testament - any influence whatsoever that could in any way 
cause anyone to believe in a spiritual motherhood in relation to the Church. 
Her position is modest and passive, a disciple among the other disciples at 
the feet of Jesus. 
The only remaining texts in the New Testament regarding Mary are to be 
found in the first chapters of Matthew and Luke, which contain the account 
of the so-called miraculous conception and birth of Jesus. (The doctrine of 
Miraculous Incarnation was dealt with extensively in a previous publication, 
“Jesus gods and Gobbledegook”)  
These few references mentioned above are the extent of the Biblical 
references to Mary, the mother of Jesus, and no mention is indicated that 
she is to be worshipped or venerated. 
Marion worship is one of the most obvious aspects of modern Roman 
Catholicism. For about one hundred and fifty years the appearances of the 
virgin have monopolised almost entirely the spontaneous manifestations of 
the supernatural in Roman Catholicism. 
This worship of Mary is a comprehensive transfer in the psychological 
sense from the person of Jesus anointed to that of his mother, taking over 
the sentiments of affection, trust and dependence. 
To become familiar with the whole tone of ardent celebratory 
characteristics of Marion devotion it is enough to enumerate the titles 
contained in the Litany of Loretto: 
 “Holy Mary, holy mother of God, holy virgin of virgins, Mother of Christ, 
mother of divine grace, purest mother, most chaste mother, mother 
inviolate, mother unsullied, mother admirable, mother amiable, mother of 
good counsel, mother of our Creator, mother of our saviour, most discreet 
virgin, venerable virgin, virgin worthy to be extolled, powerful virgin, 
merciful virgin, faithful, virgin, mirror of righteousness, seat of Wisdom, 
cause of our gladness, spiritual vessel, vessel of honour, singular vessel of 
devotion, mystic rose, tower of David, ivory tower, golden house, ark of the 
Covenant gate of heaven, morning star, health of the sick, refuge of sinners, 
consoler of the afflicted, help of the Christians, queen of the angels, queen 
of the patriarchs, queen of the prophets, queen of the apostles, queen of 
the martyrs, queen of the confessors, queen of all saints, queen conceived 
without stain, queen of the most holy rosary, queen of peace.” All this from 
half a dozen references in the New Testament! 
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It is perhaps fatal that in Roman Catholicism they have entrusted more 
and more utterly to the cult of the virgin those Christian values of 
humaneness, compassion, inner aspiration, forgiveness, love of fellow man, 
of which it still feels itself to be the trustee. Of course “Jesus Christ” will not 
be entirely forgotten. He will continue at the centre of official honours. Mary 
will still be conceived as the mediatrix between him and men. But the real 
diffusion and persuasive force, and for that matter the real religious 
fascination, the real function of effectively focussing the faith and love and 
devotion of the masses will be exercised entirely by the virgin Mary. 
On that day it will be said that within Roman Catholic Christianity has given 
up the field to a different religion – a declaration that it has finally embraced 
paganism from whence it came. 
The deification of Mary, the mother of Jesus is the most heinous and 
theological aberration of the contemporary Roman Catholic Church. The 
cult of Marionology is unhistorical and mythological and the word “Idolatry” 
would not be too strong a word to attach to it. This devotion to Mary, the 
mother of Yeshua Hanotzri, in its operation, hides and virtually negates the 
warmest and most profound truth in Jesus’ teachings – the fatherhood of 
God.  At times it seems that in Roman Catholicism the figure of Yeshua 
Hanotzri as the central religious symbol has become somewhat worn out. 
To give back to him his incomparable greatness there would be needed a 
process of revision in dogma, ethic, and liturgy of which Roman 
Catholicism has shown itself to be totally incapable.  
The Christian ethic is being undermined by amoral humanism and attacked 
by militant scepticism. The supreme need is to rescue Jesus from the 
clutches of the Christian Churches, restore loyalty to him and accept his 
teachings without the detritus of Christian dogma and doctrine. Instead of 
this the devotion of millions is being directed to one who has left us with 
little to direct our faith or conduct. 
The Marion writings of the Roman Catholic Church are compounds of 
Biblical references – frequently farfetched – of devout and often worthy 
meditations, and the uncritical use of mythological and legendary material 
as historical fact for the establishment of the Marion doctrine. 
There is so much material on the cult of Mary that it literally fills libraries 
devoted to this cause. All of the four sub-texts in this chapter could all be 
expanded into a reasonable size book but we have offered a severely 
truncated version of each, so that the earnest seeker, if interested will 
themselves “search the matter out” so as to have a full understanding of 
the various issues raised. Some of the issues referred to in this chapter will 
be death with at length later in this volume.   
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The idealisation of Mary goes back to Ambrose of Milan. (340-397CE) Of 
course there are expressions of fervent admiration of her to be found 
earlier, for example the parallel of Eve and Mary in Justin and Iraneous. But 
at the same time there was present the contemporary need to declare the 
full humanity of the mother of Jesus, drawing attention to certain qualities 
she lacked. As a result Origen, one of Mary’s early promoters, who lived in 
the gnostic and mystic atmosphere of Alexandria, attributes to her an 
elevated rank – sanctity - but not perfection. Mary belongs to the number of 
those of whom Jesus predicted would be offended by him. Like the 
apostles, she too was confused by the calamity of the crucifixion, and it 
was needful that she should sin in some measure ‘so that she too could be 
redeemed by Jesus, and his death be truly for all without exception”. 
(Origen. Homilia 17 in Lucam) 
The same theme, that Mary was capable of sinning like all humans, is 
found again in Chrysostom, who, commenting on the incident of Jesus’ 
relatives looking for him, considers it “indiscreet” the desire of mother and 
brothers who interrupted his discourse (Mark: Chapter 3) to have him come 
to them. Chrysostom thinks that the wedding at Cana Mary was not 
immune to some feeling of human vanity, wishing to attract to herself 
recognition from the guests by the request of Jesus and the showing of her 
influence over him. 
In Ambrose, the idealisation of the virgin Mary answers the need of offering 
a model to all the virtues to the Roman Catholic youth who are preparing 
for an apprenticeship in asceticism. 
He continues to praise Mary’s moderation in eating and the frequency of 
her fasts: she ate only that she should not die and slept only as long as 
was strictly necessary and while her body rested her soul kept watch. 
“Behold the picture of virginity. Mary was such that her life is a discipline for 
all”. Of course this could only come from the imaginings of a fertile 
imagination as there is absolutely no way that Ambrose could possibly 
know the eating and sleeping habits of Mary.  
Here is the portrait of a forth century nun. It would be too much to ascribe 
any dogmatic value to this homiletic passage but Ambrose has some 
expressions that are more precise. “Come”, he wrote turning to Jesus, 
“take me not from Sarah but from Mary, so that the virgin shall be incorrupt 
but virgin through grace unsullied by any spot of sin”. This is a declaration 
of the purity and sanctity of Mary. 
The doctrine of original sin begins to take a rigorous form only with 
Augustine and the Pelagian controversy, and here the problem presents 
itself whether Mary is to be considered subject to it and, if so, within what 
limits? Pelagius, discussing the thesis of the universality of sin, opposed 
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Augustine, saying that one must believe that some righteous persons of 
the Old Testament lived within sin, or at least certainly of the virgin Mary, 
“concerning whom it is necessary to devotion to confess that she lived 
without sin”. Augustine replies that none of the righteous of the Old 
Testament was immune from sin, and proceeds, “I make an exception of 
the virgin Mary, about whom, for the honour due to the Lord, I do not want 
to have any discussion when it concerns sins, since we know that she who 
has been worthy to conceive and bear him who was without sin has 
received a greater grace to conquer sin completely”. 
In 325 CE the Council of Nicea condemning Arius’ theory, defined the 
“consubstantiality” of God the son with the father: that is, the perfect divinity 
of “Jesus Christ”. As a result of this definition Mary could be said to be, in a 
certain manner, the mother of God. (Theotokos) 
It is not possible to show with any degree of certainty the origin of this 
description which according to a statement of the historian Socrates that 
cannot be verified, goes back to Origen and was certainly used numerous 
times by Athanasius, the great promoter of the Nicene orthodoxy. The first 
purpose of this title is not to glorify the virgin Mary but to express in a term, 
clear, impressive and popular the “real” divinity of Jesus. God in Jesus is 
made man in such a precise and realistic sense that Mary can be called his 
mother. The expression is a paradox, which pleases faith, in that it could 
adore the humiliation of God, comes down into the world “in the form of a 
servant to save men”. (Phil. 2:7)  
It does not seem that through the fourth century CE the title “Mother of 
God” had any wide circulation except in Egypt. Alexandria had already 
been a spiritual forge of a mystic Christology, radical in character in the 
preceding centuries, while in the discussions of the fourth and fifth 
centuries the school of Antioch and the Anatolian Church represented in 
opposition to it standards of sober criticism and of rational theological 
temper. 
It was around the title Theotokos that the most animated and sometimes 
violent christological disputes turned in the first half of the fifth century, 
disputes confused and envenomed by the rivalry of patriarchal sees and 
settle, at least, temporarily by the intervention of political authority. 
In a limited way the doctrine that is of concern to us had a place in the 
Councils of Ephesus (431) and Chalcedon (451). 
In these discussions it was essentially a question of Christology – the 
person of Jesus. Mary is not the object. Her person, the preoccupation 
about her “honour” has no part there, at least officially. The real problem is 
to define accurately the Nicene conception of the substantial identity of 
Jesus with God, (homoousia), avoiding at once interpretations that are 
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insufficient or excessive by which faith may be troubled. Amongst these 
are expressions Mother Of God was not the most problematical. From the 
earliest time Christians had repeated with a tremble of pious horror and 
abounded love, “God has suffered for us”. These expressions, in their 
latitude, could mean divinity itself in its greatness and serenity had known 
suffering and death and that was not, perhaps, stating too much? Towards 
the middle of the third century, Tertullian was offended by the modalistic 
Christology of Praxeas, which did not draw a distinction between father and 
son with sufficient clarity. “Praxeas has committed two offences at Rome”, 
he roared; “he has crucified the father and driven out the Holy Spirit!” 
He was referring to his beloved and inspired Montanists, whom Praxeas 
opposed. 
In what sense can it be said that God was crucified or that God was born of 
the virgin Mary? Here is the problem that wearied the minds of the fifth 
century, and the heat of the passions that accompanies the fluctuations of 
the doctrine makes it clear that the problem was not just an arbitrary 
theological abstraction but was essential to faith. The first phase of the 
dispute begins with Nestorius, archbishop of Constantinople, and Cyril, 
archbishop of Alexandria, and ends at he council of Ephesus and its 
condemnation of Nestorius. In its second phase the quarrel is between the 
Nestorian party represented by the Antiochian school and the 
archimandrite of Constantinople, Eutyches, and ends with a conciliatory 
formula suggested by Leo. The Council of Chalcedon substantially adopted 
his formula. 
The success of the term Theotokos is not due to its christological meaning. 
The delirious crowd that at Ephesus in431 acclaimed the removal of 
Nestorius, or demonstrated twenty years later for the insertion of that title in 
the Creed of Chalcedon, was probably not in a position to appreciate the 
subtleties of the hypostatic union and the communicatio idiomatum. 
The formula Mary Theotokos had been the banner of one party in the 
Christological dispute, the impressive formula of the two natures in one 
person: but the standard now acquired an importance in itself. It was the 
official and ecumenical proclamation of the glory of Mary, All that which, for 
whatever reason, merged and flowed towards a more and more deliberate 
veneration of Mary gained an enhanced status from the solemn formula. 
The destiny of the virgin Mary as an object of Roman Catholic worship 
began on this date. 
On the eight of December 1854, in St Peter’s Pius IX was enthroned. Tiara 
in hand, he replied to the prayers of the dean and College of Cardinals that 
he would define the doctrine of the Immaculate: 
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“The doctrine according to which the most blessed virgin Mary in the first 
instance of her conception … was preserved immune from all stain of 
original sin …” (Bull -  Ineffabilis Deus) 
The solemn declaration is not precise about any particular moment that 
Mary’s preservation from original sin must be thought to have taken place, 
but from the context of the Bull it must mean that “the first instant of her 
conception’ designated the moment of “animation” of the virgin and the 
Marionologists understand the dogma in that sense. 
The modern interpretation of the Immaculate Conception takes the idea of 
the sanctification in the maternal womb dear to the schoolmen of the 
thirteenth century.  
In the papal definition the doctrine of the immaculate is called “revealed 
truth”: a serious and altogether risky affirmation in view of the total silence 
of the Christian Scripture and earliest tradition. It cannot be said that those 
who support the Marionologists explanation of this argument are very clear 
or persuasive. One is forced to say that the criterion of revelation is not 
what is actually contained in scripture but what the Roman Church decrees 
must be sanctioned there in order to conform to the faith. It is abundantly 
clear therefore that it will be possible to define any innovation, with this 
vicious circle, as divine truth. One however does not really see how it is 
possible to cause a “truth’ to rise out of scripture which is never remotely 
alluded to.  
The dogma of the Immaculate Conception was very important for the 
Marionolgical doctrine. It has given such an impulse to the development of 
Marionology that it can be compared in dogmatic importance with the 
definition of Theotokos of the Council of Ephesus in 431 CE. In fact the 
modern Marionologists consider these two definitions as the theological 
foundation of the whole Marion doctrine, and if they take back to the divine 
to the divine maternity Mary’s mission as mother of mercy, as mediatrix, 
and co-redemptress, they see in the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception 
the principle of all her perfections. 
The circle of Mary’s perfections is now closed. The dogma, defined one 
and a half centuries ago, is the platform upon which all the earlier 
Marionolgical creations now rest. 
The doctrines of the Immaculate Conception and the Assumption of the 
virgin are connected. It comes as no surprise that at the Vatican council of 
1870, where the pope declared his own infallibility, an attempt was made 
by a number of Bishops to get a solemn pronouncement of Mary’s 
assumption as a fundamental truth of faith. A petition started by Queen 
Isabella at the request of her confessor preceded them. The council made 
no decision but the papal reply to Isabella admitted, that the Assumption is 
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a consequence of the Immaculate Conception but “the time has not yet 
come’ to define such a doctrine. 
Now we come to the year 1950. The papal Bull Munificentissimus Deus 
contained the definition of the dogma of the Assumption. This is an 
important document in the development of Roman Catholicism Marionology 
in that it marks a new and accentuated departure from the accustomed 
traditionalism of Roman Catholic theology. 
The Biblical and patristic proof of the dogma contained in the Bull is 
extremely weak; it could be said that nothing is done to conceal this 
weakness, as though it is of no importance, The Bull cites as liturgical 
testimony the Latin sacramentaries of the eight-century, and as patristic 
sources St. John of Damascus of the seventh century. It therefore 
recognises that if there are earlier clues to the assumption none is certain 
enough to make an argument of dogma.  
The real foundation of the Bull is on the one hand the consensus of the 
Roman Church in the time of its issue, and, on the other, its theological 
“suitability”. 
The argument of the “consensus” of the Roman Church of the time is 
developed with such amplitude and solemnity that it is clear that for the 
Roman theologians it is only necessary and sufficient one. What the 
Roman Church believes and what it teaches must be considered as 
“revealed faith”. “The authority of the Church”, declares the Bull, “infallibility 
fulfils its mandate to conserve the integrity and purity of revealed truth for 
all time, and to transmit it without adding to it or taking from it. …Therefore 
from the universal consensus of the Church may be drawn a sure and 
certain argument for affirming the assumption. It is a truth revealed by God”. 
The premise of the principle is evident: the authority has been given to 
conserve the deposit of the faith, therefore whatever it proclaims must be 
said to be in accord with the deposit of faith. And if history proves the 
contrary and scholarship reveals it as a falsehood then so much the worse 
for history and scholarship! 
In short, the dogma has its sole foundation in the infallibility of the Roman 
Catholic Church. Substantially it rests on itself alone, on its own organic 
internal harmony. This papal document does nothing to conceal this 
situation. It may commend itself to respect for its sincerity, but precisely in 
that way it frankly reveals its intrinsic weakness.  
That Mary has indeed shared the lot of mortality with the universality of 
men is the only certainty that can be drawn from the silence of Christian 
tradition and from its evidences. That she was brought back to life and 
raised to heaven with her body glorified, as the first of created beings, who 
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wants to think this is free to do so, but it must be said emphatically that 
there is not a shadow of proof for it.  

At the time of Yeshua Hanotzri growing up there were two important, 
influential and competing Pharisees by the names of Shammai and Hillel. A 
person approached each in turn and enquired “Make me a proselyte on 
condition that you teach me the whole Torah while I stand on one foot”.  
Shammai dismissed this person promptly and decisively. Hillel answered, 
“Do not to others what you would not have them do to you. That is the 
whole Torah. The rest is only commentary”.  

Now, what does this have to do with “virgin birth”, you ask? The crux of the 
matter is this. All the other doctrines such as original sin, trinity, 
transubstantiation, papal infallibility, Marion worship and Immaculate 
Conception all rest on this pious fraud for their validity. So, it can be said, 
“That the doctrine of Miraculous Incarnation is the basis for the falsehoods 
surrounding Jesus, all the rest are nothing but commentary on this 
falsehood”.  Hillel certainly was able to clarify the issue clearly but then 
again maybe we should take the more direct attitude of Shammai and 
dismiss this particular doctrine promptly and decisively!  

The central paganising process of Yeshua Hanotzri and the later deification 
of Mary, his mother, have at their roots the doctrine of Miraculous 
Incarnation. All the churches of Christendom agree on the this particular 
doctrine, more popularly known as the doctrine of “virgin birth”, therefore 
Church unity has already been achieved as all are united in one voice in 
attaching this pagan concept onto the person of Yeshua Hanotzri.  

There are some (ex) ecclesiastics who persist in the view that the Bible 
includes the story of a virgin birth but insist that it is not to be interpreted 
literally but requires some kind of allegorical interpretation. This way of 
thinking necessitates a certain amount of intellectual dexterity but misses 
the essential point entirely, that the received translation of Matthew which is 
used to support this doctrine has been known for at least 1800 years to be 
a mistranslation - and they know it!  

The Bible, when viewed against the evidence does not attribute a virgin 
conception or birth to Yeshua Hanotzri but states without offence that his 
father was a man other than his mother married.  

Understanding this crucial element is understanding that the religion 
preached by the churches today does not represent Yeshua Hanotzri but is 
based upon ancient pagan concepts and is essentially a pagan religion 
dressed up in incomprehensible language (gobbledegook) to hide this fact. 
It should be borne in mind that the doctrine of virgin birth is the foundation 
on which Christendom is built. All other doctrines, original sin, trinity, 
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transubstantiation and the development of Marionology; every single one 
of them depend upon it for their relevance. Therefore, if this doctrine can be 
shown to be false all those doctrines that rely upon it for validity are also 
false.  

The church has known that it is false since Jerome, circa 340-420CE, (Ref: 
“Jesus, gods and Gobbledegook”) at least, however they have not adjusted 
their doctrine accordingly, but have held on to this falsity, doggedly. The 
greatest threat to organised Christendom is education. The Church relied 
for centuries on the ignorance of their adherents to control the information 
that was petered out to them by the priests of Christendom but an 
increasingly educated public can actually read the evidence for themselves 
and not rely on the self-preserving dictates of priests or clergy of all 
denominations to tell us what we ought to know and when. We are 
intelligent people; accordingly we can make up our own minds about these 
matters. It is only when there is something to hide that information is 
withheld (for our own good?) and censored.  

Yeshua Hanotzri’s essential message was ultimately about freedom. 
Freedom means that we have all the facts at our disposal so that we all can 
make informed judgments about things that affect our lives whether it is 
religious or political in nature. Politicians as well as priests need to 
understand this if we are to live in a free democratic society.  

Education is not in itself a guarantee for clear thinking as some will find any 
excuse rather than face the fact that the Biblical record does not support 
the doctrine of virgin birth in any way or form, allegorical or otherwise.  

So, we will examine once more arguments against this counterfeit doctrine.        

During Yeshua’s lifetime, pagan mythology, particularly Mithras and Sol 
Invictus and even the Cult of Isis, was still fashionable and extensively 
accepted amongst the Roman legions and that acceptance had in addition 
prepared other societies outside the confines of Judaism for the belief of 
such a story as virgin birth.  Almost all the extraordinary men that lived 
under the pagan mythology were thought to be sons of the gods of their 
particular pantheon. To a large part of the people under Roman control it 
was not a new thing to believe a man to be celestially conceived; 
consequently the intercourse of the gods with earthly women was then a 
matter of widespread faith. 

Jupiter, according to their accounts, had cohabited with hundreds: a story, 
therefore, of virgin birth would add nothing new, wonderful or obscene; it 
was comfortable to the widely held view that then prevailed among the 
gentiles or those accepting of mythology. It was only those people who 
believed it, not the Jews. The Jews believed in one God and no more and 
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who always rejected any heathen mythology and would never had 
credited the story that some virgin conceived, and her offspring was virgin 
born. Even those of the religious establishment who conspired to rid 
themselves of this aggravation to their consciousness consider the manner 
of his conception and birth anything but normal. We believe that repetition 
is not necessarily a bad thing as some of the arguments concerning this 
doctrine have been dealt with above. In addition to these we will examine 
other aspects of this knowingly false doctrine – known for at least eighteen 
hundred years – that apologists have offered as further proof of this 
doctrine. This, hopefully, will bring to the reader a greater understanding as 
to why this doctrine of Miraculous Incarnation cannot be sustained and 
must be discarded as an interpolation by first and second century “church 
fathers”. 

The teaching that Yeshua Hanotzri was conceived and born of a virgin is 
not in accordance with Biblical fact. This teaching is based upon a known 
mistranslation, and the facts relating to this are acknowledged by Biblical 
scholars. There are three Biblical texts those Christian apologists usually 
quote to support this particular doctrine. The first is based on Isaiah 7:14, 
found in the Tanakh (Old Testament) written about 750BCE, the second is 
Matthew 1:23 and finally Luke 1:34, all taken from the New Testament. As 
we previously conjectured Isaiah did not predict that a virgin would 
conceive. To attribute such nonsense to him is to grossly misrepresent the 
meaning of his words. This idea of virgin birth was common amongst the 
gentile nations such as Greece and Rome that reflected pagan myths of 
old: it was completely foreign to the Hebrew way of thinking! This kind of 
prophetic pronouncement would have been totally inconsistent with the 
Hebrew attitude to childbirth as revealed in both the Tanakh and the New 
Testament. In fact there is no necessity for such a birth. 

The Prophet Isaiah recorded events around the time 750BCE. Ahaz was 
King of Judah. His kingdom was under attack from two enemies, Ephraim 
and Syria, and Isaiah told the King, after much protestation from the King, 
that within a relatively short period – the time it took a young woman to 
bear a child and rear it to the age where it can begin to discriminate to such 
an extent that he can “… refuse the evil and choose the good” … his 
enemies would be defeated. The historical context of the seventh chapter 
of Isaiah makes this quite clear, without ambiguity. The Hebrew word Isaiah 
used to describe this young woman was mistranslated out of the Hebrew 
into the Greek language. It was carried over from the Greek into Latin and 
then, through the Latin into English. The Jews were aware of this Greek 
mistranslation very early in the piece. The names of Aquila, Symmachus 
and Theodotion will have little meaning to most readers but these were the 
men who before 200 CE had provided the Greek-speaking world with 
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corrected Greek translations of the Hebrew Tanakh. Aquila’s corrected 
translation appeared at least 1800 years ago and each of these schools 
translated Isaiah 7:14 correctly as “young woman” (maid/maiden) not 
“virgin”. 

From ancient records we learn that leaders of the early Roman Church 
about this time also knew of the mistranslation also. But, in matters of faith, 
the Church moves slowly, sometimes too slowly.  

By the year 1947, it had hardly moved at all, but in that year, a wandering 
goat caused a shepherd to discover some ancient documents, which 
included very ancient manuscripts of Isaiah.  

These became known as the Dead Sea Scrolls that confirmed the Hebrew 
version of Isaiah 7:14. 

From the point of view of scholarship, these scrolls made the theological 
position of the Christian Churches untenable with regards the doctrine of 
Miraculous Incarnation.    

Historically, the Catholic Church controlled the translation of the Dead Sea 
Scrolls until the Yom Kippur war in 1967 when they came under the control 
of Jewish authorities whereas previously they were under Jordanian 
control. This event opened them up to international scrutiny seeing that 
before this time the Ecole Biblique strictly controlled any research on them. 
The director of the Ecole Biblique in Jerusalem was a Dominican priest by 
the name of Father Roland de Vaux. He was also President of the Board of 
Trustees of the Rockefeller Museum when the Dead Sea Scrolls were 
entrusted to his personal and exclusive care. He invited many of the 
foreign, i.e. non-Israeli schools and institutes of archaeology to nominate 
members for an “international team” to take responsibility for preserving, 
analysing, and publishing the contents of the scrolls. He also asked for their 
financial support in this endeavour. Reportedly anti-semitic and anti-Israeli, 
he never allowed anyone with Jewish or Israeli connections to see, much 
less study the scrolls under his control, which were by any standard, 
Jewish documents. 

In 1947 a translation of the Bible issued in the name of Monsignor Knox 
maintained that the Hebrew word in Isaiah 7:14 referred to age not to 
chastity. (Monsignor Knox a Roman Catholic priest, literary editor, literary 
critic, humorist, detective storywriter of note, Oxford University Catholic 
Chaplain, Theologian, gave us the Knox translation of the Bible. His 
writings were extensively published, and were once described as the most 
famous Roman Catholic priest in the UK).  
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The Protestants were a little slower, and their version - with the 
corrected interpretation - came out in 1952. One wonders, of course, if we 
would have had to wait another 1800 years to find out the truth if the Dead 
Sea Scrolls had not been discovered.  

In more recent times most translations of Isaiah 7:14 render this verse as 
“young woman” but continue to record Matthew 1:23 as “virgin shall 
conceive”. Christians cannot adequately explain this obvious contradiction. 
If these translators are correct with regards Isaiah 7:14, Matthew has 
actually misquoted Isaiah, which under any circumstances is a travesty of 
massive proportions. He would also have recorded as being fulfilled a 
prophecy that was never made. 

However, the truth is simple. The translators used a Greek version of 
Matthew’s gospel, and it has been shown that Matthew actually wrote in the 
Hebrew language and character and in fact quoted from the Hebrew of 
Isaiah. He never said, would never say, and could never say that a virgin 
conceived, because he would have lost all credibility with those for whom 
he principally wrote his gospel, the Jewish population of his time. What he 
did say, was that Joseph was not the father of Jesus and he had good 
reason to establish this fact, something that Luke was aware of when Mary 
answered the angel Gabriel, 1:34, “How can this be, seeing I know not 
any man”. Was Mary, who was engaged to be married to Joseph saying 
“how can this be, seeing I know not any man” or was she responding to the 
statement by the angel, “He shall be called the son of most high; and 
the Lord will give to him the throne of his father David, and he will 
reign over the house of Jacob for ever; and of his kingdom there will 
be no end”. If Mary was claiming that she knew no man who could make 
her pregnant, then her reply is a non sequitur. Mary’s reply is in response 
to what the angel had to say immediately before her response and can only 
be interpreted as “how can this be seeing I know no man who can fulfil 
those requirements”.  Mary would have been aware of Joseph’s genealogy 
and if we read Matthew Chapter one we find that one of Joseph’s forebears 
is a King by the name of Jechoniah (Coniah) who, if Christian apologists 
were to understand the Tanakh a little better, bars Jechoniah’s 
descendents from kingship. It is written “Mark this man as childless …as 
no descendent of his will sit upon the throne of his father David”.  The 
question could well be asked, “What crime did Jeconiah commit that 
motivated God to bar him and his descendents from ‘for ever’ sitting upon 
the throne of David”. For those who want to know why Joseph could not be 
the father of the Messiah, refer to Jeremiah Chapter twenty-two, then a 
clear understanding of the importance of Mary’s quizzical retort in response 
to what the angel declared, would be achieved.  
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Mary knew that Joseph could not be the father of this child, if this child 
were to “sit upon the throne of David and reign over the house of Jacob for 
ever; and of his kingdom there will be no end”, so her query. (There is a 
parallel to this story concerning Zechariah, the father of John the Baptist. 
Zechariah also questioned the angel who told him his barren wife would 
conceive a child in her old age. He “came out, he could not speak to them, 
and they perceived that he had seen a vision in the temple; and he made 
signs to then and remained dumb” “… you will be silent until the day that 
these things came to pass, because you did not believe my words”. It is not 
recorded if Mary suffered the same fate as Zechariah for ‘not believing my 
words’.)  

If Jesus’ conception did not include the agency of a man, then Mary would 
have to be of the tribe of Judah – ‘according to the flesh’ - so her child 
could inherit the throne. Unfortunately for those who propose this answer 
for their dilemma, the Bible states that Mary was a ‘suggenes’ (Greek for 
cousin) of Elizabeth the mother of John the Baptist. This Greek word has a 
particular stress when used with respect of determining relationships. It 
means a provable blood relationship of the same family of the same tribe. 
Elisabeth is of the tribe of Levi, and Mary is described as a “suggenes” of 
hers. So Mary was a cousin “of the same family of the same tribe” as 
Elisabeth – a Levite- not a Judahite. Unless it is suggested that Holy Spirit 
was of the tribe of Judah, a virgin conception would therefore make any 
offspring of Mary ineligible to sit upon the throne of his father David.  

What the orthodox Churches really object to is that the Bible states that the 
father of Jesus was a man other than his mother married. The father of 
Jesus was a man by the name of Heli as recorded by Luke. Unless we 
accept the view that Joseph had two fathers then Luke 3:23 could only 
refer to either Mary or Jesus. If it referred to Mary this puts her in the tribe 
of Judah, which we have already shown, is incorrect, so therefore it can 
only be the genealogy of Jesus. It could reasonably be assumed that 
because Jesus was born into the family of Mary and Joseph that he grew 
up in the house of Mary and Joseph that Joseph was in fact his father and 
this was the point Luke was making when he used the words placed in 
brackets, (the son as was supposed of Joseph, but really) of Heli. 

When the prophet spoke to King Ahaz, he said, “… The Lord himself will 
give you a sign …” Readers are asked to reflect upon this and ask 
yourself the question “How can virginity be a sign to the nation”?  Mary is 
the only person who would know if she was a virgin or not so to be a sign to 
the House of David it seems that we would need the services of a 
gynaecologist to determine the point in question.   
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We have shown that Joseph could not have been his father if Jesus was 
to inherit David’s throne so when Luke wrote an “orderly account to 
Theophilus that “he may know the truth concerning the things of 
which you have been informed” by “following all things closely” 
detailed to Theophilus his supposed father Joseph, and his actual father 
Heli in 3:23. Somehow the churches find this distasteful but it would be 
wise for them to read Hosea 1:2, “When the Lord first spoke through 
Hosea, the Lord said to Hosea, ‘Go take to yourself a wife of harlotry 
and have children of harlotry … so he went and took Gomer the 
daughter of …” Christians may also find this instruction to Hosea 
distasteful, but they should be reminded that “The Lord is just in all his 
ways, and kind in all his doings”.  

And what became of Matthew’s Gospel written in Hebrew? A number of 
copies are known to have existed in very early times CE. The historian 
Gibbon summed up the situation neatly, when he remarked that these 
Hebrew versions have been “most unaccountable lost”. Most 
unaccountable lost? Perhaps they may have been lost in some remote 
library in Palestine or hidden in the bowels of the Vatican? 

Perhaps, like the Dead Sea Scrolls, they may be stored away in some 
isolated Cave. In that case, the theologians and priests of Christendom had 
better see to it that the asses and goats of Palestine and Syria are kept well 
tethered and well tended in the days to come! 

The world has reached its moment of truth, and mankind along with it. The 
axe is even now at the root of the trees of organised religion. Each tree, 
consequently, that does not bring forth good fruit is prepared for the axe 
and for casting into the fire. “Although you be gods you shall fall like men 
and be heard of no more”. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

57 
CHAPTER FIVE. 

The Development of Marionology! 

Sumerian, Babylonian, Egyptian, Grecian And Roman Mythology 
Revisited.  

 

When listening to or reading the works of Roman Catholic apologists it 
could easily be understood that the New Testament is literally drowning in 
numerous references to the mother of Yeshua Hanotzri, Mary. In fact she is 
mentioned very little in Scripture; and then mostly in the Gospel of Luke 
and the book of Acts. It would appear that Luke interviewed her during the 
time Paul was imprisoned for two years by Felix.  

There are six references to her. She is first mentioned in the Nativity 
sequence and later in the search for the boy Jesus in the Temple. She is 
mentioned as a guest at the wedding reception at Cana, again in the 
incident involving Jesus’ mother and brothers and sisters, the 
commendation at the foot of the cross, and finally mentioned as being 
among those also present in the upper room. That is all!  

Surprisingly, or so it seems, much written and unwritten tradition has grown 
up around the figure of the so-called “Blessed Virgin Mary” in an attempt to 
fill the “gaps” in our understanding, none of which have any Biblical 
reference and are the vivid imaginings of Roman Catholic apologists.  

There is absolutely no reference to Mary’s genealogy in the New 
Testament. Both of the genealogies listed in Matthew Chapter one and 
Luke Chapter three are without reference to common sense, proclaimed by 
the Churches to both being that of Joseph, the husband of Mary, not of 
Mary herself. Deciding that the Bible proposes Joseph as having two 
fathers does not appear to stretch the credulity of those who accept without 
use of their critical faculties this preposterous assertation, would no less be 
inclined to accept any stupidity emanating from the Vatican, her apologists 
or her appointed spokesmen. (I use the politically incorrect masculine 
advisedly, for the reason that I have come across very few official 
spokeswomen, if any, concerning Mary).   

The unpalatable - to those of delicate sensitivities - fact that emerges from 
this is, is that Matthew names Jacob as the father of Joseph, and Luke 
states unequivocally that Jesus was the son of Heli: unpalatable in respect 
to the Christian Churches in that the record states unequivocally that Jesus’ 
father was a man other than his mother married. No value judgement 
should result from this statement, it simply relates to nothing other than 
what the record states. The orthodox creedal Roman Church (and its 
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various Protestant offshoots) know this and have been aware of it since 
Jerome, but hides it under numerous and unscriptural dogmas and 
doctrines, originating from church councils from the eastern part of the 
Roman Empire, Constantinople.  

This trend towards unscriptural literary creations continues to this day 
mainly in the form of Papal Encyclicals which reveal more about the 
authors of doctrinal gobbledegook and their deplorable attitude towards 
women, than it does about Mary. 

The angel Gabriel greeted Mary with the words “Hail ... Mary”. Her cousin 
(suggenes) Elizabeth, apparently inspired by the Holy Spirit, called her “the 
mother of my Lord” and told her “Blessed art thou among women, and 
blessed is the fruit of thy womb”; adding “Blessed is she that 
believed”. Mary replies, “Behold from henceforth all generations shall 
call me blessed”.  

The Greek word used to describe the relationship between Elizabeth and 
Mary is “suggenes”. This word has a specific application in that it “is a 
provable blood relationship between members of the same family of the 
same tribe”, not some kind of non-specific relationship. 

Elizabeth is a Levite, therefore Mary, provably “a blood relative, belonging 
to the same family and tribe as Elizabeth” is therefore a Levite. The 
question then arises, “how can Jesus be of the tribe of Judah (‘according to 
the flesh’) by conception, if his Mother is of the tribe of Levi?” unless of 
course the third part of God who conceived the second part of himself, was 
of the tribe of Judah. Stupidity in religious matters leads to such bizarre 
interpretations as Joseph having two fathers and Jesus, none. 

Joseph was understandably a bit upset to discover that his betrothed was 
already pregnant before their wedding day and he was going to break off 
the engagement. Joseph considered his options, and “being a just man, 
took unto him his wife: and knew her not till she had brought forth her 
firstborn son: and he called his name JESUS”. The presumption being that 
at the appropriate time after “she had brought forth her firstborn” he did 
know her. It is difficult to understand the phrase, “knew her not till she 
brought forth her first born son” in the light of the orthodox Roman Church’s 
declaration that Mary was “ever Virgin”. One must therefore admire the 
fortitude and tolerance of Joseph in such circumstances. He finds his fiancé 
pregnant before their marriage, ostensibly seduced by a ghost, and after 
marrying her ‘does not know her” - forever? Let’s get real. Joseph did 
consummate the marriage and there were other children. Matthew names 
some of them: “Is not this the carpenter’s son, is not his mother called 
Mary, and his brethren James, and Joses, and Simon, and Judas? 
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And his sisters are they not all with us?”  Paul calls James “the 
Lord’s brother”; the James who wrote the epistle which bears his name. 
Jude also wrote an epistle, styling himself “Jude the servant of Jesus 
Christ, and brother of James”. The family disapproved at first of Jesus’ 
public ministry; indeed “neither did His brethren believe in Him” until the 
resurrection. Jesus’ mother (and her sister) was the only relatives, and 
John the only disciple, who remained at the Cross: Jesus commended 
Mary and John to each other. Unlike the others, Mary’s faith never failed.  

The death of Mary is not recorded in Scripture at all. The last we hear of 
her however, is in the book of Acts, waiting with the others in the Upper 
Room before the Day of Pentecost.  

According to the Roman Church Heli was most probably the father of Mary, 
who also was the probably the father of Joseph, hence - Joseph’s sister? 

(According to which tradition is convenient to the argument, Joseph had 
two fathers, one of whom was Heli (Luke) and the other Jacob (Matt) and 
Yeshua had none). 

 “Better is a poor man who walks in his integrity than a man who is 
perverse in speech, and is a fool”.  

But according to the uncanonical apocryphal gospels, Anne or Hannah was 
the mother of Mary, and Joachim of Nazareth her father. In later life an 
angel appeared to this childless couple and promised them a baby who 
would be blessed throughout the world; Anne vowed to dedicate this child 
to the Lord. This legend is obviously derived from the birth stories of 
Samuel and John the Baptist. Whereas the cult of Anne was widespread in 
Europe in the Middle Ages, that of Joachim only became popular in 
Western Catholicism after the Protestant Reformation. 

To preserve the doctrine of the full deity of Jesus against the Arian and 
Nestorian heresies, Pope Celestine proposed that Mary was Theotokos, 
that is, “bearer of God”. This taken with Elizabeth’s phrase “the mother of 
my Lord” led to Mary being described as “The Mother of God” in popular 
parlance.  

To preserve Mary’s status as the “Blessed Virgin” and because of the high 
premium on virginity and celibacy in the early Christian centuries, it was 
taught that Mary never consummated her marriage with Joseph. Jesus’ 
“brethren” and “sisters” in Scripture were regarded as part of the extended 
family of His disciples and supporters, and not blood relatives. Did not 
Jesus say, “Whosoever shall do the will of God, the same is my 
brother, and my sister, and mother”. 
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To preserve the doctrine of the sinlessness of Jesus, and to remove 
from him all taint of Original Sin, it was proposed that his mother Mary was 
miraculously conceived without sin, and that she never committed actual 
sins in her lifetime. Against this we must weigh Mary’s own confession in 
her Magnificat, “My spirit hath rejoiced in God my Saviour”.  If she needed 
a Saviour, it was because she was tainted with sin as we all are from 
Adam. Bernard of Clairvaux and Thomas Aquinas both argued that Mary 
was tainted by original sin, and did commit sins; Pius IX in Ineffabilis Deus 
disagreed.   

Mary accompanied Jesus and the disciples to the wedding at Cana of 
Galilee, where the wine ran out. Although Jesus apparently rejected Mary’s 
intervention, as if he were not aware of the need, he did accede to her 
request. Mary is the most prayed to of all the saints. Her intercessions are 
sought because “the best way to a man’s heart is through his mother”; so 
we get lyrics like Mater ora Filium, ut post hoc exilium nobis donet gaudium 
beatorum omnium (Mother, pray the Son, that after this banishment (in 
Purgatory) he may grant us the joy of all the saints). But Jesus taught us to 
say when we pray “Our Father, who art in heaven...” so we address God 
the Father directly “through Jesus Christ our Lord, Amen”. We have access 
to the Father through the Son, who “ever lives to make intercession”. All 
Christians agree on this; but popular piety leads some people to think they 
are too unworthy to approach God themselves: perhaps they could come to 
the Father through the Son via Mary and/or the saints. Who is to say that 
the message won’t get through?  

The most recently defined tradition about Mary is The Assumption of Mary 
(Munificentissimus Deus, 1950):  

Because of her traditional immaculate conception and sinless life, it was 
declared by Pius XII that she shared the privilege accorded to Enoch “who 
walked with God, and was not, for God took him” and to Elijah “who went 
up by a whirlwind into heaven”; perhaps to Moses too. Although 
Deuteronomy records that Moses “died” and “was buried”, it adds archly 
“but no man knoweth of his sepulchre unto this day” It was Moses, and not 
Enoch, who appeared with Elijah and Jesus on the Mount of 
Transfiguration. So perhaps Mary, like Enoch and Elijah (and Moses?), 
never died, but was bodily assumed into heaven to be crowned Queen of 
Heaven. Uncritical reading of Revelation 12 adds colour to this; but the 
woman there is Gune not Parthenos. This is not the Virgin Mary but Mother 
Israel whose man-child is not the baby “Jesus Christ”, but the infant 
Church. Satan still fiercely persecutes the Church. The three-and-a-half 
year flight is not that of the Holy Family to Egypt pending the death of 
Herod, or the flight of the Jerusalem Christians to Pella pending the Jewish 
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War in 66 to 70 CE, but the Rapture of the Church pending the Great 
Tribulation in the End Time.  

According to tradition, Mary’s death was not recorded in Scripture, because 
she simply never died. Her Assumption was not recorded either, allegedly 
because it was such common knowledge it did not need reporting. The 
traditional date of the Assumption is 15th August, CE forty-five. Yet until 
1950, official Roman liturgies spoke of Mary as “falling asleep”, “resting 
after death”, “passing away” but not a word about a physical or 
metaphysical Assumption.  

Queen of Heaven (CE Catholici Sacerdotii, 1935):  

Christ is Lord and King in his own right, therefore Mary is regarded as 
Queen Mother: not Queen Consort, for because of her Assumption and 
Maternity she is not part of his Bride the Church. She can’t be both the 
Mother of Christ and the Bride of Christ. Rather, she is part of the Godhead 
and Co-redemptrix. Marionology becomes part of Christology. 

So, that’s the basics. If you are confused up till now just wait until you get 
through the next section. It’s worth the effort, that’s if you want to be in a 
position to “contend … with those who contend with me: fight against those 
who fight against me”!  

The Roman Church is not prepared to compromise on any of its doctrines 
and dogmas and any semblance of unity with other Christian sects or 
understanding with other religions will only transpire with the full 
acceptance of Rome’s dictates in these matters. Yeshua Hanotzri has been 
consigned to insignificance. The Roman Catholic orthodoxy has now 
elevated and deified the mother of Jesus, Mary, to such an exalted state 
that “Jesus Christ” and in many respects, God, have been relegated a 
secondary role and the Roman Church which we previously described as 
creedal, orthodox, dogmatic etc. could more properly be described as the 
Marion Roman Catholic Church.   

With its public face of tolerance towards other religious entities, it becomes 
necessary to know what the Roman Catholic Church really teaches. The 
orthodox Roman Catholic Church has not changed at all and is still the 
same as she was before, no matter what front she parades to the world, 
and to show that she has in fact not changed we only need to refer to the 
Encyclical “Dominus Iesus” which is essentially the death rattle of this 
ecclesiastic monstrosity before “rigor mortis” eventually sets in.  

All statements given are from Roman Catholic sources.  These statements 
are based upon pure tradition, and present a snare to the uninformed, 
having no foundation what so ever in the Biblical record.  These statements 
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are provided to clearly show how the Catholic Church instructs its 
membership to unquestionably submit to the traditions and commandments 
of men–which Yeshua Hanotzri declares to be vain worship.  

“ This people honour me with their lips, but their heart is far from me, 
teaching as doctrines the precepts of men” and which will bring a curse 
upon them: “Cursed is the man who trusts in man and makes flesh his arm, 
whose heart turns away from the Lord. He is like a shrub in the desert, and 
shall not see any good come. He shall dwell in the parched places of the 
wilderness, in an uninhabited salt land”. 

 Again we must emphasise that none of the following have any reference in 
or authority from the Biblical record and are only based upon tradition. All 
are scripturally unsound, most are blasphemous and none have any 
authority derived from what Yeshua Hanotzri or his disciples said or did. 
But of course it has been decided that the Pope is “Infallible” in these 
matters of faith, so it must all be true! 

Mary Places Herself 
Between Christ and His 
People, and Thus We Only 
Have Access to God and 
Jesus Through Mary

 

God’s Love Comes to us Through Mary

 

It is Through Mary that 
Humanity Comes to a 
Knowledge of Truth

All Heavenly Gifts From the Father, Son, or the 
Holy Spirit, Including the Gift of Salvation, Come 
ONLY Through Mary

Mary is the Ladder, Chief 
Confidence, Whole Ground 
of Hope, Greatest Security, 
and the Door to God for 
Sinners

Mary Has Reconciled Humanity With God, 
Assented to Rescue Our Fallen World, and is 
the ONLY Refuge and Sole Hope of Sinners

Mary Co-shared in the 
Offering and Sacrifice for Sin 
at Calvary

In Mary is to be Found the End of the Law and 
the Fulfilling of Figures

Mary, With Christ, is Co-
Redeemer, Advocate, 
Mediator, Intercessor, 
Restorer, Minister

Mary Hears and Answers our Prayers Faster 
than Does Jesus
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Mary is the First Born 
Daughter of God

Mary is the Lover and Spouse of the Godhead

Mary is the Bride and 
Spouse of God the Father

Mary is the Bride and Spouse of God the Son

Mary is the Bride and 
Spouse of God the Holy 
Spirit

Mary is the Mother and Dwelling Place of God

It is Through Mary that God 
is Adored and Glorified

Mary is Divine, Sovereign, and Reigns on the 
Throne of God, Wielding Almost Limitless Royal 
Power, as Queen of the Earth, Angels, Heaven, 
and the Universe

God Himself is Subject, 
Submissive, and Obedient to 
Mary

Everything We Do Must be for Mary

It is Through Mary That We 
Have Salvation and Can 
Enter Heaven

It is Through Mary that we Gain Eternal Life

Mary is the centre of the 
whole world, and is to be 
Worshipped, Venerated, 
Honoured, esteemed and 
Worshipped. 

Devotion to Mary is NECESSARY For Salvation 
and Freedom From Sin

Each will be examined in some detail and all are derived from Roman 
Catholic sources. This section is rather lengthy and probably borders on 
the tedious, however, if one was looking for a clear understanding of what 
the word “gobbledegook” means (pompous or unintelligible language used 
by officials), in this case Roman Church officials, it is a classic example of 
the meaning of this word.  

The number of references to be found in Roman Catholic sources for each 
of these statements is extremely large so to show some compassion 
towards our readers we have reduced the number under each to a 
manageable level. 
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None of these statements have any authority in scripture and can really 
only be described as silly folklore originating from the Sumerian Queen of 
Heaven Inanna, the Babylonian Queen of Heaven Semiramis, the Egyptian 
Queen of Heaven Isis, also called Athor, carried through the Olympian 
Queen of Heaven Hestia, the Roman Queen of Heaven Juno or Dove, 
eventually to the Mother of Yeshua Hanotzri, to whom the Roman Catholic 
Church has attributed all the characteristics of ancient mythology. This 
deification process can also be found in Tibetan and Chinese mythology 
under the name of Shing Moo and in Druid devotion as Virgo Deipara. 

From Ancient Sumeria we find the earliest reference to a “Queen of 
Heaven” in the Inanna mythology of ancient Sumeria. 

Some five and a half thousand years before Pius XII declared Mary; the 
mother of Yeshua Hanotzri Queen of Heaven, Sumerians worshipped 
Inanna the great Goddess.  Her many titles included Queen of Heaven, 
Earth, Priestess of Heaven, Light of the world, first daughter of the moon 
righteous justice, holy shepherdess and loud thundering storm She was 
known as Inanna in southern Sumer and centuries later in the northern 
area manifested herself as Ishtar.  

She was represented by many different images: the morning and evening 
star, the lion, cow, dove, sparrow, scorpion and viper. As the daughter of 
the moon god, Nanna-Suen, the crescent moon represents her.  

As the Queen of earth, she is the goddess of fertility. She was the Goddess 
of grain and vine, the date, palm, cedar, sycamore, fig, olive and apple 
trees. Bread made from her wheat or barley, flour, wine, beer and dates 
was baked and placed on her Altars. The fruits for the bread were 
harvested in special rituals and the baking of breads, or “Cakes for the 
Queen of Heaven” celebrated the imagery of nourishment and 
transformation by the Goddess.  

From Ancient Babylon we learn from historical records that Nimrod was the 
first King of Babylon in the land of Shinar. Whether in his lifetime or 
sometime later, he eventually became the first monarch deified from King 
to divine. Ultimately, he became identified with the national god of Babylon, 
for Nimrod is just another rendering of the name Merodach. 

In the Sumerian language he was called Amaruduk and in the Assyro-
Babylonian language he was Marduk. His wife was Semiramis, and 
according to what can be determined, it was Semiramis and Ninus who are 
said to have together founded and ruled the city of Nineveh. The very name 
Nineveh means, the habitation of Ninus. 
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Much of the mythology that we find from the earliest of mankind’s 
historical writings seems to be saturated with the deification of Nimrod and 
Semiramis, whom herself was later referred to as the “Queen of Heaven”.    

From Ancient Egypt: Isis speaks to Lucius. “Behold Lucius I am come, thy 
weeping and prayers have moved me to succour thee. I am she that is the 
natural mothers of all things, mistress and governess of all the elements, 
the initial progeny of the worlds, chief of powers divine, Queen of Heaven, 
the principal of the Gods celestial, the light of the goddesses: at my will the 
planets of the air, the wholesome winds of the seas, and the silences of hell 
be disposed; my name, my divinity is adored throughout the world in divers 
manner, in variable customs and in many names, for the Phrygians call me 
Pessinuntica, the mother of the gods: the Athenians call me Cecropian 
Artemis: the Cypians, Paphian Aphrodite: the Candians, Dictyanna …” 

The cult of Isis was one of the most important of the Empire wide cults in 
the Later Empire, and perhaps its greatest monument is in a very strange 
novel “The Golden Ass” by Lucius Apuleius an African priest of Isis. Here 
Isis appears to Lucius, and claims to be all goddesses. We can see by the 
above the workings of an intense religious syncretism. Isis is here Queen of 
Heaven, Queen of Earth, Queen of the Underworld, the Mother of Wheat, 
and principal of all gods and goddesses. 

During the early centuries CE the cult of Isis vied with the newly founded 
Christian religion for dominance. Despite persecutions of her followers, the 
Isis cult continued well into the sixth century. 

From Ancient Greece we learn that the Greek myths are all that is left of 
the ancient Greek religion. About the thirteenth century BCE, the populace 
of Greece and Asia Minor, shared a widespread conviction in an assembly 
of gods and Deities that came to be known collectively as The Olympians. 
(The Romans were not as sophisticated as the Greeks so instead of 
creating their own pantheon of gods they stole theirs from Greece but gave 
them different names). 

The refinement of the assorted provincial beliefs into a rational central 
religion was more than likely not as tidy and uniform, as we would choose 
to believe, but it is fair to say that the stories of the Olympians survived 
because they had the numerical strength of followers and, probably more 
importantly, the Olympians did not forbid or punish the pursuit of 
knowledge. Such things as beauty, poetry and creative activities are the 
blessings of the Immortals and are a vital part of the Greek tradition 

The Olympians are descended from the primal, self-created gods, 
beginning with Kaos. Their ruler is Zeus and he is the strongest and without 
him, the other Olympians would still be held captive inside their rather 
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devious father, Kronos. The Olympians are only a small part of the family 
of Immortals that rule both the earth and the sky. The various rivers, 
mountains and forces of nature are their “bodies” and due respect must 
always be shown if you wish to have peace at home and safe passage 
when you travelled. 

Those ancient texts we call Greek Myths are mainly from a period, which 
we refer to, as Classical Greece, but the stories behind the myths are from 
a much earlier time, however, written versions don’t exist before classical 
times.  

The oldest myths can be traced to Homer, Hesiod and the Homeric Hymns 
which means that by the time they were written down, they had survived 
some four centuries of additions, subtractions and mutations to become 
what we now call “authentic”. These myths are our porthole into the far-off 
past, a vision of the world that existed not only in the minds of Greek poets 
but also in the hearts of the humble and long-suffering citizens of ancient 
Greece. 

Hera was the wife of Zeus, and also his sister, and sister to Hades, 
Poseidon and Hestia. 

Initially, Hera was simply Zeus’ wife, and as such was inferior to him in 
position of power and had to obey his commands. It was only later that she 
became the Queen of the Heavens, of gods and men, as he was King. 

Now that we have some reference points for the title “Queen of Heaven” we 
now examine those claims made by the Roman Church and confirm how 
they reflect ancient mythological constructs. 

Mary Places Herself Between Christ and His People, Thus We Only Have 
Access to God and Jesus Through Mary. 

“With equal truth may it be also affirmed that, by the will of God, Mary is the 
intermediary through whom is distributed unto us this immense treasure of 
mercies gathered by God, for Jesus Christ created mercy and truth. Thus 
as no man goeth to the Father but by the Son, so no man goeth to Christ 
but by His Mother.... Mary is this glorious intermediary...” (Pope Leo XIII. 
Encyclical: September 22, 1891). 

“But, since Divine Providence has been pleased that we should have the 
Man-God through Mary, who conceived Him by the Holy Ghost and bore 
Him in her breast, it only remains for us to receive Christ from the hands of 
Mary. (Pope Pius X. Encyclical February 2, 1904).  

 Thus there is mediation: Mary places herself between her Son and 
mankind in the reality of their wants, needs and sufferings. She puts herself 
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in the middle, that is to say she acts as a mediatrix not as an outsider, 
but in her position as mother. Pope John Paul II, in Redemptoris Mater”. 
(On the Blessed Virgin Mary in the Life of the Pilgrim Church, Encyclical: 
March 25, 1987).  

“We only have access to the Father by means of the Son, who is the 
Mediator of justice, so we only have access to the Son by means of the 
Mother, who is mediator of grace, and who obtains for us, by her 
intercession, the gifts which Jesus Christ has merited for us.... you cannot 
come to God except by means of Jesus Christ, nor can you come to Christ 
except by means of his Mother”. (St. Alphonsus Ligouri, The Great Means 
of Salvation and of Perfection “The Necessity and Power of Prayer”).  

God’s  Love Comes To Us Through Mary. 

“The Father’s eternal love, which has been manifested in the history of 
mankind through the Son whom the Father gave, ‘that whoever believes in 
him should not perish but have eternal life’, comes close to each of us 
through this Mother and thus takes on tokens that are of more easy 
understanding and access by each person”. (Pope John Paul 11. 
Encyclical: March 4, 1979). 

It is Through Mary that Humanity Comes to Knowledge of Truth. 

“Hail, Mother and Virgin, imperishable temple of the Godhead, venerable 
treasure of the whole world, crown of virginity, support of the true faith on 
which the Church is founded throughout the entire world...”  

“Through you the human race, held captive in the bonds of idolatry, arrives 
at the knowledge of the truth. What more shall I say of you? Hail, through 
who kings rule, through whom the only-begotten Son of God has become a 
star of light to those who were sitting in darkness and the shadow of death. 
Amen”.  (St. Cyril of Alexandria, “Paean to Mary, Temple of the Godhead”). 

“And that through the Virgin, and through her more than through any other 
means, we have offered us a way of reaching the knowledge of Jesus 
Christ...it is through Mary that we attain to the knowledge of Christ”. (Pope 
Pius X. Encyclical: February 2, 1904).  

ALL Heavenly Gifts From the Father, Son, or the Holy Spirit, Including the 
Gift of Salvation, Come Only Through Mary 

“As you were not worthy that anything divine should be given to you, all 
graces were given to Mary so that you might receive through her all graces 
you would not otherwise receive.... This is the will of God who willed that 
we should have all things through Mary.  If then, we possess any hope or 
grace or gift of salvation, let us acknowledge that it comes to us through 
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her… All the gifts, graces, virtues of the Holy Spirit are distributed by the 
hands of Mary, to whom she wills, when she wills, as she wills, and in the 
measure she wills”. (St. Bernardine, Quote by St. Louis de Montfort in 
Treatise on True Devotion to the Blessed Virgin). 

“If it is true to say that Mary is, in a sense, mistress of Wisdom incarnate, 
what control must she have over all the graces and gifts of God, and what 
freedom must she enjoy in giving them to whom she chooses. The Fathers 
of the Church tell us that Mary is an immense ocean of all the perfections of 
God, the great storehouse of all his possessions, the inexhaustible treasury 
of the Lord, as well as the treasurer and dispenser of all his gifts. Because 
God gave her his Son, it is his will that we should receive all gifts through 
her, and that no heavenly gift should come down upon earth without 
passing through her as through a channel. Of her fullness we have all 
received, and any grace or hope of salvation we may possess is a gift, 
which comes to us from God through Mary. So truly is she mistress of 
God’s possessions that she gives to whom she wills, all the graces of God, 
all the virtues of Jesus Christ, all the gifts of the Holy Spirit, every good 
thing in the realm of nature, grace and glory. These are the thoughts and 
expressions of the Fathers of the Church...(about) this sovereign and 
lovable Queen...” (St. Louis de Montfort, The Love of Eternal Wisdom).  

“The greatness of the benefits for which we are debtors to the Virgin 
Mother. No man can meditate upon these without feeling a new awakening 
in his heart of confidence that he will certainly obtain through Mary the 
fullness of the mercies of God. And to this end vocal prayer chimes well 
with the Mysteries. First, as is meet and right, comes the Lord’s Prayer, 
addressed to Our Father in Heaven: and having, with the elect petitions 
dictated by Our Divine Master, called upon the Father, from the throne of 
His Majesty we turn our prayerful voices to Mary. Thus is confirmed that 
law of merciful meditation of which We have spoken, and which St. 
Bernardine of Siena thus expresses: Every grace granted to man has three 
degrees in order; for by God it is communicated to Christ, from Christ it 
passes to the Virgin, and from the Virgin it descends to us”. (Pope Leo XIII. 
Encyclical: September 8, 1894).  

“In another place, he (St. Bernardine of Sienna) not only says that all 
graces are transmitted to us by means of Mary, but also asserts that the 
Blessed Virgin, from the time she became Mother of God, acquired a 
certain jurisdiction over all the graces that are given to us: Through the 
Virgin the vital graces are transfused from Christ, the head, into his 
mystical body. From the time when the Virgin Mother conceived in her 
womb the Word of God, she obtained a certain jurisdiction (if I may so 
speak) over every temporal procession of the Holy Spirit; so that no 
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creature could obtain any grace from God, except by the dispensation of 
his sweet Mother. And he concludes, Therefore all gifts, virtues, and graces 
are dispensed through her hands to whom she wills, and as she wills. St. 
Bonaventure says the same: Since the whole divine nature was in the 
womb of the Virgin, I do not fear to teach that she has a certain jurisdiction 
over all the streams of grace; as her womb was, as it were, an ocean of the 
divine nature, whence all the streams of grace must emanate. On the 
authority of these saints, many theologians have piously and reasonably 
defended the opinion, that there is no grace given to us except by means of 
the intercession of Mary; so Mendoza, Vega, Paciucchelli, Segneri, Piore, 
Crasset and others, as also the learned Alexander Natalis who says: It is 
God’s will that we should look to him for all good things, to be procured by 
the most powerful intercession of the Blessed Virgin, when we invoke her, 
as it is fit. According to the words of St. Anselm: that the dignity of the 
intercessor may supply for our poverty. So that, to invoke the Virgin is not 
to distrust God’s mercy, but to fear our own unworthiness. St. Thomas, 
speaking of her dignity, calls it, as it were, infinite: From the fact that she is 
the Mother of God; she has a certain infinite dignity. So that it may be said 
with reason, that the prayers of Mary have more power with God than those 
of all heaven together. St. Alphonsus Ligouri, The Great Means of 
Salvation and of Perfection”. (The Necessity and Power of Prayer, Chapter 
1, The Necessity of Prayer. The Intercession of the Blessed Virgin). 

“When we have recourse to Mary in prayer, we are having recourse to the 
Mother of mercy, who is so well disposed toward us that, whatever the 
necessity that presses upon us especially in attaining eternal life, she is 
instantly at our side of her own accord, even though she has not been 
invoked. She dispenses grace with a generous hand from that treasure with 
which from the beginning she was divinely endowed in fullest abundance 
that she might be worthy to be the Mother of God. By the fullness of grace, 
which confers on her the most illustrious of her many titles, the Blessed 
Virgin is infinitely superior to all the hierarchies of men and angels, the one 
creature who is closest of all to Christ. It is a great thing in any saint to have 
grace sufficient for the salvation of many souls; but to have enough to 
suffice for the salvation of everybody in the world is the greatest of all; and 
this is found in Christ and in the Blessed Virgin”. (Pope Leo XIII. Encyclical 
September 8, 1892). 

“Moreover, Mary’s profound union with the Holy Spirit, the Sanctifier, leads 
to her role as Mediatrix of every grace bestowed to the human family.... 
And since the Holy Spirit always acts through the Virgin Mary in His 
sanctifying action, then all graces must come through Mary as Mediatrix of 
all graces”. (Mark Miravalle, S.T.D, in Introduction to Mary”. Copyright 
1993, bearing the Imprimatur and Nihil Obstat of the Catholic Church).   



 

 

70 
“The motherhood of Mary in the order of grace, as the Second Vatican 
Council explains, lasts without interruption from the consent which she 
faithfully gave at the annunciation and which she sustained without 
hesitation under the cross, until the eternal fulfilment of all the elect. In fact, 
being assumed into heaven she has not laid aside this office of salvation 
but by her manifold intercession she continues to obtain for us the graces 
of eternal salvation. By her maternal charity, she takes care of the brethren 
of her Son who still journey on earth surrounded by dangers and difficulties, 
until they are led into their blessed home. Pope John Paul II”.  (Encyclical: 
November 30, 1980). 

Mary is the Ladder, Chief Confidence, Whole Ground of Hope, Greatest 
Security, and the Door to God for Sinners 

“Hence St. Bernard exhorts us to have continual recourse to the Mother of 
God, because her prayers are certain to be heard by her Son: Go to Mary, I 
say, without hesitation; the Son will hear the Mother. And then he says: my 
children, she is the ladder of sinners, she is my chief confidence, she is the 
whole ground of my hope.’ He calls her ladder, because, as you cannot 
mount: the third step except you first put your foot on the second, nor can 
you arrive at the second except by the first, so you cannot come to God 
except by means of Jesus Christ, nor can you come to Christ except by 
means of his Mother. Then he calls her his greatest security, and the whole 
ground of his hope; because, as he affirms, God wills that all the graces 
which he gives us should pass through the hands of Mary. And he 
concludes by saying, that we ought to ask all the graces which we desire 
through Mary; because she obtains whatever she seeks, and her prayers 
cannot be resisted. Let us seek grace, and let us seek it through Mary; 
because what she seeks she finds and she cannot he disappointed. The 
following saints teach the same as St. Bernard: St. Ephrem, We have no 
other confidence than from you, O purest Virgin!  

St. Lawrence Justinian asks: How can she (Mary) be otherwise than full of 
grace, who has been made the ladder to paradise, the gate of heaven, the 
most true mediatrix between God and man...Again, the holy Church calls 
her the happy gate of heaven; for as the same Saint Bernard remarks: As 
every mandate of grace that is sent by a king passes by the palace-gates, 
so does every grace that comes from heaven to the world pass through the 
hands of Mary. Saint Bonaventure says that Mary is called the gate of 
heaven, because no one can enter that blessed kingdom without passing 
by her … How great, then, should be our confidence in this Queen, 
knowing her great power with God, and that she is so rich and full of mercy, 
that there is no one living on the earth who does not partake in her 
compassion and favour. Our Blessed Lady herself revealed this to St. 
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Bridget, saying: I am the Queen of heaven and the Mother of Mercy; I 
am the joy of the just and the door through which sinners are brought to 
God”. (St. Alphonsus Ligouri, in ‘The Glories of Mary’).  

“All our hope do we repose in the most Blessed Virgin”. (Pope Pius IX. 
Apostolic Constitution issued December 8, 1854). 

Mary Has Reconciled Humanity With God, Assented to Rescue Our Fallen 
World, and is the ONLY Refuge and Sole Hope of Sinners 

“O Virgin most pure, wholly unspotted, O Mary, Mother of God, Queen of 
the universe, you are above all saints, the hope of the elect and the joy of 
all the blessed. It is you who have reconciled us with God, you are the only 
refuge of sinners and the safe harbour of those who are shipwrecked; you 
are the consolation of the world, the ransom of captives, the health of the 
weak, the joy of the afflicted and the salvation of all who have recourse to 
you, and we beg you to have pity on us. St. Ephrem of Edessa, in Prayer to 
Mary, Mother of Compassion. 

O Blessed Virgin Mary, who can worthily give you the just dues of praise 
and thanksgiving, you who by the wondrous assent of your will rescued a 
fallen world? 

Accept, then, such poor thanks, as we have to offer here, though they are 
unequal to your merit; and, receiving our vows, obtain by your prayers the 
remission of our offences. Carry our prayers within the sanctuary of the 
heavenly audience and bring forth the gift of our reconciliation.... 

Take our offering, grant us our requests, and obtain pardon for what we 
fear, for you are the sole hope of sinners. Holy Mary, help the miserable, 
strengthen the fainthearted, comfort the sorrowful, pray for your people, 
plead for the clergy, intercede for all women consecrated to God”. (St. 
Augustine of Hippo, in Thanksgiving and Prayer to Mary). 

Mary Co-shared in the Offering and Sacrifice for Sin at Calvary 

“In that one Sacrifice [of the Cross], Mary, the first redeemed, the Mother of 
the Church, had an active part. She stood near the Crucified, suffering 
deeply with her Firstborn; with a motherly heart she associated herself with 
his Sacrifice; with love she consented to his immolation; she offered him 
and she offered herself to the Father”. (Pope John Paul II, in his 
Angelus/Regina Coeli address of 1983).  

“Continuing our catechesis on the Blessed Virgin Mary, we are considering 
her cooperation in the redemptive sacrifice of Christ … Mary ... co-operated 
during the event itself and in the role of mother; thus her co-operation 
embraces the whole of Christ’s saving work. She alone was associated in 
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this way with the redemptive sacrifice that merited the salvation of all 
mankind. In union with Christ and in submission to him, she collaborated in 
obtaining the grace of salvation for all humanity...In God’s plan; Mary is the 
woman, the New Eve, united to the New Adam in restoring humanity to its 
original dignity. Her cooperation with her Son continues for all time in the 
universal motherhood, which she enjoys in the order of grace. Trusting in 
this maternal cooperation, let us turn to Mary, imploring her help in all our 
needs”.  (Pope John Paul II, in his General Audience of April 9, 1997).  

“Clearly, to affirm a co redemptive relation on the Virgin’s part to her Son at 
the Annunciation necessitates affirming the same on Calvary and in 
heaven, and vice-versa. That necessity is not mathematical, but rather the 
necessity based on what God has willed freely as the fixed, unchanging 
central counsel of salvation. 

So projected the mediation of Virgin Immaculate, Spouse of the Holy Spirit, 
like that of her Son, necessarily is consummated on Calvary, and so is co 
redemptive.... The virginity of Mary is the effective sign of the holy birth, 
holy life, and holy death of her Son terminating in the resurrection, and 
hence, if she is an actor at his birth and therefore in his anointing as Priest, 
so too is she an actor at his death and therefore in his consecration as 
Victim... 

Because it is virginal, Mary not only offers, but also is offered with her Son 
and Saviour. Her heart is transfixed, as Simeon foretold. For this reason 
the redeemed are not only consecrated to Jesus through her, but also to 
her...one with Jesus as victim...One is not unjustified in discovering here 
the basis for the traditional twofold aspect assigned the Virgin’s maternal 
mediation: our Mediatrix with Jesus to which corresponds consecration to 
Jesus through Mary; and with and under Jesus victim for sin our Mediatrix 
with the Father to which corresponds consecration to the Immaculate 
(Mary) and so to Jesus as victim for sin, because the most perfect sacrifice 
of praise offered to the Father … 

In this approach, then, there is no need, as Fr. Galot thinks, to distinguish 
types of merit or object of merit to justify Mary’s role as Coredemptrix. In 
that sublime alliance of the hearts Jesus and Mary, Redeemer and 
Coredemptrix, together merit de condigno the same work, our salvation, 
according to an order willed from all eternity. 

Because she is involved actively on Calvary in the work of salvation with 
and under her Son, and this redemptive work is a work of mediation, rightly 
is her subordinate role in this called co redemptive.... 

 In conclusion: we may say that, in virtue of the divine Salvific counsels 
ordaining a most perfect redemption, our Lady as Coredemptrix is included 
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with Christ, the One Mediator. Under him she merits de condigno all, 
which he merits...she alone, is the Coredemptrix, not only offering, but in 
some way part of the sacrifice of Christ.... the unique, co redemptive role of 
Mary on Calvary...the offering of the Virgin at Calvary and on her becoming 
part of the offering...” (Rev. Fr. Peter Damian M. Fehlner, F.F.I., professor 
of Catholic Theology, in Immaculata Mediatrix -- Toward a Dogmatic 
Definition of the Co- redemption).  

In Mary Is To Be Found The End Of The Law And The Fulfilling Of Figures 

“We find in Mary the end of the law and the fulfilment of the figures and 
oracles”. (Pope Pius X, in CE Diem Illum Laetissimum -On the Immaculate 
Conception-, Encyclical).  

Mary, Along With Christ, is Co-Redeemer, Mediator, Intercessor, Advocate, 
Restorer, and Minister 

“Mary, though conceived and born without taint of sin, participated in a 
marvellous way in the sufferings of her divine Son, in order to be 
Coredemptrix of humanity”. (Pope John Paul II, in remarks made to pilgrims 
after his General Audience on September 8, 1982).  

“As she suffered and almost died together with her suffering and dying Son, 
so she surrendered her mother’s rights over her Son for the salvation of the 
human race. And to satisfy the justice of God she sacrificed her Son, as 
well as she could, so that it may justly be said that she together with Christ 
has redeemed the human race”. (Pope Benedict XV, in Inter Sodalicia, 
Apostolic Letter of March 22, 1918). 

“O Mother of love and mercy who, when thy sweetest Son was 
consummating the Redemption of the human race on the altar of the cross, 
did stand next to Him, suffering with Him as a Coredemptrix...” (Pope Plus 
XI, in a Radio broadcast from Lourdes, April 28, 1935, Prayer of the 
Solemn Closing of the Redemption Jubilee, - L’Osservatore Romano, 29-
30 April 1935).  

“The power thus put into her (Mary’s) hands is all but unlimited. How 
unerringly right, then, are Christian souls when they turn to Mary for 
help...How rightly, too, has every nation and every liturgy without exception 
acclaimed her great renown, which has grown greater with the voice of 
each succeeding century. Amongst her many other titles we find her hailed 
as our Lady, our Mediatrix, the Reparatrix of the whole world, the 
Dispenser of all heavenly gifts”. (Pope Leo XIII. (Encyclical: September 5, 
1895).  

“Thereby, in a felicitous comment of St. Maximilian on the Marian antiphon 
for the office of the Passion composed by St. Francis, Mary becomes, not 
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merely by sanctifying grace, but by the grace of the Immaculate 
Conception, firstborn daughter of the Father, Mother of his Son and Spouse 
of the Holy Spirit. Her preservative redemption is the means of our 
liberation, because thereby she can be the Mother of the Redeemer at the 
Incarnation and our Mother as Coredemptrix, because our liberation from 
sin on Calvary is effected by her preservation, which there means co 
redemption. In a word: the one mediation of I Tim 2.5-6 includes both 
Redeemer and Coredemptrix... 

The teaching of the Second Vatican Council presents the truth of Mary’s 
mediation as a sharing in the one unique source that is the mediation of 
Christ himself”. (Pope John Paul II. Encyclical: March 25, 1987).  

“And from this community of will and suffering between Christ and Mary 
she merited to become most worthily the Reparatrix of the lost world and 
Dispensatrix of all the gifts that Our Saviour purchased for us by His Death 
and by His Blood. 

Nevertheless, by this companionship in sorrow and suffering already 
mentioned between the Mother and the Son, it has been allowed to the 
august Virgin to be the most powerful mediatrix and advocate of the whole 
world with her Divine Son”. (Pius IX. Ineffabilis). 

“We are then, it will be seen, very far from attributing to the Mother of God 
a productive power of grace--a power that belongs to God alone. Yet, since 
Mary carries it over all in holiness and union with Jesus Christ, and has 
been associated by Jesus Christ in the work of redemption, she merits for 
us ‘de congruo,’ in the language of theologians, what Jesus Christ merits 
for us de condigno, and she is the supreme Minister of the distribution of 
graces”. (Pope Pius X. Encyclical: February 2, 1904).  

“And now lastly may the most benign Virgin Mother of God smile on this 
purpose and on these desires of ours; for since she brought forth for us 
Jesus our Redeemer, and nourished Him, and offered Him as a victim by 
the Cross, by her mystic union with Christ and His very special grace she 
likewise became and is piously called a reparatress. Trusting in her 
intercession with Christ, who whereas He is the one mediator of God and 
men, chose to make His Mother the advocate of sinners, and the minister 
and mediatress of grace”. (Pope Pius XI. Encyclical: May 8th, 1928).  

Mary Hears and Answers our Prayers Faster than Does Jesus. 

“St. Anselm reminds us that we may obtain mercy more quickly from Mary 
than from Jesus, because Jesus is also a judge who can punish, while 
Mary exercises mercy as a patroness. It is not as if Mary were more 
powerful than Jesus, for we know that Jesus Christ is our only Saviour, and 
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that He alone by His merits has obtained and obtains salvation for us. 
He reminds us: We often obtain more promptly what we ask by invoking 
Mary than by invoking Jesus. Her Son is lord and judge of all, and discerns 
the merits of each one; therefore, if He does not immediately grant the 
prayers of all, He is just. When however, the Mother’s name is invoked, 
though the merits of the suppliant are not such as to deserve that his favour 
be granted, those of the Mother supply, that he may receive. Many things 
are asked from God and are not granted; they are asked from Mary and are 
obtained. Now why is this? Because God has thus decreed to honour His 
Mother”. (St. Alphonsus Ligouri, in The Glories of Mary).  

Mary is the First Born Daughter of God 

“It was fitting, first of all, that the eternal Father should create Mary free 
from the original sin because she was His daughter and His first-born 
daughter. She herself attests - Before all ages, in the beginning, He created 
me’ (Sirach 24:9) - in a passage that is applied to Mary by the Sacred 
Interpreters, by the Holy Fathers, and by the Church herself. Whether she 
is the first-born on account of her predestination, together with her Son in 
the divine decrees before all creatures, or, as others say, the first-born of 
grace as predestined to be the Mother of the Redeemer after the provision 
of sin, all agree in calling her the first-born of God”. (Saint Alphonsus 
Ligouri: The Glories of Mary Her Special Privileges). 

“We greet you, Daughter of God the Father!” (Prayer of Saint Louis de 
Montfort). 

“God predestined her from all eternity to be the Mother of the Incarnate 
Word, and for that reason so highly distinguished her among all His most 
beautiful works in the triple order of nature, grace and glory, that the 
Church justly applies to her these words: I came out of the mouth of the 
Most High, the first-born before all creatures”. (Pope Leo XIII.  Encyclical: 
September 12, 1897).  

Mary is the Lover and Spouse of the Godhead. 

“St. Augustine of Hippo, in Sermons said Mary was the only one who 
merited to be called the Mother as Spouse of God. St Godfrey of Admont 
wrote that each person of the Godhead is Mary’s lover”. (See the book by 
Michael O’Carroll, titled Spouse of God, Theotokos: A Theological 
Encyclopedia of the Blessed Virgin Mary).  

Mary is the Bride and Spouse of God the Father. 

“The mother of the Son of God can also be called in a special manner bride 
of the Father. For, as mother she has received the Son of the Father 
through donation from His side as her Son; she possesses Him conjointly 
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with the Father and is therefore connected with the Father by His Son as 
being hers also”. (Fr. Matthias Joseph Scheeben, in Mariology, vol. 1, p 
174-175).  

“Thus St. John Damascene, an outstanding herald of this traditional truth, 
spoke out with powerful eloquence when he compared the bodily 
Assumption of the loving Mother of God with her other prerogatives and 
privileges.... It was fitting that she (Mary), who had carried the Creator as a 
child at her breast, should dwell in the divine tabernacles.  It was fitting that 
the spouse, whom the Father had taken to himself, should live in the divine 
mansions”. (Pope Pius XII. Encyclical: November 1, 1950).  

Mary is the Bride and Spouse of God the Son. 

“Saint Ephrem the Syrian was probably the first early Christian to refer to 
Mary as the Bride of Christ...He was followed by the likes of Saint Peter 
Chrysologus, Rupert of Deutz, and Godfrey of Admont”. (Michael O’Carroll, 
book titled “Spouse of God, Theotokos: A Theological Encyclopedia of the 
Blessed Virgin Mary” 1982). 

“...(Mary is) the unique bridal, permanent helpmate and associate of Christ, 
who is the Head of the whole Church and world, in the entire work of 
redemption...” (Fr. J. Kentenich, in Der Marianische Priester). 1941). 

“The relation of the mother to her divine Son must be traced not alone to 
the mother’s natural activity, but primarily to the activity of her divine Son 
Himself, who makes and accepts her as His mother, and gives Himself to 
her as her Son.... Consequently the relation of the mother to the divine Son 
appears as a marriage with His divine person. Here now the Bridegroom 
gives Himself to the bride as her Son and dwells in her in virtue of this gift”. 
(Fr. Matthias Joseph Scheeben, in Mariology).  

“(The Divine Being) Who is so singularly with Mary is the Lord Whose most 
beautiful spouse Mary is”. (St. Bonaventure, quoted in “Virgin Wholly 
Marvellous: Praises of Our Lady by the Popes, Councils, Saints and 
Doctors of the Church”).  

“Mary, as united with the Logos, is taken into complete possession by him; 
the Logos, as infused and implanted in her, gives himself to her and takes 
her to himself as partner and helper, in the closest, strictest, and most 
lasting community of life”. (Fr. Matthias Joseph Scheeben, in Mariology).  

“As the new ‘daughter of Zion’ Mary in fact is particularly suited to entering 
into the spousal Covenant with God.  More and better than any member of 
the Chosen People, she can offer the Lord the true heart of a Bride”.  (Pope 
John Paul II, in Mary Responds to God with Spousal Love, General 
Audience in May 1, 1996).  
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Mary is the Bride and Spouse of the God the Holy Spirit. 

“Through her divine maternity, Mary in a certain way entered the divine 
family as a spouse who enters a royal home. With regard to the Father she 
became the first-born daughter: I came out of the mouth of the Most High, 
the first-born before all creatures (Ecclus 24:5). With regard to the Son, she 
was a mother; with regard to the Holy Spirit, she was a bride”. (Saint 
Alphonsus Liguori, in The Glories and Virtues of Mary).  

“...Unite, then, Venerable Brethren, your prayers with Ours, and at your 
exhortation let all Christian peoples add their prayers also, invoking the 
powerful and ever-acceptable intercession of the Blessed Virgin. You know 
well the intimate and wonderful relations existing between her and the Holy 
Spirit, so that she is justly called His Spouse. Her intercession was of great 
avail both in the mystery of the Incarnation and in the coming of the Holy 
Spirit upon the Apostles”. (Pope Leo XIII. Encyclical: May 9,1897).  

“She (Mary) is a virgin who ‘keeps whole and pure the fidelity she has 
pledged to her Spouse’...The Holy Spirit had already come down upon her, 
and she became his faithful spouse at the Annunciation”. (Pope John Paul 
II. Encyclical: March 25, 1987).  

“Let us turn our gaze to Mary, Christ’s first disciple, Spouse of the Holy 
Spirit and Mother of the Church, who was with the Apostles at the first 
Pentecost, so that she will help us to learn from her fiat docility to the voice 
of the Spirit”. (Pope John Paul II, in his speech to the “World Congress of 
Ecclesial Movements and New Communities,” on May 27, 1998). 

“Let us praise and thank the Holy Spirit, Who took her for His spouse”. (St. 
Joseph Calasanctius, quoted in “Mary: The Crown of Twelve Stars”). 

Mary is the Mother and Dwelling Place of God 

“Hail, Mother and Virgin, imperishable temple of the Godhead, venerable 
treasure of the whole world, crown of virginity, support of the true faith on 
which the Church is founded throughout the entire world. 

Mother of God, who contained the infinite God under your heart, whom no 
space can contain...” (St. Cyril of Alexandria, in “Paean to Mary”, Temple of 
the Godhead). 

“We greet you, Daughter of God the Father!  We greet you, Mother of the 
Son of God!  We greet you, spouse of the Holy Spirit!  We greet you, 
dwelling place of the Most Holy Trinity!”  (Prayer of Saint Louis de Montfort 
titled Abide with us, Immaculate Mother). 
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“Hail, Mary, Daughter of God the Father; Hail, Mary, Mother of God the 
Son; Hail, Mary, Spouse of the Holy Ghost; Hail, Mary, Temple of the most 
Holy Trinity; Hail, Mary, my Mistress, my treasure, my joy, Queen of my 
heart; my Mother, my life, my sweetness, my dearest hope -- yea, my heart 
and my soul! I am all thine and all that I have is Thine, O Virgin blessed 
above all things! Let thy soul be in me to magnify the Lord; let thy spirit be 
in me to rejoice in God.... Grant that for love of thee I may despise all 
earthly consolations and ever cling to those of Heaven until, through thee, 
His faithful spouse, Jesus Christ thy Son be formed in me for the glory of 
the Father. Amen”. (Concluding Prayer of St. Louis Mary De Montfort, in 
The Little Crown of the Blessed Virgin Mary). 

“God’s honour required that He bestow upon His mother such holiness as 
would enable her worthily to fulfil the service she was to render Him and 
that through this most intimate association she might be brought to a 
holiness like to His own. Moreover, the love of God, whereby Mary in an 
unparalleled way becomes Daughter, Bride, and Sanctuary of the Divinity, 
requires that she be perfectly prepared for this association with God and, to 
that end, be raised to a participation in His perfection”. (Fr. Matthias Joseph 
Scheeben, in Mariology).  

It is Through Mary that God is Adored and Glorified. 

“I declare with the saints: Mary is the earthly paradise of Jesus Christ the 
new Adam, where he became man by the power of the Holy Spirit, in order 
to accomplish in her wonders beyond our understanding. She is the vast 
and divine world of God where unutterable marvels and beauties are to be 
found. She is the magnificence of the Almighty where he hid his only Son, 
as in his own bosom, and with him everything that is most excellent and 
precious.  

I say with the saints, the divine Mary is the terrestrial paradise of the New 
Adam (Jesus), where He was made flesh by the operation of the Holy 
Ghost, in order to work there incomprehensible marvels. She is the grand 
and divine world of God, where there are beauties and treasures 
unspeakable. She is the magnificence of the Most High, where He hid, as 
in her bosom, His only Son, and in Him all that is most excellent and most 
precious.... 

Mary, being altogether transformed into God by grace and by the glory 
which transforms all the saints into Him, asks nothing, wishes nothing, does 
nothing contrary to the eternal and immutable will of God.... 

Be persuaded, then, that the more you look at Mary in your prayers, 
contemplations, actions, and sufferings, if not with a distinct and definite 
view, at least with a general and imperceptible one, the more perfectly you 
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will find Jesus Christ, who is always, with Mary, great, powerful, active 
and incomprehensible - more than in Heaven or in any other creature. 
Thus, so far from the divine Mary, all absorbed in God, being an obstacle to 
the perfect in attaining union with God, there has never been up to this 
time, and there never will be, any creature who will aid us more 
efficaciously in this great work...” (St. Louis-Marie Grignion De Montfort, in 
True Devotion to Mary. Translated from the original French by Fr. Frederick 
William Faber, D.D., edited and annotated by the Fathers of the Company 
of Mary, copyright 1941).  

“Jesus ‘sitteth on the right hand of the majesty on high’. Mary sitteth at the 
right hand of her Son -- a refuge so secure and a help so trusty against all 
dangers that we have nothing to fear or to despair of under her guidance, 
her patronage, and her protection”. (Pope Pius X. Encyclical: February 2, 
1904).  

“And so because Mary was the first born daughter of the Father, the perfect 
Mother of the Word, and the Beloved Spouse of the Holy Spirit, she 
became, in effect, a close relative of the Blessed Trinity when she was 
crowned Queen of the Universe by her Son”. (Opus Sanctorum Angelorum, 
Formation Letter, Mary - ‘Regina Angelorum’, April 2000). 

Mary Is Divine, Sovereign, And Reigns On The Throne Of God, Wielding 
Almost Limited Royal Power, As Queen Of The Earth, Angels, Heaven And 
The Universe. 

“The theologians of the Church, deriving their teaching from these and 
almost innumerable other testimonies handed down long ago, have called 
the most Blessed Virgin the Queen of all creatures, the Queen of the world, 
and the Ruler of all.... 

Furthermore, the Latin Church sings that sweet and ancient prayer called 
the ‘Hail, Holy Queen’ and the lovely antiphons ‘Hail, Queen of the 
Heavens,’  ‘Queen of Heaven, Rejoice,’ and those others which we are 
accustomed to recite on feasts of the Blessed Virgin Mary: ‘The Queen 
stood at Thy right hand in golden vesture surrounded with beauty’; ‘Heaven 
and earth praise thee as a powerful Queen’; ‘Today the Virgin Mary 
ascends into heaven: rejoice because she reigns with Christ forever... 

... Likewise, for many centuries past Christians have been accustomed to 
meditate upon the ruling power of Mary which embraces heaven and earth, 
when they consider the fifth glorious mystery of the rosary which can be 
called the mystical crown of the heavenly Queen.  

Finally, art which is based upon Christian principles and is animated by 
their spirit as something faithfully interpreting the sincere and freely 
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expressed devotion of the faithful, has since the Council of Ephesus 
portrayed Mary as Queen and Empress seated upon a royal throne 
adorned with royal insignia, crowned with the royal diadem and surrounded 
by the host of angels and saints in heaven, and ruling not only over nature 
and its powers but also over the machinations of Satan. Iconography, in 
representing the royal dignity of the Blessed Virgin Mary, has ever been 
enriched with works of highest artistic value and greatest beauty; it has 
even taken the form of representing colourfully the divine Redeemer 
crowning His mother with a resplendent diadem. 

The Roman Pontiffs, favouring such types of popular devotion, have often 
crowned, either in their own persons, or through representatives, images of 
the Virgin Mother of God which were already outstanding by reason of 
public veneration... 

As we have already mentioned, Venerable Brothers, according to ancient 
tradition and the sacred liturgy the main principle on which the royal dignity 
of Mary rests is without doubt her Divine Motherhood.... So with complete 
justice St. John Damascene could write: ‘when she became Mother of the 
Creator, she truly became Queen of every creature’ “.   

Pope Pius XII explains in an address on the Queen-ship of Mary, ‘when the 
glorious Virgin Mary entered triumphantly into heaven and was elevated 
above the choirs of angels to the throne of the Most Holy Trinity.’ And then 
Christ ‘placed a triple crown of glory on her head, presented her to the 
heavenly court, seated her at his right hand and pronounced her Queen of 
the Universe.’... 

In other words, because Christ is ‘by nature and by right the King of the 
Universe…Mary is through him, with him, and in him, queen by grace, by 
divine association, by conquest and by singular election.’ And so because 
of this her kingdom is not only ‘as vast as her Son’s, since nothing of his 
kingdom is excluded from hers,’ but also ‘the Church salutes her as 
sovereign and as Queen of the Angels and Queen of the Universe and 
encourages us to invoke her day and night with the words of the Salve 
Regina: ‘Hail Holy Queen, Mother of Mercy, hail our life, our sweetness and 
our hope”.  (Opus Sanctorum Angelorum, Formation Letter, “Mary – 
‘Regina Angelorum’,” April 2000). 

“O Virgin most pure, wholly unspotted, O Mary, Mother of God, Queen of 
the universe, you are above all saints, the hope of the elect and the joy of 
all the blessed”. (St. Ephrem of Edessa, in Prayer to Mary, Mother of 
Compassion). 

“The truth of the Assumption, defined by Pius XII, is reaffirmed by the 
Second Vatican Council, which thus expresses the Church’s faith: 
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“Preserved free from all guilt of original sin, the Immaculate Virgin was 
taken up body and soul into heavenly glory upon the completion of her 
earthly sojourn. The Lord exalted her as Queen of the Universe...For the 
Mother of Christ is glorified as ‘Queen of the Universe’ “. (Pope John Paul 
II. Encyclical: March 25, 1987) 

God Himself is Subject, Submissive, and Obedient to Mary. 

“Since grace enhances our human nature and glory adds a still greater 
perfection to grace, it is certain that our Lord remains in heaven just as 
much the Son of Mary as he was on earth. Consequently he has retained 
the submissiveness and obedience of the most perfect of all children 
towards the best of all mothers.... When therefore we read in the writings of 
Saint Bernard, Saint Bernardine, Saint Bonaventure, and others that all in 
heaven and on earth, even God himself, is subject to the Blessed Virgin, 
they mean that the authority which God was pleased to give her is so great 
that she seems to have the same power as God. Her prayers and requests 
are so powerful with him that he accepts them, as commands in the sense 
that he never resists his dear mother’s prayer because it is always humble 
and conformed to his will.... Since the principal mystery celebrated and 
honoured in this devotion is the mystery of the Incarnation where we find 
Jesus only in Mary, having become incarnate in her womb, it is appropriate 
for us to say, ‘slavery of Jesus in Mary’, of Jesus dwelling enthroned in 
Mary, according to the beautiful, prayer, recited by so many great souls, ‘O 
Jesus living in Mary’ “. (St. Louis de Montfort, in Treatise on True Devotion 
to the Blessed Virgin).  

Everything We Do Must be for Mary. 

“We must perform all our actions for Mary, which means that as slaves of 
this noble Queen we will work only for her, promoting her interests and her 
high renown, and making this the first aim in all our acts, while the glory of 
God will always be our final end. In everything we must renounce self- love 
because more often than not, without our being aware of it, selfishness sets 
itself up as the end of all we work for. We should often repeat from the 
depths of our heart: Dear Mother, it is to please you that I go here or there, 
that I do this or that, that I suffer this pain or this injury”. (St. Louis Marie de 
Montfort).  

It is Through Mary That We Have Salvation and Can Enter Heaven. 

“All our hope do we repose in the most Blessed Virgin -- in the all fair and 
immaculate one who has crushed the poisonous head of the most cruel 
serpent and brought salvation to the world: in her who is the glory of the 
prophets and apostles, the honour of the martyrs, the crown and joy of all 
the saints; in her who is the safest refuge and the most trustworthy helper 



 

 

82 
of all who are in danger; in her who, with her only-begotten Son, is the 
most powerful Mediatrix and Conciliatrix in the whole world; in her who is 
the most excellent glory, ornament, and impregnable stronghold of the holy 
Church; in her who has destroyed all heresies and snatched the faithful 
people and nations from all kinds of direst calamities; in her do we hope 
who has delivered us from so many threatening dangers.... 

 Because, while bearing toward us a truly motherly affection and having in 
her care the work of our salvation, she is solicitous about the whole human 
race. And since she has been appointed by God to be the Queen of 
heaven and earth, and is exalted above all the choirs of angels and saints, 
and even stands at the right hand of her only-begotten Son, Jesus Christ 
our Lord, she presents our petitions in a most efficacious manner. What 
she asks, she obtains. Her pleas can never be unheard”. (Pope Pius IX, in 
Ineffabilis Deus: The Immaculate Conception. Apostolic Constitution issued 
on December 8, 1854).  

“Blessed, indeed, are those Christians who bind themselves faithfully and 
completely to her as to a secure anchor! The violent storms of the world will 
not make them founder or carry away their heavenly riches. Blessed are 
those who enter into her as into another Noah’s ark! The flood waters of sin 
which engulf so many will not harm them because, as the Church makes 
Mary say in the words of divine Wisdom, ‘Those who work with my help - 
for their salvation - shall not sin.’ Blessed are the unfaithful children of 
unhappy Eve who commit themselves to Mary, the ever-faithful Virgin and 
Mother who never wavers in her fidelity and never goes back on her trust. 
She always loves those who love her, not only with deep affection, but also 
with a love that is active and generous. By an abundant outpouring of grace 
she keeps them from relaxing their effort in the practice of virtue or falling 
by the wayside through loss of divine grace”. (St. Louis de Montfort, in 
Treatise on True Devotion to the Blessed Virgin) 

‘In her power may the Virgin Mother, who once cooperated through her 
love with the birth of the faithful into the Church, now be the means and 
guardian of our salvation”. (Pope Leo XIII. Quoted by Pope Pius XII. 
Encyclical: July 2, 1957) 

“Since faith is the foundation, the source, of the gifts of God by which man 
is raised above the order of nature and is endowed with the dispositions 
requisite for life eternal, we are in justice bound to recognize the hidden 
influence of Mary in obtaining the gift of faith and its salutary cultivation - of 
Mary who brought the ‘author of faith’ into this world and who, because of 
her own great faith, was called ‘blessed.’ ‘O Virgin most holy, none 
abounds in the knowledge of God except through thee; none, O Mother of 
God, attains salvation except through thee; none receives a gift from the 
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throne of mercy except through thee”. (Pope Leo XIII. Encyclical: 
September 5, 1895). 

“However, consideration of a situation so pregnant with dangers must not 
depress your souls, Venerable Brethren. Instead...fly with greater 
confidence to the Mother of God. There, the Christian people have always 
sought chief refuge in the hour of danger, because ‘she has been 
constituted the cause of salvation for the whole human race’ “.  (Pope Pius 
XII. Encyclical: September 15, 1951).   

“Besides these recollections, moreover, as the sacred Mysteries pass by 
they cause our prayers to be transformed into impulses of entreaty that 
have an indescribable power over the heart of Mary. Yes, we fly to thee, we 
miserable children of Eve, O holy Mother of God. To thee we lift our 
prayers, for thou art the Mediatrix, powerful at once and pitiful, of our 
salvation”. (Pope Leo XIII. Encyclical: September 8, 1894).  

“Mary is called the gate of heaven, because no one can enter that blessed 
kingdom without passing through her”. (The Virgin Mary as Co-Redemtrix, 
Mediatrix and Advocate, by B.A. Robinson). 

It is Through Mary that we Gain Eternal Life 

“Hence it follows, as we have already pointed out, that the Virgin is more 
powerful than all others as a means for uniting mankind with Christ. Hence 
too since, according to Christ Himself, ‘Now this is eternal life: That they 
may know thee the only truly God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent’, 
and since it is through Mary that we attain to the knowledge of Christ, 
through Mary also we most easily obtain that life of which Christ is the 
source and origin”. (Pope Pius X, Encyclical: February 2, 1904).  

Mary is the Centre of the Whole World, and is to be Praised, Venerated, 
Honoured, Esteemed, and Worshipped 

“From the earliest ages of the Catholic Church a Christian people, whether 
in time of triumph or more especially in time of crisis, has addressed 
prayers of petition and hymns of praise and veneration to the Queen of 
Heaven. And never has that hope wavered which they placed in the Mother 
of the Divine King, Jesus Christ; nor has that faith ever failed by which we 
are taught that Mary, the Virgin Mother of God, reigns with a mother’s 
solicitude over the entire world, just as she is crowned in heavenly 
blessedness with the glory of a Queen.... 

We have recourse to Mary Our Queen, making known to her those 
sentiments of filial reverence which are not ours alone, but which belong to 
all those who glory in the name of Christian.... 
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Further: ‘O just, O most blessed Joseph’, since thou art sprung from a 
royal line, thou hast been chosen from among all mankind to be spouse of 
the pure Queen who, in a way which defies description, will give birth to 
Jesus the king. In addition: I shall sing a hymn to the mother, the Queen, 
whom I joyously approach in praise, gladly celebrating her wonders in 
song...Our tongue cannot worthily praise thee, O Lady; for thou who hast 
borne Christ the king art exalted above the seraphim...Hail, O Queen of the 
world; hail, O Mary, Queen of us all. 

We read, moreover, in the Ethiopic Missal: O Mary, centre of the whole 
world...thou art greater than the many-eyed cherubim and the six-winged 
seraphim...Heaven and earth are filled with the sanctity of thy glory.... 

Let all Christians; therefore, glory in being subjects of the Virgin Mother of 
God, who, while wielding royal power, is on fire with a mother’s love”. 
(Pope Pius XII, Encyclical: October 11, 1954).  

“The power thus put into her hands is all but unlimited. How unerringly 
right, then, are Christian souls when they turn to Mary for help as though 
impelled by an instinct of nature, confidently sharing with her their future 
hopes and past achievements, their sorrows and joys, commending 
themselves like children to the care of a bountiful mother. How rightly, too, 
has every nation and every liturgy without exception acclaimed her great 
renown, which has grown greater with the voice of each succeeding 
century”. (Pope Leo XIII. Encyclical: September 5, 1895).  

“In the Heavens Mary commands the angels and the blessed. As a 
recompense for her profound humility, God has empowered her and 
commissioned her to fill with saints the empty thrones from which the 
apostate angels fell by pride. The will of the Most High, who exalts the 
humble, is that Heaven, earth and Hell bend, with good will or bad will, to 
the commandments of the humble Mary, whom He has made sovereign of 
Heaven and earth, general of His armies, treasurer of His treasures, 
dispenser of His graces, worker of His greatest marvels, restorer of the 
human race, Mediatrix of men, the exterminator of the enemies of God, and 
the faithful companion of His grandeurs and triumphs.... 

The most infallible and indubitable sign by which we may distinguish a 
heretic, a man of bad doctrine, a reprobate, from one of the predestinate, is 
that the heretic and the reprobate have nothing but contempt and 
indifference for Our Lady, endeavouring by their words and examples to 
diminish the worship (or veneration) and love of her, openly or hiddenly, 
and sometimes by misrepresentation. Alas! God the Father has not told 
Mary to dwell in them, for they are Esaus.... 
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There are several interior practices to true devotion to the Blessed 
Virgin. Here are the principle ones, stated compendiously: (1) to honour her 
as the worthy Mother of God, with the worship of hyperdulia; that is to say, 
to esteem her and honour her above all the other saints, as the 
masterpiece of grace, and the first after Jesus Christ, true God and true 
Man”. (St. Louis-Marie Grignion De Montfort, in True Devotion to Mary).   

Devotion to Mary is NECESSARY For Salvation and Freedom From Sin 

“Devotion to you, O Blessed Virgin, is a means of salvation, which God 
gives to those whom he wishes to save”. (St. John Damascene: Quoted by 
St. Louis de Montfort, in Treatise on True Devotion to the Blessed Virgin).  

“The pious and learned Jesuit, Suarez, Justus Lipsius, a devout and erudite 
theologian of Louvain, and many others have proved incontestably that 
devotion to our Blessed Lady is necessary to attain salvation. This they 
show from the teaching of the Fathers, notably St. Augustine, St. Ephrem, 
deacon of Edessa, St. Cyril of Jerusalem, St. Germanus of Constantinople, 
St. John Demascene, St. Anselm, St. Bernard, St. Bernardine, St. Thomas 
and St. Bonaventure. Even according to Oecolampadius and other 
heretics, lack of esteem and love for the Virgin Mary is an infallible sign of 
God’s disapproval. On the other hand, to be entirely and genuinely devoted 
to her is a sure sign of God’s approval”. (St. Louis de Montfort, Treatise on 
True Devotion to the Blessed Virgin). 

“Those, alas! Furnish us by their conduct with a peremptory proof of it, 
which seduced by the wiles of the demon or deceived by false doctrines 
think they can do without the help of the Virgin. Hapless are they who 
neglect Mary under pretext of the honour to be paid to Jesus Christ!” (Pope 
Pius X. Encyclical: February 2, 1904).  

“Thousands of souls perish because Mary is withheld from them. It is the 
miserable unworthy shadow which we call our devotion to the Blessed 
Virgin, that is the cause of all these wants and blights, these evils and 
omissions and declines. Yet, if we are to believe the revelations of the 
saints, God is pressing for a greater, a wider, a stronger, quite another 
devotion to His Blessed Mother”. (Fr. Frederick Faber, in Preface of True 
Devotion to Mary, by St. Louis De Montfort).  

“And with this love of our Mother Mary, I leave you, my readers, saying to 
you: Continue joyfully to honour and love this good Lady. Try also to 
promote the love of her wherever you can; and do not doubt that, if you 
persevere in true devotion to Mary, even until death, your salvation is 
assured”. (St. Alphonsus Ligouri, in The Glories of Mary).  
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“Truly are those souls to be pitied who abandon this defence, in ceasing 
their devotion to Mary, and no longer recommending themselves to her in 
times of danger. If the sun ceased to rise, says St. Bernard, how could the 
world become other than a chaos of darkness and horror? Applying this 
question to Mary, he repeats it, ‘Take away the sun and where will be the 
day? Take away Mary, and what will be left but the darkest night? When a 
soul loses devotion to Mary, it is immediately enveloped in darkness, and it 
is in that darkness of which the Holy Spirit speaks in the Psalms: ‘You bring 
darkness and it is night; then all the beasts of the forest roam about”. (St. 
Alphonsus Ligouri, in The Glories of Mary, -Our Life, Our Sweetness).  

“St. Francis Borgia had great doubts about the salvation of those that have 
not a special devotion to Mary; because, according to St. Antonine, he who 
expects graces from God without the intercession of Mary attempts to fly 
without wings. St. Anselm has gone so far as to say: It is impossible to be 
saved if we turn away from thee, O Mary. St. Bonaventure has said the 
same: He that neglects her will die in his sins.’ Blessed Albertus Magnus 
says: The people that do not serve thee will perish. And speaking of Mary, 
Richard of St. Laurence says: All those whom this ship does not receive 
are lost in the sea of this world. But, on the other hand, he who is faithful in 
the service of Mary will be certainly saved. Oh Mother of God, says St. 
John Damascene, if I put my confidence in you I shall be saved. If I am 
under your protection I have nothing to fear; for to be devoted to you is to 
have certain arms of salvation which God gives only to those whose 
salvation he wills in a special manner”. (St. Alphonsus De Liguori, in Dignity 
and Duties of the Priest).  

“You (Mary) are the dispenser of all graces; our salvation is in your hands. 
(St. Bernardine of Sienna, quoted by St. Alphonsus Ligouri, The Great 
Means of Salvation and of Perfection”. (The Necessity and Power of 
Prayer). 

So there you have it. “Save me, O God! For the waters have come up to 
my neck. I sink in deep mire, and where there is no foothold; I have come 
into deep waters, and the flood sweeps over me…” 
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CHAPTER SIX. 

Ranting of a Papal Nutcase! 

 

Immaculate Conception. 

The doctrine of Immaculate Conception is generally confused with the 
Doctrine of Miraculous Incarnation. This doctrine was not the subject of the 
deliberations of ancient Councils but was pronounced and defined by Pope 
Pius IX on the eight of December 1854, a Pope who was certifiably insane. 
This dogma was created as a consequence of a perennial controversy that 
would not go away, and this related to the question as to why Jesus did not 
inherit original sin from his Mother? Pius was about to end it!  

And so it was declared “in the first instance of her conception, by a singular 
privilege and grace granted by God, in view of the merits of Jesus Christ, 
the Saviour of the human race was preserved from all stains of original sin”.  

This is how the Pope “received” this dogma. 

“On the eight of December, 1854, the Pope was sitting on his throne; a 
triple crown of gold and diamonds was on his head; silk and damask – red 
and white vestments on his shoulders; five hundred mitred prelates were 
surrounding him; and more than fifty thousand people were at his feet, in St 
Peter’s Church. After a few minutes of most solemn silence, a Cardinal, 
dressed in his purple robe, left his seat, and gravely walked towards the 
Pope, kneeled before him, and humbly prostrating himself at his feet, said: 

‘Holy Father, tell us if we can believe and teach that the Mother of God, the 
Holy Virgin Mary, was immaculate in her conception”? 

The Pope answered: “I do not know; let us ask the light of the Holy Ghost”. 

The Cardinal withdrew; the Pope and the numberless multitude fell on their 
knees; and the harmonious choir sang the “Veni Creator Spiritus”. 

The last note … had hardly rolled under the vaults of the temple, when the 
same Cardinal … prostrated himself at his feet, and said: “Holy Father, tell 
us if the Mother of God, the blessed virgin Mary, was immaculate in her 
conception”. 

The Pope again answered: “I do not know, let us ask the light of the Holy 
Ghost”. 

Again the “Veni Creator Spiritus” was sung. 
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The most solemn silence had a second time succeeded to the melodious 
sacred song, when again the eyes of the multitude were following the grave 
steps of the purple-robed Cardinal, advancing for a third time, towards the 
throne, to ask him: “Holy Father, tell us if we can believe that the blessed 
virgin Mary, the Mother of God was immaculate”. 

The Pope, as if he had just received a direct communication from God, 
answered with a solemn voice: 

“Yes, we must believe that the Blessed Virgin Mary, the Mother of God, 
was immaculate in her conception. There is no salvation to those who do 
not believe this dogma”. (Charles Chiniquy: Fifty years in the Church of 
Rome).   

Miraculous Incarnation refers to Jesus; Immaculate Conception refers to 
his Mother. Although the Roman Church dearly loves the dogma of 
Immaculate Conception, their Encyclopaedia admits, “No direct or 
categorical and stringent proof of the dogma can be brought from 
Scripture”. 

Of interest, this Pope also declared as dogma “Papal Infallibility” on the 
eighteenth of July 1870, as a result of Vatican 1, so his declarations of 
Immaculate Conception and his own infallibility on doctrinal matters are by 
his own admission, infallible!  

How can this fallible human possibly be able to compete against this 
declaration of perfection?  

Ah, yes “… a heavy yoke is upon the sons of Adam, from the day they 
come forth from their mother’s womb till the day they return… from the man 
who sits upon a splendid throne to the one who is humbled in dust and 
ashes, from the man who wears the purple and the crown to the one who is 
clothed in burlap…he is troubled by the visions of his mind like one who 
has escaped from the battle-front…” 

Papal Infallibility. 

“I read in the newspaper that the Roman Catholic Church finally decided 
that it had been theologically improper to try to convert the Jews. Whoops! 
Sorry for all those inquisitions, crusades, and autos-da-fe. Previous popes 
were wrong - infallible, perhaps, but wrong”. Alan Dershowitz 

In Roman theology, infallibility is the doctrine that in matters of faith and 
morals the church, both in teaching and in believing, is protected from 
serious error by “divine dispensation.” This doctrine is generally associated 
with the Roman Catholic Church, but the Orthodox Church also applies it to 
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ecumenical councils. The doctrine is widely rejected by Protestants on 
the grounds that only God can be described as infallible.  

Roman Catholic theology asserts that the entire church is infallible (and 
therefore cannot err in matters of faith) when, from bishops to laity, it shows 
universal agreement in matters of faith and morals. Evidently popularity 
produces truth. Only a few persons in the church (those who hold its 
highest teaching office) are believed to proclaim Christian doctrine infallibly, 
and these are:  

1) The entire body of bishops in union with the Pope when it teaches with 
moral unanimity;  

2) An ecumenical council, which receives papal approval;  

3) Under certain conditions, the Pope alone.  

What is it?  

Today, the Roman Catholic Church teaches its members that their Pope is 
infallible “… in matters of faith and morals.” To be more specific, the Pope 
exercises an infallible teaching office only when:  

He speaks ex cathedra, that is, in his official capacity as pastor and 
teacher.  

He speaks with the manifest intention of binding the entire church to 
acceptance.  

The matter pertains to faith or morals taught as a part of divine revelation 
handed down from apostolic times.  

So, Papal Infallibility, also called ultramontanism, is limited to when the 
Pope is speaking ex cathedra, (Which means, From the Seat. Some say, 
unkindly, when he speaks through his ----!) That is when he is speaking in 
his official capacity as the “pastor and teacher” of all Christians in defining 
matters of morals and faith.  

What many don’t realise is that this wasn’t always the case - in fact, this 
doctrine is relatively recent, having been declared only in 1870 during the 
First Vatican Council. You might think that Popes would be happy to have 
such dogma in their hands, but in fact before the declaration Popes were 
quite divided on whether or not it was a good idea. The reason was 
because the idea of Papal infallibility was originally conceived as a means 
of limiting Papal power so that certain declarations could not later be 
overruled. Popes were naturally concerned about this possibility - so 
although they might have appreciated the idea of some of the declarations 
becoming permanent and infallible, they couldn’t be too pleased at the 
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prospect of other decisions being overruled by a later Pope’s infallibility. 
It is, then, a dangerous two-edged sword to place in the hands of the 
Church’s leader.  

And just who originally came up with the idea of papal infallibility? It was 
the creation of Peter Olivi, a Franciscan who was more than once accused 
of heresy (an auspicious parent for the concept of infallibility, wouldn’t you 
say?). His reason for attempting to limit papal power seems to have been in 
order to prevent future popes from rescinding a ruling favourable to 
Franciscans made by Pope Nicholas III (1277-1280). Nicholas was willing 
to go along with this idea, but later popes rejected it outright. For example, 
Pope John XXII (1316-1334) went so far as to call it “… a work of the devil 
… the Father of Lies.” and in 1324 actually issued a papal bull condemning 
it as heresy.  

So things might have remained had it not been for Pope Pius IX and his 
Vatican I Council, called by Pope Pius IX and which met in Saint Peter’s 
Basilica in Rome ninety three times between December 8, 1869, and 
September 1, 1870. How did he manage to get Papal infallibility declared 
an official dogma? Catholic theologian Hans Küng, who is very critical of 
this dogma, recognises four principle reasons: “Pius IX had a sense of 
divine mission which he carried to extremes; he engaged in double dealing; 
he was mentally disturbed; and he misused his office.” Küng goes on to 
say:  

... “So repressive were the agenda and official procedures; so one-sided 
and partisan were the selection of main theological experts and the 
composition of both the concilii commissions and the conciliar presidium; 
so numerous were the means of pressure (moral, psychological, church-
political, newspaper campaigns, threatened withdrawal of financial support, 
harassment by the police) to which the Bishops of the anti-Infallibility 
minority and the Infallibility majority were exposed; so varied were the 
forms of manipulation applied, at the Pope’s behest, to advance the 
definition before, during, and after the Council that … as painful and 
embarrassing as it may be to admit, this Council resembled a well-
organized and manipulated totalitarian party congress rather than a free 
gathering of Christian people”.  

Hans Küng served briefly as a parish priest in Lucerne, Switzerland, before 
becoming an assistant in dogmatic theology at the University of Münster, 
West Germany. He was the official theologian for the Second Vatican 
Council. As far as Küng is concerned, the freedom of the First Vatican 
Council was so severely compromised, that the infallibility doctrine it 
devised simply couldn’t be regarded as an authentic or authoritative 
Catholic teaching. For writing such things, he was in 1979 forbidden from 
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teaching theology in the name of the Roman Catholic Church. Clearly 
not all Catholics agree with this Church dogma, and they have very good 
reasons for their disagreement.  

Küng hasn’t been the only critic - In 1979 Father August Bernhard Hasler, 
Catholic priest, historian, and former staff member of the Vatican’s 
Secretariat for Christian Unity, published “How the Pope became infallible: 
Pius IX and the Politics of Persuasion.” The portrait he presents largely 
corresponds with that of Küng but differs greatly from the official version of 
the Church. Since he used Vatican documents, which still haven’t been 
released to the public, we should seriously consider his charges:  

Pius was certainly insane! He suffered from seizures his entire life and later 
developed memory loss and an inability to think clearly for long periods of 
time, and this by his own admission. By 1869, disease and stress had 
taken a serious toll on his psychological state, and people noticed that he 
had become unpredictable, irrational, emotional and dictatorial - sometimes 
acting like a megalomaniac. Historian Ferdinand Gregorovius reported that 
in1870:  

“The Pope recently got the urge to try out his infallibility...While out on a 
walk he called to a paralytic: ‘Get up and walk.’ The poor devil gave it a try 
and collapsed, which put the Pope very much out of sorts. The anecdote 
has already been mentioned in newspapers. I really believe he’s insane”.  

Pius May Have Been Dishonest! He never admitted to the things he had 
done in his efforts to have infallibility declared an official Church dogma. 
Cardinal Gustav von Hohenlohe told a friend: “In my entire life, I have never 
met a man who was less particular about the truth than Pius IX.” Other 
bishops, like Bishop Henir Manret, openly called Pius IX a liar, so the 
charge was not at all unusual or suspect.  

Pius Stacked The Council! There were ninety-six consulting positions, and 
among them fifty-nine were filled by Italians (his biggest supporters) and 
just thirty-seven to officials from other countries. Out of those thirty-seven, 
a mere six had any prior experience working with the Vatican. Upon later 
reflection, many of the inexperienced members came to believe that their 
ill-fated appointments occurred solely so that the pope’s supporters could 
more easily outmanoeuvre them. One, Bishop Joseph Karl Hefele wrote to 
a friend:  

“The longer I stay here, the more clearly I see the duplicity behind my 
appointment as consultor concilii. That was just Rome’s way of 
hoodwinking the public with the appearance of neutrality. In reality, I have 
no idea what I’m supposed to be doing here”.”  



 

 

92 
Pius Had the Council Convened in Saint Peter’s Basilica! What’s wrong 
with that? Well, that place has some of the worst acoustics possible; 
making it incredibly difficult for anyone to actually hear what was going on, 
especially for the more elderly members. Bishop Hefele wrote on this: “I 
now sit right next to the Secretary’s desk, in the immediate vicinity of the 
cardinals...but often I can’t hear what is being said from the speaker’s 
platform.”  

As bad as this situation was, the pope exacerbated it by refusing to allow 
any copies of the speeches to be printed, preventing the cardinals from 
actually taking the time to study them carefully. Moreover, small group 
discussions in which issues could be debated and collectively reviewed 
were expressly prohibited - later, even large groups were banned. I wonder 
what Pius was afraid of? Finally, only committee members were given 
permission to reply to a speech immediately after it had been given - 
coincidentally, all committee members supported infallibility. Pius instituted 
all these rules before the council met and without consulting the bishops - 
at prior councils the bishops set their own rules for debate and discussion.  

Pius Drove The Bishops Mercilessly! The council was not permitted to 
postpone or recess under any circumstances, despite meeting in the harsh 
summer heat and in the middle of a malaria epidemic that caused a 
number of bishops to fall seriously ill. Upon learning of the spreading 
disease among the ranks of his bishops, Pius reportedly declared “Che 
crepino pure” (Let them croak).  

Pius Bullied The Bishops Directly! When one Archbishop Bathiarian of 
Armenia refused to support Pius’ push for infallibility, Pius actually went so 
far as to try and get the Papal police to arrest his personal secretary, 
sparking a small riot in the process. The other Armenian bishops were so 
frightened that they immediately asked permission to return home. They 
were denied, but two were smart enough to flee anyway.  

Pius Used Financial Pressure On The Bishops! Well over three hundred 
and fifty bishops attending the council were financially dependent upon the 
Vatican, without which they would be in dire straights. Pius did not hesitate 
to take clear advantage of this fact, threatening any who dare dissent with 
total cut-off from Vatican coffers. Enforcement was achieved by requiring 
all voting to be done in public - and this tactic worked more effectively than 
any other.  

With this entire going on, is it any wonder that many simply stopped 
attending meetings? Bishop Felix Dupanloupe wrote in his diary: “I’m not 
going to the Council anymore. The violence, the shamelessness, even 
more the falsity, vanity, and continual lying force me to keep my distance.” 
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Bishop Lecourtier from France, who was so discouraged that he threw 
his notes into the Tiber River and simply went home only to have his 
bishopric taken away for his trouble, complained:  

“An imposing minority, representing the faith of more than one hundred 
million Catholics, that is almost half the entire Church, is crushed beneath 
the yoke of a restrictive agenda, which contradicts conciliar traditions. 
Commissions, who have not been truly elected, crush it and which dare to 
insert undebated paragraphs in the text after debate has closed. It is 
crushed by the absolute absence of discussion, response, objections, and 
the opportunity to demand explanations; by newspapers that have been 
encouraged to hunt the bishops down and to incite the clergy against 
them”.  

One estimate had Pius’s support at only about fifty bishops at the opening 
of the First Vatican Council with about one hundred and thirty opposed and 
the rest undecided. (Of the thousand and fifty bishops and others eligible to 
attend, only eight hundred attended the council, half of them representing 
European dioceses, and a majority of the rest, European missions abroad. 
The Americas had one hundred representatives). But after Pius got done 
with them, five hundred and thirty three of the five hundred and ninety eight 
left in Rome voted his preference. The two who voted against followed 
Galileo’s example by dropping to one knee in front of the Pope after the 
final tally was announced and declaring, “Now I believe.” In the following 
month, the sixty-three who abstained all eventually consented to the decree 
and the Pope became infallible through what was ultimately a contrived 
unanimous vote. 

Bishop Joseph Georg (Josip Juraj) Strossmayer an opponent of Papal 
Infallibility delivered a speech at the first Vatican Council which indicates 
that the vote was not as “unanimous” as we are led to believe. Bishop 
Strossmayer was born in Croatia-Slavonia in 1815 and died in 1905. He 
studied theology in the seminary at Diakovar and afterward at the higher 
seminary in Budapest, where he obtained a PhD at only twenty years of 
age.  He was later ordained, went to the Augustineum in Vienna obtaining a 
doctorate in theology. He was appointed Professor at Diakovar and later 
Professor of canon law at the University of Vienna. At the age of thirty-four 
he was appointed Bishop of Diakovar. At the same time he was Apostolic 
Administrator of Belgrade-Semendria in Serbia.  

At the Vatican Council of 1870 he was one of the most significant 
opponents of Papal Infallibility, and distinguished himself at the council as a 
speaker of note. 
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We have presented this brief biography of Strossmayer to indicate that 
what we are dealing with is a man of letters, a prince of the church and not 
some kind of malcontent but someone who was both erudite and scholarly. 
Even the Pope praised Strossmayer’s “remarkably good Latin”.   

We should make note of the fact that ultramontanism is not Pius IX’s only 
claim to fame - a number of important changes were made during his 
tenure. For example, in 1854 he declared the dogma of Immaculate 
Conception, according to which Mary was protected from all sin, even 
original sin, because she had been chosen to become the mother of Jesus. 
This was the first time in the history of the Catholic Church that a Pope had 
taken it upon himself to proclaim a doctrine or dogma without first 
consulting a council.  

This Pope who is regarded by many as having inaugurated the modern 
Roman Catholic Church is also noted for his vitriolic reaction against many 
basic trends in modernity, in particular his creation of the Syllabus of Errors 
that listed eighty ideas that Catholics were forbidden to accept. Among the 
list were such nasty things like rationalism, communism, liberalism, 
freedom of speech, freedom of worship/religion, national churches without 
Papal authority, recognition of religions other than Catholicism, democracy, 
marriage as a civil institution, and secular schools run by the state. The 
Syllabus also specifically rejected the idea that the Papacy and, by 
extension, the Roman Catholic Church, could even be reconciled with 
progress, liberalism, and modern civilisation. Such attitudes might appear 
outdated, but unfortunately many Roman Catholics adhere to such 
doctrines devoutly.  

Ironically, this Pope had little chance to enjoy his infallibility. Besides the 
stubbornness of paralytics to rise up and walk, the Franco-Prussian war 
started on the day after the vote. Because of this, France withdrew troops 
protecting the Vatican from the Kingdom of Sardinia - as soon as the 
French moved out, Sardinian troops moved in. On September 20th 1870, all 
of Rome except the Vatican itself was annexed and Pius became a 
“prisoner of the Vatican.” Perhaps that was a fitting end for a Pope who 
worked so hard to make psychological and intellectual prisoners of the 
millions of Roman Catholics who unfortunately looked to him for guidance.  

Footnote: Pius IX restored all of the previous restrictions against the Jews 
within the Vatican state. All Jews under Papal control were confined to 
Rome’s ghetto – the last one in Europe until the Nazi era. On the 3rd. 
September 2000 the present Pope beatified Pius IX, the last step before 
sainthood. John Paul II justified his position: “Beatifying a son of the church 
does not celebrate particular historic choices that he has made, but rather 
points him for imitation and for veneration for his virtue”. It might be of 
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interest to ask, what particular virtue of this madman should we imitate 
for veneration? The duplicity of Rome knows no bounds!  
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
Mithraism. 
 
Mithraism was the legacy of the Roman Empire’s last pagan state religion; 
that is before Roman Christianity adopted it. Roman Christianity is Mitraism 
dressed up! 
“Mithras, God of the Morning, our trumpets waken the Wall!  
Rome is above the Nations, but Thou art over all!” Kipling 
The rulers of the Roman Empire worshipped the god Mithras for something 
like three hundred years. This religion was known throughout Europe and 
Asia by many names such as Mithra, Mitra, Meitros, Mihr, Mehr, and 
Meher. The worship of this god began some 4000 years ago in Persia, 
where it was soon imbedded with Babylonian doctrines. The faith spread 
throughout the entire length of the Roman frontier; from Scotland to the 
Sahara Desert, and from Spain to the Black Sea. Many Mithraic sites have 
been found in Britain, Italy, Germany, Hungary, Bulgaria, Turkey, Persia, 
Armenia, Syria, Israel and North Africa.  
In Rome, some one hundred inscriptions dedicated to Mithras have been 
found, in addition to many sculpture fragments, also the ruins of Mithraic 
temples situated in all parts of the city. One of the largest lies under the 
present site of the Church of St. Clemente, near the Coliseum.  
Herodotus the Greek historian as well as the Greek biographer Plutarch, 
the Neoplatonic philosopher Porphyry, and the Gnostic heretic Origen and 
Jerome discussed the widespread popularity and appeal of Mithraism as 
the final and most refined form of pre-Christian paganism. Many historians, 
because of its many astonishing similarities, quite often compared 
Mithraism to Christianity.  
The faithful referred to Mithras as “the Light of the World”, symbol of truth, 
justice, and loyalty: the mediator between heaven and earth and a member 
of a “Holy Trinity”. According to Persian mythology, Mithras was born of a 
virgin given the title ‘Mother of God’. He remained celibate, valued self-
control, recommended renunciation and resistance to sensuality among his 
followers. Mithras represented a system of ethics in which brotherhood was 
encouraged in order to unify against the forces of evil.  
The worshippers of Mithras held strong beliefs in a celestial heaven and an 
infernal hell. They believed that the benevolent powers of the god would 
sympathise with their suffering and grant them the final justice of 
immortality and eternal salvation in the world to come. They looked forward 
to a final day of judgement in which the dead would resurrect, and to a final 
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conflict that would destroy the existing order of all things to bring about 
the triumph of light over darkness.  
A ritualistic baptism for purification was required of the faithful, who also 
took part in another ceremony in which they drank wine and ate bread to 
symbolise Mithras’ body and blood. Sundays were held sacred, and the 
birth of the god was celebrated annually on December the 25th. After the 
earthly mission of this god had been accomplished, he took part in a “Last 
Supper” with his companions before ascending to heaven, to forever 
protect the faithful. 
However it would be a vast oversimplification to suggest that Mithraism was 
the single forerunner of early Christianity. Aside from “Christ” and Mithras, 
there were plenty of other deities such as Osiris, Tammuz, Adonis, Balder, 
Attis, and Dionysus, of whom it was said to have died and resurrected. 
Many classical heroic figures, such as Hercules, Perseus, and Theseus, 
were said to have been born through the union of a virgin mother and 
divine father. Virtually every pagan religious practice and festivity that 
couldn’t be suppressed or driven underground was eventually incorporated 
into the rites of Christianity as it spread across Europe and throughout the 
world.  
Mithraism has its foundations in ancient Persia where originally a multitude 
of gods were worshipped. Amongst them was Ahura Mazda. In the sixth 
and seventh century BCE a vast reformation of the Persian pantheon was 
undertaken by Zarathustra (Zoroaster) a prophet from the kingdom of 
Bactria. The stature of Ahura Mazda was elevated to that of supreme god 
of goodness, whereas the god Ahriman became the ultimate embodiment 
of evil.  
The reformation of Zarathustra retained the hundreds of Persian deities, 
assembling them into a complex hierarchical system of ‘Immortals’ and 
‘Adored Ones’ under the rule of either Ahura Mazda or Ahriman. Within this 
vast pantheon, Mithras gained the title of ‘Judger of Souls’. He became the 
divine representative of Ahura Mazda on earth, and was directed to protect 
the righteous from the demonic forces of Ahriman.  
Mithras was called omniscient, undeceivable, infallible, eternally watchful, 
and never resting.  
In the Avesta, the holy book of the religion of Zarathustra, Ahura Mazda 
was said to have created Mithras in order to guarantee the authority of 
contracts and the keeping of promises. The name Mithras was, in fact, the 
Persian word for ‘contract’. The divine duty of Mithras was to ensure 
general prosperity through good contractual relations between men. It was 
believed that misfortune would befall the entire land if a contract was ever 
broken.  
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According to Persian traditions, the god Mithras was actually incarnated 
into the human form of the Saviour expected by Zarathustra. Mithras was 
born of Anahita, an immaculate virgin mother once worshipped as a fertility 
goddess before the hierarchical reformation. Anahita was said to have 
conceived the Saviour from the seed of Zarathustra preserved in the waters 
of Lake Hamun in the Persian province of Sistan.  
Mithras was ‘The Great King’ highly revered by the nobility and monarchs, 
who looked upon him as their special protector. A great number of the 
nobility took god-bearing names compounded with Mithras. The title of the 
god Mithras was used in the dynasties of Pontus, Parthia, Cappadocia, 
Armenia and Commagene by emperors with the name Mithradates.  
The Parthian princes of Armenia were all priests of Mithras, and an entire 
district of this land was dedicated to the “Virgin Mother” Anahita. Many 
Mithraeums, or Mithraic temples, were built in Armenia, which remained 
one of the last strongholds of Mithraism.  
Persian Mithraism was more a collection of traditions and rites than a body 
of doctrines. However, once the Babylonians took the Mithraic rituals and 
mythology from the Persians, they thoroughly refined its theology. The 
Babylonian clergy assimilated Ahura Mazda to the god Baal, Anahita to the 
goddess Ishtar, and Mithras to Shamash, their god of justice, victory and 
protection and the sun god from whom King Hammurabi received his code 
of laws in the 18th century BCE. As a result of the solar and astronomical 
associations of the Babylonians, Mithras later was referred to by Roman 
worshippers as ‘Sol Invictus’, or the invincible sun. The sun itself was 
considered to be “the eye of Mithras”.  
With the rapid expansion of the Persian Empire, the worship of Mithras 
spread eastward through northern India into the western provinces of 
China. In India, Mithras was recognised as ‘God of Heavenly Light’ and an 
ally of Indra, King of Heaven. Mithras was often prayed to and invoked 
along with Varuna, the Hindu god of moral law and true speech. Jointly 
known as ‘Mitra-Varuna’, it was believed that together they would uphold 
order in the world while travelling in a shining chariot and living in a golden 
mansion with a thousand pillars and a thousands doors. Mithras was also 
praised in the Vedic hymns. Just as in the Zoroastrian Avesta, the Hindu 
scriptures recognized Mithras as ‘God of Light’, ‘Protector of Truth’, and 
‘Enemy of Falsehood’.  
The worship of Mithras also extended westward through what is now 
Turkey to the borders of the Aegean Sea. However, Mithraism never made 
many converts in Greece or in the Hellenised countries. That country never 
extended the hand of hospitality to the god of its ancient enemies.  
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According to the Greek historian Plutarch, pirates first introduced Mithras 
into Italy from Cilicia (south-east Turkey) who initiated the Romans into the 
secrets of the religion. These pirates performed strange sacrifices on 
Mount Olympus and practiced Mithraic rituals, which according to Plutarch 
“exist to the present day and were first taught by them”. However, there 
were many foreign cults in Italy at that time, and these early Mithraists did 
not attract much attention.  
It is one of the great ironies of history that the Romans ended up 
worshipping the god of their chief political enemy – the Persians. The 
Roman historian Quintus Rufus recorded in his book History of Alexander 
that before going into battle against the “anti-Mithraean country” of Rome, 
the Persian soldiers would pray to Mithras for victory.  
However, after the two enemy civilisations had been in contact for more 
than a thousand years, the worship of Mithras finally spread from the 
Persians through the Phrygians of Turkey to the Romans.  
The Romans viewed Persia as a land of wisdom and mystery, and Persian 
religious teachings appealed to those Romans who found the established 
state religion uninspiring. 
At a time when Christianity was only one of several dozen foreign Eastern 
cults struggling for recognition in Rome, the religious dualism and dogmatic 
moral teaching of Mithraism set it apart from other sects, creating stability 
previously unknown in Roman paganism.  
Early Roman worshippers imagined themselves to be keepers of ancient 
wisdom from the Far East, and invincible heroes of the faith, ceaselessly 
fighting the powers of corruption. Mithraism quickly gained prominence and 
remained the most important pagan religion until the end of the fourth 
century, spreading Zoroastrian dualism throughout every province of the 
Roman Empire for three hundred years. The vast extent of the Roman 
colonies formed links between Persia and the Mediterranean and caused 
the diffusion of the Mithraic religion into the Roman world.  
Five Mithraeums were found in Great Britain, where only three Roman 
legions were stationed. Remains were discovered in London near 
St. Paul’s Cathedral, in Segontium in Wales, and three were found along 
Hadrian’s Wall in Northern England. Mithraism also reached Northern 
Africa by Roman military recruits from abroad.  
By the second century, the worship of Mithras had spread throughout 
Germany due to the powerful army that defended this territory. The 
greatest number of Mithraeums in the western world was discovered in 
Germany. An inscription has been found of a centurion’s dedication to 
Mithras dating back to the year 148. One of the most famous Mithraic bas-
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reliefs, showing twelve scenes from the life of the god, was discovered 
in Neuenheim, Germany in 1838.  
When Commodus (Emperor from 180-192 CE) was initiated into the 
Mithraic religion, there began an era of strong support of Mithraism that 
included emperors such as Aurelian, Diocletian, and Julian the Apostate, 
who called Mithras “the guide of the souls”. All of these emperors took the 
Mithraic titles of ‘Pius’, ‘Felix’, and ‘Invictus’ (devout, blessed, and 
invincible). From this point on, Roman authority legitimised their rule by 
divine right, as opposed to heredity or vote of the Senate.  
In 218 CE the Roman Emperor Heliogabalus, placed upon the throne at 
age 14, attempted to elevate his god, the Baal of Emesa to the rank of 
supreme divinity of the empire by subordinating the entire ancient 
pantheon. Heliogabalus was soon assassinated for this aspiration, but half 
a century later his attempt inspired emperor Aurelian to initiate the worship 
of the Sol Invictus.  
Worshipped in an elaborate temple, magnificent plays were held in honour 
of this deity every fourth year. Sol Invictus was also elevated to the 
supreme rank in the divine hierarchy, and became the special protector of 
the emperors and the empire. Many Mithraic reliefs showed scenes of 
Mithras and Sol sharing a banquet over a table draped with the skin of the 
bull.  
Soon after, the title of Sol Invictus was transferred to Mithras. The Roman 
emperors formally announced their alliance with the sun and emphasised 
their likeness to Mithras, god of its divine light. Mithras was also unified with 
the sun god Helios, and became known as ‘The Great God Helios-Mithras’. 
Emperor Nero adopted the radiating crown as the symbol of his sovereignty 
to exemplify the splendour of the rays of the sun, and to show that he was 
an incarnation of Mithras. The King of Armenia initiated him into the 
Mithraic religion by the Persian Magi brought to Rome. Emperors from that 
time onwards proclaimed themselves destined to the throne by virtue of 
having been born with the divine ruling power of the sun.  
As the final pagan religion of the Roman Empire, before the development of 
Roman Christianity, Mithraism paved a smooth path for Christianity by 
transferring some of its elements of paganism to this new religion. 
Constantine, Emperor from 306-337 made Christianity one of the state 
religions. Contrary to popular belief Constantine did not convert to 
Christianity. He was able to bridge the gap between pagan worship and 
tolerance of Christianity as a political measure. All emperors following 
Constantine gradually developed an open hostility towards Mithraism, 
persecuted its followers on the grounds that it was the religion of Persians, 
the archenemies of the Romans. 
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However, despite the edicts of Constantine a form of Mithraism had 
managed to survive for centuries. Even when Christianity had absorbed it, 
the Mithraic faith lived on in dignified resistance by mutating into a heresy 
known as Manichaeism, which was to become a source of strife and 
bloodshed right down to the Middle Ages. The Persian dualism of 
Zarathustra introduced such strong principles into Europe that they 
continued to exert an influence long after the fall of the Roman Empire. The 
Manichaean faith succeeded as an heir to Mithraism, spreading within 
decades throughout the territories once covered by Mithraism in Asia and 
throughout the Mediterranean, eventually encompassing regions from 
China to North Africa, Spain, and Southern France.  
Mani was born in 216 CE nearly 500 years after the incarnation of Mithras, 
and given the title “The Seal of the Prophets” – a title later given to 
Mohammed by Islam. He was also called the Bagh, or the Lord to succeed 
Mithras. Mani preached a dualistic theological system emphasising the 
purity of the spirit and the impurity of the body. He believed that the 
universe was controlled by the opposing powers of good and evil which had 
become temporarily intertwined, but at a future time would be separated 
and return to their own realms. Manichaean ethics focused on freeing the 
soul from the body and opposing material and physical pleasures. Mani’s 
followers attempted to assist this separation by leading ascetic lives, 
preaching renunciation of the world, and discouraging marriage and 
procreation. Ironically, Manichaeism was denounced by Roman Christianity 
as a dangerous heresy considered detrimental to social life and common 
human institutions. It was also condemned in Persia for similar reasons. 
Mani and many of his followers were persecuted and he was put to death in 
276, and so were many of his followers. Regardless of this, Manichaeism 
spread widely and was a major religion in the East until the 14th century. It 
died out in the West by the 6th century, but later led to the creation of 
several early Christian heresies, such as those of the Cathars and the 
Albigenses.  
The Albigenses were considered a heretical Christian sect whose influence 
became widespread in Southern France around the year 1200. Its theology 
was based entirely upon Manichaean dualism. The Dominican Order was 
founded in 1205 in order to combat this heresy. Following the assassination 
of the papal legate in the year 1208, Pope Innocent III declared a crusade 
against the Albigenses. This developed into a political conflict with civil war 
between the north and south of France lasting until 1229.  
The Knights Templar, a religious military order founded by Crusaders in 
Jerusalem in 1118 to protect Christian travellers to Palestine, came into 
contact with Manichaean heretics who despised the Cross as a symbol of 
veneration, regarding it as the instrument of “Christ’s” torture. This tenet 
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was believed to have been adopted by the Templars, who were 
suppressed and charged with blasphemy in 1312 for committing 
homosexual acts, worshipping the demon Baphomet, and ritually spitting 
upon crucifixes. To this day, the Knights Templar have been emulated by 
dozens of mystical sects and secret societies, including the Freemasons. 
And so we conclude this brief review of the pagan state religion, the 
predecessor of Roman Christianity with the following observations. The 
illogicality with which Christianity enveloped Roman paganism was 
characterised by the early Church writer Tertullian who observed that the 
pagan religion utilised baptism as well as bread and wine consecrated by 
priests. He wrote that Mithraism was inspired by the devil, which wished to 
mock the Christian sacraments in order to lead faithful Christians to hell. 
Nonetheless, Mithraism survived up to the fifth century CE in remote 
regions of the Alps amongst tribes such as the Anauni, and has managed 
to survive in the near east until this day.   
Mithras is still venerated today by the Parsee, the descendants of the 
Persian Zoroastrians now living mainly in India.  
Of all the Roman pagan religions, none was as severe as Mithraism. None 
attained an equal moral elevation, and none could have had so strong a 
hold on mind and heart as the worship of this sun god and saviour.  
Mithraism was the major competitor with Christianity during the second and 
third centuries CE; not even during the Moslem invasions had Europe 
come closer to adopting an Eastern religion than when Diocletian officially 
recognised Mithras as the protector of the Roman Empire.  
But in the end, Christianity finally became its champion by dressing it up 
under the auspices of a “new” state religion 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 
Pagan Heroes. Archetypes for “Jesus Christ”? 
 
In Euripides play “The Bacchae” Dionysus has disguised his “Godhead in a 
mortal shape” in order to make it “manifest to mortal men”. He tells his 
disciples, “That is why I have changed my immortal form and taken the 
likeness of a man”. In Asia Minor Attis’ mother is the virgin Cybele. In Syria 
we find that Adonis’ virgin mother is called Myrrh. Dionysus himself is born 
of a mortal virgin female, who wishes to see Zeus in all his glory and is 
mysteriously impregnated by one of his bolts of lightning. 
Justin Martyr “in saying that the Word was born for us without sexual union 
as Christ, our teacher, we introduce what is said of those called the Sons of 
Zeus” recognises the source of the concept of virgin born sons of God. 
Pythagoras was said to be the son of Apollo and a mortal woman named 
Parthenis, whose name derives from the word parthenos, meaning virgin in 
English and Empedocles was also though to have been a god man. 
Dionysus  
Dionysus, also commonly known by his Roman name Bacchus, appears to 
be a god who has two distinct origins. On the one hand, Dionysus was the 
god of wine, agriculture, and fertility of nature, and is also the patron god of 
the Greek stage. On the other hand, Dionysus also represents the 
outstanding features of mystery religions, such as those practiced at 
Eleusis: ecstasy, personal delivery from the daily world through physical or 
spiritual intoxication, and initiation into secret rites.  
Scholars have long suspected that the god known as Dionysus is in fact a 
fusion of a local Greek nature god, and another more potent god imported 
rather late in Greek pre-history from Phrygia (the central area of modern 
day Turkey) or Thrace.  
According to one myth, Dionysus is the son of the god Zeus and the mortal 
woman, Semele.  Zeus’ lightning bolts kill Semele while Dionysus is still in 
her womb. Dionysus is rescued and undergoes a second birth from Zeus 
after developing in his thigh. Zeus then gives the infant to some nymphs to 
be raised. In another version, one with more explicit religious overtones, 
Dionysus, also referred to as Zagreus in this account, is the son of Zeus 
and Persephone, Queen of the Underworld. Hera gets the Titans to lure the 
infant with toys, and then they rip him to shreds eating everything but 
Zagreus’ heart, which is saved by Athena Rhea, or Demeter. Zeus remakes 
his son from the heart and implants him in Semele who bears a new 
Dionysus Zagreus. Hence, as in the earlier account, Dionysus is called 
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“twice born.” The latter account formed a part of the Orphic religion’s 
religious mythology.  
It does seem clear that Dionysus, at least the Phrygian Dionysus, was a 
late arrival in the Greek world and in Greek mythology. He is hardly 
mentioned at all in the Homeric epics, and when he is it is with some 
hostility. A number of his stories are tales of how Dionysus moved into a 
city, was resisted, and then destroyed those who opposed him. The most 
famous account of this is that of Euripides in his play the Bacchae. He 
wrote this play while in the court of King Archelaus of Macedon, and 
nowhere do we see Dionysus more destructive and his worship more 
dangerous than in this play.  
Scholars have speculated not unreasonably that in Macedon Euripides 
discovered a more extreme form of the religion of Dionysus being practiced 
than the more civil, quiet forms in Athens.  
Briefly, Dionysus returns to Thebes, his putative birthplace, where his 
cousin Pentheus is king. He has returned to punish the women of Thebes 
for denying that he was a god and born of a god. Pentheus is enraged at 
the worship of Dionysus and forbids it, but he cannot stop the women, 
including his mother Agave, or even the elder statesmen of the kingdom 
from swarming to the wilds to join the Maenads (a term given to women 
under the ecstatic spell of Dionysus) in worship. Dionysus lures Pentheus 
to the wilds where he is killed by the Maenads and then mutilated by 
Agave.  
Semele. 
Semele was the daughter of Cadmus and Harmonia, and the mother, by 
Zeus, of the god Dionysus. Because Zeus slept with Semele secretly, Hera 
only found out about the affair after the girl was pregnant. Bent on revenge, 
Hera disguised herself and persuaded Semele to demand that Zeus come 
to her in the entire splendour with which he visited Hera. As a result, 
Semele asked Zeus to grant an unspecified favour, and got him to swear 
by the river Styx that he would grant it. Unable to break his oath, Zeus 
came to her armed in his thunder and lightning, and Semele was 
destroyed. However, Zeus rescued the unborn child from the mother’s 
ashes and sewed it in his thigh until it was ready to be born. Dionysus was 
raised at first by Semele’s sister and brother-in-law, Ino and Athamus, and 
later by the nymphs of Nysa. As an adult, he retrieved his mother from 
Hades and made her a goddess; she was called Thyone. 
Myrrha. 
In Greek mythology, the legendary character Myrrha is especially 
memorable for her tragic tale. Myrrha was the child of a king and she broke 
one of the most fundamental taboos of society. And for this reason the 
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mythical young princess suffered enduring shame and, ironically, also 
earned eternal fame.  
One of our most intriguing ancient sources for the myth of Myrrha is Ovid’s 
Metamorphoses. According to this tale, Myrrha was the daughter of a 
wealthy king of Cyprus named Cinyras. As a beautiful young woman, 
Myrrha could have any suitor for her husband, but instead she falls victim 
to a terrible lust for her own father (some versions claim that the goddess 
Aphrodite is responsible for making Myrrha desire this incestuous union). 
Unable to deal with her unacceptable passions the princess vows to end 
her own life. However, as she is attempting to hang herself, Myrrha’s old 
nurse comes to the rescue. The nurse promises to help Myrrha and so 
devises a cunning plan.  
At the time of the festival of Demeter, the nurse realises, Myrrha’s mother is 
required to stay away from the marriage bed for nine days. So the nurse 
suggests that Myrrha act as a substitute for her own mother.  
This devious plan gives Myrrha an opportunity to satisfy her secret lusts 
without arousing the suspicion of her father. The two accomplices carry out 
their scheme by hiding the identity of the princess. King Cinyras is utterly 
fooled, and so taken with his new young lover that he makes a habit of 
bringing her to his bed many times. Finally, one night Cinyras gives in to his 
curiosity and uses a lamp to expose the young woman who has brought 
him such pleasure. He is shocked and appalled to learn it is his own 
daughter! Overwhelmed with anger and disgust, King Cinyras tries to kill 
Myrrha, but the young woman escapes.  
Myrrha soon realises that her fate is hopeless. She begs the gods to 
release her from her shame. The gods oblige, transforming the unfortunate 
young woman into a myrrh tree. But this myth is not quite complete. For 
underneath Myrrha’s new skin of bark a child is growing, and this child will 
eventually emerge as the legendary Adonis. 
Adonis. 
Adonis, in Greek mythology, is a beautiful youth beloved by Aphrodite and 
Persephone. He was born of the incestuous union of Myrrha (or Smyrna) 
and Cinyras, king of Cyprus. Aphrodite left Adonis in the care of 
Persephone, who raised him and made him her lover. Aphrodite later 
demanded the youth for herself, but Persephone was unwilling to relinquish 
him. When Adonis was gored to death by a boar, both Persephone and 
Aphrodite claimed him. Zeus settled the dispute by arranging for Adonis to 
spend half the year (the summer months) above the ground with Aphrodite 
and the other half in the underworld with Persephone. Adonis’ death and 
resurrection, symbolic of the yearly cycle of vegetation, were widely 
celebrated in ancient Greece in the midsummer festival Adonia. The 
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worship of Adonis corresponds to the cults of the Phrygian Attis and the 
Babylonian Tammuz.  
Attis.  
Attis in the Phrygian religion was a god of vegetation. 
When Nana ate the fruit of the almond tree, which had been generated by 
the blood of either Agdistis or of Cybele, she conceived Attis. Later, 
Agdistis or Cybele fell in love with Attis, and so that none other would have 
him, she caused him to castrate himself. Like Adonis, Attis came to be 
worshiped as a god of vegetation, responsible for the death and rebirth of 
plant life. Each year at the beginning of spring his resurrection was 
celebrated in a festival. In Roman religion he became a powerful celestial 
deity. 
Cybelle. 
Cybele, in the ancient Asian religion, was the Great Mother, the Great 
Goddess and Mother of the Gods. The chief centres of her early worship 
were Phrygia and Lydia. In the fifth century BCE her cult was introduced 
into Greece, where she was associated with Demeter and Rhea. Chiefly 
her Palatine temple marked the spread of her cult to Rome late in the third 
century BCE. Cybele was primarily a nature goddess, responsible for 
maintaining and reproducing the wild things of the earth. As guardian of 
cities and nations, however, she was also entrusted with the general 
welfare of the people. The Corybantes and Dactyls, who honoured her with 
wild music and dancing, attended her. At her annual spring festival, the 
death and resurrection of her beloved Attis were celebrated. 
She frequented mountains and woodland areas and was usually 
represented either riding a chariot drawn by lions or seated on a throne 
flanked by two lions. Cybele is frequently identified with various other 
mother goddesses, notably Agdistis. 
There are remarkable similarities between the various Myths that 
permeated the ancient world and this is generally unknown to us today, but 
in the first few centuries of the Common Era they were well known to 
pagans and Christians alike. The satirist Celsus criticised Christians for 
trying to pass off their story of “Jesus Christ” as some kind of new 
revelation when in fact they were an inferior imitation of pagan myths, some 
of which we have touched upon above. When taking all the evidence into 
consideration, and we have barely touched upon the immense amount of 
material available, there can be nothing clearer than this, that Roman 
Christianity arose out of the ruins of the Roman Empire, that is to say, the 
ruins of Paganism. 
“ … Preach the word, be urgent in season, convince, rebuke, and exhort, 
be unfailing in patience and in teaching. For the time is coming when 
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people will not endure sound teaching, but having itching ears they will 
accumulate for themselves teachers to suit their own likings, and will turn 
from listening to the truth and wander into myths. As for you, always be 
steady, endure suffering, do the work of an evangelist, fulfil your ministry”. 
Was “Jesus Christ” - A Copy of Other /God-Men/Pagan Heroes? 
“The devil, whose business is to pervert the truth, mimics the exact 
circumstances of the Divine Sacraments...Thus he celebrates the oblation 
of bread, and brings in the symbol of the resurrection. Let us therefore 
acknowledge the craftiness of the devil, who copies certain things of those 
that be Divine”. Tertullian, late second century CE, commenting on the 
many similarities between Mithraism and Christianity wrote. 
“...Are our… (Pagan beliefs) to be accounted myths and theirs (the 
Christians’) believed? What reasons do the Christians give for the 
distinctiveness of their beliefs? In truth, there is nothing at all unusual about 
what the Christians believe”.  
Celsus, late second century CE commenting on the similarities between 
Pagan and Christian beliefs had this to say. 
“He who will not eat of my body and drink of my blood, so that he will be 
made on with me and I with him, the same shall not know salvation”. This 
inscription to Mithras parallels John 6.53-54. 
Pope Leo X said, “What profit has not that fable of Christ brought us!”  
 “Jesus is a mythical figure in the tradition of pagan mythology and almost 
nothing in all of ancient literature would lead one to believe otherwise. 
Anyone wanting to believe Jesus lived and walked as a real live human 
being must do so despite the evidence, not because of it”.  (C. Dennis 
McKinsey “The Encyclopaedia of Biblical Errancy”).  
 J.M. Robertson. “Pagan Christs”, “there is not a conception associated 
with Christ that is not common to some or all of the Saviour cults of 
antiquity”.  
To many conservative Christians, the question is ridiculous; it is not even 
worth investigating. Even this chapter’s title would probably be considered 
to be blasphemy. They view the gospels, and the rest of the Bible, as very 
different from ordinary books. They believe that the gospels are the 
inerrant, inspired word of God. Thus, nothing in the gospels could have 
originated in pagan myths.  The gospels describe Jesus’ life, from his 
conception to ascension to heaven, precisely as it unfolded – 4 BCE to 30 
CE.  
There certainly were beliefs about Egyptian, Greek, Roman, and other 
pagan heroes, saviours and god-men circulating in first century Palestine. 
However, material in the gospels could not have come from those sources. 
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God inspired Matthew, Mark, Luke and John in their writing, preventing 
them from making any errors. The incorporation of pagan legends would 
not have been possible.   
To many liberal Christians and post-Christians, the question is definitely 
worth studying. Many pagan religious belief systems permeated the 
Mediterranean region during the first century CE. There were many male 
heroes, saviours and god-men within Egyptian, Greek, Roman, Hindu, and 
other pantheons of Gods whose lives had many points of similarities to 
Jesus.  
Of these, the Egyptian God Horus probably had life events attributed to him 
that were closest match to those of Jesus. Yet, Horus was worshipped in 
Egypt thousands of years before the first century CE when Jesus is 
believed to have been ministering in Palestine. In order to compete with 
those religions, Christianity would have had to describe Jesus in terms that 
matched or surpassed the myths, stories and legends.  
The authors of the gospels may well have picked up themes from other 
sources and added them to their writings in order to make Christianity more 
credible to a Pagan, largely Greek world. By peeling away such foreign 
material, we might be able to get a clearer picture of what Jesus taught and 
how he lived. By stripping away these accretions that have become 
attached to the life, story and teachings of Jesus, we can get closer to the 
historical Jesus. We can better understand his mission, and learn from his 
teachings. 
Mutual Events in the Lives of Horus and Jesus. 
Stories from the life of Horus had been circulating for centuries before 
Jesus birth (four BCE). If any copying occurred by the writers of the 
Egyptian or Christian religions, it was the followers of Jesus who 
incorporated into his biography the myths and legends of Horus, not vice-
versa. 
According to author and theologian Tom Harpur. “Rediscovering The Lost 
Light”  “Author Gerald Massey discovered nearly two hundred instances of 
immediate correspondence between the mythical Egyptian material and the 
allegedly historical Christian writings about Jesus. Horus indeed was the 
archetypal pagan Christ”  
Comparisons. 
 

Incident Horus “Jesus Christ” 
Conception By A Virgin.   By A Virgin. 
Father Only Begotten Son Of 

Osiris.    
Only Begotten Son 
Of 
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Jehovah 

Mother Meri.   Miriam (A.K.A. 
Mary). 

Foster Father Seb, (Jo-Seph). Joseph.  
Foster Father’s 
Ancestry   

Of Royal Descent. Of Royal Descent.  
 

Birth Location In A Cave. In A Cave Or Stable. 
Annunciation.   By An Angel To Isis. By An Angel To 

Miriam 
Birth Heralded By The Star Sirius, The 

Morning Star. 
An Unidentified “Star 
In The East” 

Birth 
Announcement 

By Angels By Angels.   

Birth Witnesses Shepherds. Shepherds. 
Later Witnesses 
To Birth 

Three Solar Deities. Three Wise Men.   

Death Threat 
During Infancy 

Herut Tried To Have 
Horus Murdered. 

Herod Tried To 
Have Jesus 
Murdered.  
 

Handling The 
Threat 

The God That Tells 
Horus’ Mother “Come, 
Thou Goddess Isis, Hide 
Thyself With Thy Child.”  

An Angel Tells 
Jesus’ Father To. 
“Arise And Take The 
Young Child And His 
Mother And Flee 
Into Egypt.” 

Rite Of Passage 
Ritual 

Horus Came Of Age 
With A Special Ritual, 
When His Eye Was 
Restored. 

Taken By Parents 
To The Temple For 
What Is Today 
Called A Bar 
Mitzvah Ritual.  
 

Age At The Ritual 12   12  
Break In Life 
History  

No Data Between Ages 
Of 12 & 30.  

No Data Between 
Ages Of 12 & 30. 

Baptism Location In The River Eridanus. In The River Jordan.  
Age At Baptism 30. 30. 
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Baptised By Anup The Baptiser. John The Baptist 
Fate Of The 
Baptiser 

Beheaded. Beheaded. 

Temptation Taken From The Desert 
Of Amenta Up A High 
Mountain By His 
Archrival Sut. Sut 
(A.K.A. Set) Was A 
Precursor For The 
Hebrew Satan. 

Taken From The 
Desert In Palestine 
Up A High Mountain 
By His Archrival 
Satan.  
 

Consequence Of 
Temptation 

Horus Resists 
Temptation. 

Jesus Resists 
Temptation. 

Supporters 12 Disciples 12 Disciples. 
Activities Walked On Water, Cast 

Out Demons, Healed 
The Sick, Restored Sight 
To The Blind. He “Stilled 
The Sea By His Power.” 

Walked On Water, 
Cast Out Demons, 
Healed The Sick, 
Restored Sight To 
The Blind. He 
Ordered The Sea 
With A “Peace, Be 
Still” Command.  
 

Raising Of The 
Dead 

Horus Raised Osiris, His 
Dead Father, From The 
Grave.  

Jesus Raised 
Lazarus  
From The Grave.  
 

Location Where 
The Resurrection 
Miracle Occurred 

Anu, An Egyptian City 
Where The Rites Of The 
Death, Burial And 
Resurrection Of Horus 
Were Enacted Annually.  
 

Hebrews Added 
Their Prefix For 
House (‘Beth”) To 
“Anu” To Produce 
“Beth-Anu” Or The 
“House Of Anu.” 
Since “U” And “Y” 
Were 
Interchangeable In 
Antiquity, “Bethanu” 
Became “Bethany,” 
The Location 
Mentioned In John 
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11.  

Origin Of 
Lazarus’ Name 

Asar Was An Alternate 
Name For Osiris, Horus’ 
Father, Who Horus 
Raised From The Dead. 
He Was Referred To As 
“The Asar,” As A Sign Of 
Respect. Translated Into 
Hebrew, This Is “El-
Asar.”  

The Romans Added 
The Prefix “Us” To 
Indicate A Male 
Name, Producing 
“Elasarus.” Over 
Time, The “E” Was 
Dropped And “S” 
Became “Z,” 
Producing 
“Lazarus.” 

Transfigured On A Mountain On A High 
Mountain.  

Key Speech (es) Sermon On The Mount. Sermon On The 
Mount; Sermon On 
The Plain.  

Method Of Death By Crucifixion. By Crucifixion.  
Accompanied By Two Thieves.   Two Thieves. 
Burial In A Tomb.   In A Tomb.  
Fate After Death Descended Into Hell; 

Resurrected After Three 
Days.  
 

Descended Into 
Hell; Resurrected 
After About 30 To 38 
Hours (Friday Pm 
To Presumably 
Some Time In 
Sunday Am)  

Resurrection 
Announced By  

Women. Women. 

Future Will Reign For 1,000 
Years 

Will Reign For 1,000 
Years 

   
Characteristics of Horus and Jesus. 
 

Nature Regarded As A Mythical 
Character.  

Regarded As A 1st 
Century CE Human 
Man-God.  

Main Role. Saviour Of Humanity.   Saviour Of 
Humanity.   
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Status. God-Man God-Man 
Familiar Portrayal Virgin Isis Holding The 

Infant Horus. 
Virgin Mary Holding 
The Infant Jesus. 

Title KRST, The Anointed 
One. 

Christ, The Anointed 
One. 
 
 

Other 
Titles/Names 

The Good Shepherd, 
The Lamb Of God, The 
Bread Of Life, The Son 
Of Man, The Word, The 
Fisher, The Winnower.  

The Good 
Shepherd, The 
Lamb Of God, The 
Bread Of Life, The 
Son Of Man, The 
Word, The Fisher, 
The Winnower. 

Zodiac Sign Associated With Pisces, 
The Fish. 

Associated With 
Pisces, The Fish.  

Main Symbols Fish, Beetle, The Vine, 
Shepherd’s Crook. 

Fish, Beetle, The 
Vine, The 
Shepherd’s Crook.  

 
Teachings of Horus and Jesus. 
 

Criteria For 
Salvation  

“I Have Given Bread To 
The Hungry Man And 
Water To The Thirsty 
Man And Clothing To The 
Naked Person And A 
Boat To The Shipwrecked 
Mariner.”  

“For I Was An 
Hungered, And Ye 
Gave Me Meat. I 
Was Thirsty, And Ye 
Gave Me Drink. I 
Was A Stranger, 
And Ye Took Me In. 
Naked, And Ye 
Clothed Me.”  

“I Am” 
Statements  

“I Am Horus In Glory...I 
Am The Lord Of Light...I 
Am The Victorious One...I 
Am The Heir Of Endless 
Time...I, Even I, Am He 
That Knoweth The Paths 
Of Heaven.”  “I Am 
Horus, The Prince Of 

“I Am The Light Of 
The World. I Am The 
Way, The Truth And 
The Life.”  
“Before Abraham 
Was, I Am”  
“Jesus Christ, The 
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Eternity.” “I Am Horus 
Who Stepeth Onward 
Through Eternity 
...Eternity And 
Everlastingness Is My 
Name.” “I Am The 
Possessor Of Bread In 
Anu. I Have Bread In 
Heaven With Ra.”  
 

Same Yesterday, 
And Today And 
Forever.”  
“I Am The Living 
Bread That Came 
Down From 
Heaven.” 

 
Parallels between Yeshua Hanotzri and Osiris/Dionysus  
Dionysus, a Greek God, and Osiris, an Egyptian God were viewed as 
mythical characters. Osiris may have been the first godman. His story has 
been found recorded in pyramid texts that were written prior to 2,500 BCE. 
These and other saviours were truly interchangeable. Coins have been 
found with Dionysus on one side and Mithras on the other. A person who 
was initiated into one of the mysteries had no difficulty switching to another 
Pagan mystery religion. 
In the third century CE, these godmen were referred to by the composite 
name “Osiris-Dionysus.”  
Life events shared by Osiris/Dionysus and “Jesus Christ”. 
The following stories appear both in the Gospels and in the myths of many 
of the godmen.   
Conception.  God was their father. This was believed to be literally true in 
the case of Osiris-Dionysus; their God came to earth and engaged in 
sexual intercourse with a human. The father of Jesus is God in the form of 
the Holy Spirit (Matthew 1.18).  
A human woman, a virgin, was the mother of both. .  
Both were born in a cave or cowshed. Luke 2.7 mentions that Jesus was 
placed in a manger – an eating trough for animals. An early Christian 
tradition said that the manger was in a cave.  
Both births were prophesised by a star in the heavens.  
Ministry.  
At a marriage ceremony, both performed the miracle of converting water 
into wine.  
Both were powerless to perform miracles in his hometown.  
Followers of each were born-again through baptism in water.  
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Both rode triumphantly into a city on a donkey. Tradition records that 
the inhabitants waved palm leaves.  
Both had 12 disciples.  
Both were accused of licentious behaviour.  
Execution, resurrection, etc.   
Both killed near the time of the Vernal Equinox. O/D about March 21st. 
Jesus April 5th.  (Different years) 
Both died “as a sacrifice for the sins of the world.”   
Both were hung on a tree, stake, or cross.   
After death, both descended into hell.  
On the third day after their death, they returned to life.  
The cave where they were laid was visited by three of his female followers  
Both ascended to heaven.  
Titles.   
God made flesh.  
Saviour of the world.  
Son of God.  
Beliefs about the God-man.   
Both were “God made men,” and equal to the Father.  
Both will return in the last days.  
Each judge the human race at that time.  
Humans are separated from God by original sin. The godman’s sacrificial 
death reunites the believer with God and atones for the original sin.  
All of the Pagan myths had been circulating for centuries before Jesus birth 
(4 BCE). It is obvious that if any copying occurred, it was the followers of 
Jesus incorporating into his biography the myths and legends of Osiris-
Dionysus, not vice-versa. 
Two God-Men Saviours.  
“Christ” And Krishna 
Many early Christian theologians noted the extreme similarity between 
Christianity and Pagan religions such as Hinduism, Mithraism, etc.  
Eusebius of Caesarea (circa 283-371 CE) wrote. “The religion of Jesus 
Christ is neither new nor strange.”   
Augustine of Hippo (354-430 CE) wrote. “This, in our day, is the Christian 
religion, not as having been unknown in former times, but as having 
recently received that name.”   
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Some early Christian leaders attributed the similarities to a trick of 
Satan. They felt that Satan had created many crucified saviours, born of 
virgins, before Jesus in order to discredit Christianity’s uniqueness. Others 
attribute the similarities to coincidence. 
Conservative Christians generally believe in the inerrancy of the Bible. 
Thus, the Gospel of John is absolutely accurate when it presents “Jesus 
Christ” as a supernatural being, the “Son” of God, who was present at the 
creation of the universe, is the saviour of humanity, and who came to earth 
so that believers “might have life, and that they might have it more 
abundantly.” Any similarities to legends about Krishna are either forgeries, 
or coincidences. There was no incorporation into the Christian Gospels of 
Pagan legends about the life of Krishna. The points of similarities must 
have resulted from other influences. There is no Krishna-Christ linkage; the 
topic is ridiculous; it is not even worth investigating.  
Some sceptics have suggested that Yeshua of Nazareth (a.k.a. “Jesus 
Christ” by most Christians) and Krishna, the second person of the Hindu 
trinity, are the same person. It is rather obvious that that they are not. 
Jesus appears to have been born in Palestine during the last decade BCE, 
whereas Krishna is dated many millennia earlier, in India.  
 Some liberal religious historians have raised the possibility that stories of 
Jesus’ birth, ministry, execution, and resurrection were copied, at least in 
part, from Krishna’s life.   
Many liberal Christians feel that a Hindu source for many of the events in 
Jesus’ life is a topic is worth studying. Many Pagan religious belief systems, 
including Hinduism, permeated the Mediterranean region in the 1st century 
CE. There were various male heroes within Egyptian, Greek, Indian, 
Roman and other Pagan pantheons of Gods, whose role was to be 
saviours to humanity – much like Jesus. In order to compete with those 
religions, Christianity would have had to describe Jesus in terms that 
matched or surpassed the Pagan legends. The authors of the gospels may 
well have picked up themes from other sources and added them to their 
writings in order to make Christianity more credible to a Pagan world. By 
isolating and removing such foreign material, we might be able to get a 
clearer picture of what Jesus taught and how he lived.  
If a glaring Krishna – Christ connection prevails, what is left of creedal, 
dogmatic, organised, institutionalised Christianity? 
If we deleted from the Gospels the events in Jesus’ life that appear to 
originate in Krishna’s story, one would end up with a story of. 
A very human, itinerant, Jewish, rabbi-healer.   
A teacher who largely followed the teachings of Hillel, a liberal Jewish rabbi 
from the first century BCE.  
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An observant Jew who had a special relationship with God – a kinship 
so close that Jesus referred to God by the familiar term “Abba.”   
This is very close to the image of Jesus found by many liberal theologians, 
in their quest for the historical Jesus.  
If the events in Jesus’ life that appear to come from Krishna were 
eliminated as invalid, then most of the key Christian beliefs about Jesus 
would have to be abandoned. His virgin birth, incarnation, sinless life, 
crucifixion, descent into Hell, resurrection, ascension to heaven. Criteria for 
salvation, belief in the Trinity, the inerrancy of the Bible, the inspiration of 
the Bible, etc. would also have to be rejected. 
Beliefs about Jesus. 
A few sceptics claim that Yeshua Hanotzri was a purely mythical character. 
Some others believe that he was a real individual who lived in perhaps the 
2nd or 3rd century BCE. But there is a near consensus that Yeshua Hanotzri 
was born in Palestine in 3 BCE. 
Beliefs about his nature and role differ. 
Most Christians believe that he is the “Son of God”, the second personality 
in the Trinity. He spent a relatively short period preaching and healing (one 
year mainly in the Galilee according to the synoptic gospels; three years 
mainly in Judah according to the Gospel of John). He was executed, 
resurrected and ascended into heaven. Conservative Christians believe 
that the normal destination for human beings is eternal punishment in Hell; 
only a relatively small percentage of people who trust Jesus as Lord and 
Saviour will escape this fate.   
Muslims believe that Jesus was one of the greatest of prophets. He was 
neither crucified nor resurrected; he died at an advanced age. They regard 
God as being single and indivisible, not a Trinity of personalities.   
Jewish Christians – 30 CE – seem to have believed that he was a Jewish 
reformer, teacher, prophet, and native healer, but not a deity.  
In the early Christian movement, Gnostic Christians believed that Jesus 
was a spirit being, who only appeared to be a person in the flesh.  
About Krishna. 
Krishna was born, lived and died at least 14 centuries before Yeshua. 
Estimates of his birth date vary. Some are 1477, 3112, 3600, 5150, and 
5771 BCE.  
Hindus believe that whenever profound evil spreads widely throughout the 
earth, the Supreme Being comes to earth in the form of a human person “in 
order to uproot vice and to establish virtue so that the earth may get rid of 
sinners.” Lord Krishna was just such an incarnation. Krishna is the ninth 
and the complete incarnate of Vishnu, the Godhead of the Hindu Trinity of 
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deities. (Many Hindu sources list Krishna as the eighth incarnation of 
Vishnu; the ninth being Buddha) Of all the Vishnu avatars he is the most 
popular, and perhaps of all Hindu gods the one closest to the heart of the 
masses.  
Krishna was dark and extremely handsome. The word Krishna literally 
means ‘black’, and black also connotes mysteriousness. Whether he was a 
human being or a God-incarnate, there is no gainsaying the fact that he 
has been ruling the hearts of millions for over three millennia. “If a person 
can affect such a profound impact on the Hindu race affecting its psyche 
and ethos and all aspects of its life for centuries, he is no less than God”. 
Swami Harshananda  
He is believed to have died at the advanced age of 125. “In his final days 
on earth, he taught spiritual wisdom to Uddhava, his friend and disciple, 
and ascended to his abode after casting off his body, which was shot at by 
a hunter named Jara.”  
Is Jesus and Krishna the same individual? 
Many individuals raise the possibility that the Gospels’ description of Jesus’ 
life was derived, at least in part, from Krishna’s life story, and from the 
myths of other god-men.  
Stephen Van Eck writes. “Then there is the Hindu epic, the Bhagavad-Gita, 
a story of the second person of the Hindu Trinity, who took human form as 
Krishna. Some have considered him a model for the Christ, and it’s hard to 
argue against that when he says things like. ‘I am the beginning, the 
middle, and the end’ (BG 10.20 vs. Rev. 1.8).   
His advent was heralded by a pious old man named Asita, who could die 
happy knowing of his arrival, a story paralleling that of Simeon in Luke 
2.25.   
Krishna’s mission was to give directions to ‘the kingdom of God’ (BG 2.72), 
and he warned of ‘stumbling blocks’ along the way (BG 3.34; 1 Cor. 1.23; 
Rev. 2.14).  
The essential thrust of Krishna’s sayings, uttered to a beloved disciple, 
sometimes seems to coincide with Jesus or the Bible. Compare. ‘Those 
who are wise lament neither for the living nor the dead’ (BG 2.11) with the 
sense of Jesus’ advice to ‘let the dead bury their own dead’ (Matt. 8.22).   
Krishna’s saying, ‘I envy no man, nor am I partial to anyone; I am equal to 
all’ (BG 9.29) is a lot like the idea that God is no respecter of persons 
(Rom. 2.11; see also Matt. 6.45).   
And ‘one who is equal to friends and enemies ... is very dear to me’ (BG 
12.18) is reminiscent of ‘love your enemies’ (Matt. 6.44).   
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Krishna also said that ‘by human calculation, a thousand ages taken 
together is the duration of Brahma’s one day’ (BG 8.17), which is very 
similar to 2 Peter 3.8.” 10  
The author Kersey Graves wrote a book in 1875 that lists 346 “striking 
analogies between Christ and Krishna”.  
Specific Similarities between the Lives of Jesus and Krishna. 
Krishna is the second person of the Hindu Trinity. He is considered to be 
one of the incarnations of the God Vishnu. Some Hindus believe that he 
lived on Earth during perhaps the 2nd or 3rd century BCE. Yeshua of 
Nazareth is generally regarded as having been born in Palestine circa 4 
BCE. Thus, if there are many points of similarities between these two 
individuals, most sceptics and some religious liberals would accept that 
elements of Krishna’s life were incorporated into the legends associated 
with Jesus.  
Other reasons for the similarities have been suggested which are more 
acceptable to conservative Christians who believe in the inerrancy of the 
Bible, and are committed to the belief that Jesus is God’s only son and the 
world’s only saviour.  
Legends of Krishna’s life are lies that Satan created to discredit Christianity 
in advance of Jesus’ birth.  
The similarities in the two lives are simple coincidences.  
Krishna’s life was a type of prophecy foretelling the arrival of the Christian 
Messiah.  
Amazing Coincidences. 
Yeshua and Krishna were called both a God and the Son of God.  
Both were sent from heaven to earth in the form of a man.  
Both were called Saviour, and the second person of the Trinity.  
Their adoptive human father was a carpenter.  
A spirit or ghost was their actual father.  
Krishna and Jesus were of royal descent.  
Both were visited at birth by wise men and shepherds, guided by a star.  
Angels in both cases issued a warning that the local dictator planned to kill 
the baby and had issued a decree for his assassination. The parents fled. 
Mary and Joseph stayed in Muturea; Krishna’s parents stayed in Mathura.  
Both Yeshua and Krishna withdrew to the wilderness as adults, and fasted.  
Both were identified as “the seed of the woman bruising the serpent’s 
head.”  
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Jesus was called “the lion of the tribe of Judah.” Krishna was called 
“the lion of the tribe of Saki.”  
Both claimed. “I am the Resurrection.”  
Both referred to themselves having existed before their birth on earth.  
Both were “without sin.”   
Both were god-men. Being considered both human and divine.  
They were both considered omniscient, omnipotent, and omnipresent.  
Both performed many miracles, including the healing of disease. One of the 
first miracles that both performed was to make a leper whole. Each cured 
“all manner of diseases.”   
Both cast out indwelling demons, and raised the dead.  
Both selected disciples to spread his teachings.  
Both were meek, and merciful. Both were criticised for associating with 
sinners.  
Both encountered a Gentile woman at a well.  
Both celebrated a last supper. Both forgave his enemies.   
Both descended into Hell, and were resurrected. Many people witnessed 
their ascensions into heaven.  
Other Similarities. 
There are other points of similarity between Krishna and Yeshua. 
“The object of Krishna’s birth was to bring about a victory of good over evil.”  
Krishna “came onto earth to cleanse the sins of the human beings.”  
“Krishna was born while his foster-father Nanda was in the city to pay his 
tax to the king.” Yeshua was born while his foster-father, Joseph, was in 
the city to be enumerated in a census so that “all the world could be taxed.”  
Jesus is recorded as saying. “if you had faith as a mustard seed you would 
say to the mountain uproot yourself and be cast into the ocean” Krishna is 
reported as having uprooted a small mountain.   
Krishna’s “...foster-father Nanda had to journey to Mathura to pay his taxes” 
just as Jesus foster-father Joseph is recorded in the Gospel of Luke as 
having to go to Bethlehem to pay taxes.  
“The story about the birth of Elizabeth’s son John (the Baptist), cousin of 
Jesus, corresponds with the story in the Krishna myth about the birth of the 
child of Nanda and his wife Yasoda.” Nanda was the foster-father of 
Krishna.  
The Greek God Dionysus, Jesus and Krishna were all said to have been 
placed in a manger basket.   
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Correspondences between Hinduism and Christianity. 
A Future Reward In Heaven Or Punishment In Hell.  
Hinduism and Catholicism share the concept of Purgatory.  
A day of judgment.  
A general resurrection.  
The need for repentance for sin.  
Salvation requires faith in the Saviour.  
A belief in angels and of evil spirits.  
A belief that disease and sickness is caused by evil spirits.  
A past war in heaven between good and bad angels.  
Free will.  
God is considered the “Word of Logos.”  
Religious texts talk of “the blind leading the blind,” “a new heaven and a 
new earth, “living water,” “all scripture is given by inspiration of God,” “all 
scripture is profitable for doctrine,” “to die is great gain,” etc.  
Fasting forms a part of both religions.  
The act of being born again is present in both religions.  
Other points of similarity between Hinduism and Christianity. 
Symbols. The trident – traditionally carried by the Hindu God-Goddess 
Shiva, is somewhat similar to the Christian cross. Adding a vertical horn at 
both ends of the horizontal bar of a cross will convert it into a trident with 
three prongs. This actually was done to a Christian cross erected by a 
Baptist community of 1,200 in Ranalia, India. For decades, the Baptists had 
annually whitewashed a cross symbol on a large rock in a hill above the 
town. In early 1999, someone added two horns, turning the cross into a 
trident. When the smoke cleared (literally) more than 150 mud huts owned 
by Christians had been gutted by arson. Some named the Hindu nationalist 
Bharatiya Janata Party as perpetrators. However, the local head of the 
party denied this. This is a very unusual event, because Hindus in India are 
known for their unusually high level of religious tolerance. Many Hindus 
believe that all religions can lead their members to God.  
The role of water. Most Christians baptise either mature members or 
infants in the congregation. Sometime this is done by total immersion in 
water; sometimes by sprinkling water over the individual’s head. In the 
Roman Catholic Church, baptism is a sacrament that washes away the 
person’s original sin. Immersion in water by Hindus is also an important 
ritual. “Water in Hinduism has a special place because it is believed to have 
spiritually cleansing powers...In the sacred water distinctions of caste are 
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supposed to count for nothing, as all sins fall away...Every temple has 
a pond near it and devotees are supposed to take a bath before entering 
the temple.”   
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CHAPTER NINE. 

Semiramis. Queen of Heaven, Mother of God. 

 

There are literally millions of words written with respect to goddesses of 
ancient Sumer, Babylon and the gods of Greece and Rome who inherited 
their attributes if not their names, and the part these various mythological 
goddesses played in the religion, the politics, and in the history of the 
countries to which they are attached. The latest individual to inherit pagan 
impedimenta is Mary, Jesus’ mother, courtesy of the institutionalised Holy, 
Apostolic, Roman, and (Marion) Catholic Church.   

It is hoped that in editing down the enormous amount of information 
available into a few short sentences the reader is given at a sample, a 
taste, if you will, of how a Biblical entity about whom there are but six short 
references has been turned into mythical, ever virgin, queen of heaven, et 
al, with all the attributes that were first attached to goddesses of some 
three millennia ago in ancient Egypt and Babylon.    

Semiramis, who was both Nimrod’s wife and mother, was worshiped as the 
“Mother of God” and a “fertility goddess” because she had to be 
exceptionally fertile to give birth to all the pagan made flesh gods that 
represented Nimrod. She was worshiped throughout the world by each of 
the titles connected with Nimrod’s worship, in addition to many titles unique 
to herself. For instance, the respective Greek and Roman names applied to 
the worship of Semiramis include: Aphrodite and Venus, the goddess of 
love; Artemis and Diana, the goddess of hunting and childbirth; Athena and 
Minerva, the goddess of crafts, war and wisdom; Demeter and Ceres, the 
goddess of growing things; Gaea and Terra, symbol of the fertile earth; 
Hera and Juno, the protector of marriage and women, who was the sister 
and wife of Zeus in Greek mythology, and the wife of Jupiter in Roman 
mythology; Hestia and Vesta, the goddess of the hearth; plus Rhea or Ops, 
who was wife and sister of the Greek horned-god Kronos. 

Semiramis was initially included in the pagan Babylonian trinity as the Holy 
Spirit or seed of the divine son in his mother’s womb. Within time, however, 
the father Nimrod was practically overlooked and worshiped only as the 
god-incarnate son in his mother’s arms. In other words, the father became 
invisible and was no longer worshiped, whereas, the mother with the god-
incarnate son in her arms became the grand object of worship. Numerous 
Babylonian monuments show the goddess-mother Semiramis with her son 
in arms and this worship of mother and child spread throughout the known 
world, and given different names in the various languages of the world. 
(See under: Sub title “Pagan Worship of Mary and Jesus).  
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The image of mother with child in her arms was so firmly entrenched in 
the pagan mind that by the time Rome had made Christianity the official 
religion of the empire these statues and paintings were merely renamed 
and worshiped as the virgin Mary with her god-incarnate son Jesus. Thus, 
the pagan mother and child entered Christianity as the Roman Catholic 
worship of Mary with the infant Jesus. In fact, in Tibet, China, and Japan, 
Jesuit missionaries were astonished to find the counterpart of the Madonna 
and child as devoutly worshiped as they were in Rome. Shing Moo, the 
holy mother in China was portrayed with a child in her arms and a glory 
around her, exactly as if she had been fashioned by Roman Catholic 
artisans. 

The pagan mother initially derived her deification from the divine nature 
attributed to her child. She was raised far above the level of all creatures, 
and worshiped as a partaker of the Trinitarian godhead. The mother 
eventually became the preferred object of worship.  

The son was exhibited merely as a child in his mother’s arms without any 
particular attraction, whereas the mother’s image was displayed in 
magnificent artistic array and invested with the exquisite beauty attributed 
to Semiramis during her life. 

To justify worship of the mother, she was elevated to a divine station just 
like her god-incarnate son. The deified queen mother was adored as the 
incarnation of the holy spirit of peace and love. The highest titles were 
accordingly bestowed on her. In Egypt, the mother was styled Athor, the 
“habitation of god” to signify that all the “fullness of the godhead” dwelt in 
her womb. She was named Hestia in Greece and Vesta, which is just a 
Roman variation of the same name, meaning the “dwelling-place of deity.” 

Under her title, “mother of the gods,” the goddess queen of Babylon 
became an object of universal worship. The mother of the gods was 
worshiped by the Persians, the Syrians, and with the most profound 
religious veneration by all the kings of Europe and Asia. When Caesar 
invaded Britain, he discovered the Druid priests worshiping the “mother of 
god” as Virgo-Patitura. 

In Egypt, as the “queen of heaven” she was the greatest and most 
worshiped of all the divinities. During Egyptian bondage, the Israelites 
repeatedly departed from the one true invisible God and worshiped the 
pagan mother. When the Israelites fell into apostasy under King Solomon, 
they worshiped this mother goddess as Ashtaroth, a name by which the 
pagan Babylonian goddess was known to the Israelites: 

“And the people of Israel again did what was evil in the sight of the LORD, 
and served the Baals [various lord gods depicting Nimrod] and the 
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Ashtaroth (Semiramis), the gods of Syria, the gods of Sidon, the gods 
of Moab, the gods of the Ammonites, and the gods of the Philistines; and 
they forsook the (one true) LORD, and did not serve him”. (Book of 
Judges). 

Later, during the time of the prophet Jeremiah, the Jews worshiped the 
queen of heaven so devoutly that they could not be convinced to give up 
this paganism even after Jerusalem had been burnt and the land desolated 
due to this very pagan worship: 

“Then all the men who knew that their wives had offered incense to other 
gods, and all the women who stood by, a great assembly, all the people 
who dwelt in Pathros in the land of Egypt, answered Jeremiah: “As for the 
word which you have spoken to us in the name of the LORD, we will not 
listen to you. But we will do everything that we have vowed, burn incense to 
the queen of heaven (Semiramis) and pour out libations to her, as we did, 
both we and our fathers, our kings and our princes, in the cities of Judah 
and in the streets of Jerusalem; for then we had plenty of food, and 
prospered, and saw no evil. But since we left off burning incense to the 
queen of heaven and pouring out libations to her, we have lacked 
everything and have been consumed by the sword and by famine.” And the 
women said, “When we burned incense to the queen of heaven and poured 
out libations to her, was it without our husbands’ approval that we made 
cakes for her bearing her image and poured out libations to her?” (Book of 
Jeremiah).   

Common Names Applied To The Pagan Goddess Semiramis 

Title Of Semiramis Greek Roman

Goddess Of Love Aphrodite Venus

Goddess Of Hunting & 
Childbirth Artemis Diana 

Goddess Of Crafts, War 
& Wisdom Athena Minerva

Goddess Of Growing 
Things Demeter Ceres 

Symbol Of The Fertile 
Earth Gaea Terra 
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Protector Of Marriage & 
Women, The Sister & 
Wife Of Zeus In Greece, 
The Wife Of Jupiter In 
Rome 

Hera Juno 

 Goddess Of The Hearth        Hestia Vesta 

Wife And Sister Of 
Kronos Rhea Ops 

The worship of Mary and the god-incarnate “Jesus Christ” originated with 
the pagan worship of Semiramis and her god-incarnate son. Numerous 
Babylonian monuments depict the goddess-mother Semiramis with her son 
in arms.  

The image of the mother and child was so firmly entrenched in the pagan 
mind that when Christianity appeared on the scene these pagan statues 
and paintings were merely renamed and worshiped as the virgin Mary and 
her god-incarnate son Jesus. 

Worship of mother and child spread from Babylon to the ends of the earth, 
but were called different names in the languages of the various counties 
where their worship appeared.  

The ancient Germans worshipped the virgin Hertha with the child in the 
arms of his mother.  

The Scandinavians called her Disa pictured with her child. In Egypt, the 
mother and her child were worshiped as Isis with the infant Osiris or Horus 
seated on his mother’s lap.  

In India, the mother and child were called Devaki and Krishna, and also Isi 
and Iswara as they are worshiped to this day.  

In Asia, they were known as Cybele and Deoius; in pagan Rome, as 
Fortuna and Jupiter-Puer, or the boy Jupiter; in Greece, as Ceres, the great 
mother with babe at her breast, or as Irene, the goddess of peace, with the 
boy Plutus in her arms.  

Even in Tibet, China, and Japan, Jesuit missionaries were astonished to 
find the Roman counterpart of Madonna and child. Shing Moo, the holy 
mother in China was portrayed with a child in her arms and a glory around 
her.  
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Semiramis was worshiped in Ephesus as the pagan fertility goddess 
Diana who represented the generative powers of nature.  

She was referred to as a fertility goddess because she mothered all the 
numerous pagan gods representing the god-incarnate Nimrod. Diana was 
pictured with numerous teats so that she could nurse all the pagan gods, 
and she wore a tower-shaped crown symbolizing the Babylonian tower of 
Babel. 

Titles of Semiramis Applied To the Roman Catholic Worship of Mary 

In Egypt, the mother was called Athor, the “HABITATION OF GOD” to 
signify that the “fullness of the godhead” dwelt in her womb. 

In Greece she bore the name Hestia, and among the Romans, Vesta, 
which is a modification of the same name meaning the “Dwelling-Place Of 
Deity.” 

Under the name, “Mother of the Gods,” the goddess queen of Babylon 
became an object of universal worship. The mother of the gods was 
worshiped by the Persians, the Syrians and by all the kings of Europe and 
Asia. In Britain, the Druid priests worshiped the Virgo-Patitura as the 
“Mother Of God.” 

In Egypt, as the “Queen of Heaven” she was the greatest and most 
worshiped of all the divinities. During and after Egyptian bondage, the 
Israelites repeatedly departed from the one true God and worshiped this 
pagan mother. 

Nimrod was known as Baal or Lord, and Semiramis was the female 
equivalent Baalti, meaning “My Lady” in English, “Mea Domina” in Latin, 
and corrupted as “Madonna” in Italian. 

Among the Phoenicians, the mother goddess was known as the “Lady of 
The Sea,” which is a title applied to Mary although there is no connection 
between the sea and Yeshua’s Mother Mary. 

Roman Catholics teach that Mary is a “Mediator.” Prayers to her are an 
intricate part of Roman Catholic worship. There is no biblical basis for this 
idea, yet this concept was not foreign to the ideas linked with the mother 
goddess of pagan Babylon. She bore as one of her titles “Mylitta,” that is, 
the “Mediatrix” meaning “Mediator.” 

“Be assured, an evil man will not go unpunished, but those who are 
righteous will be delivered … the desire of the righteous ends only in good”. 



 127 

 



 

 

128 
CHAPTER TEN. 

The Pagan Worship of Inanna:  

 

The Original Archetype for Any Future Queen of Heaven. 

“At the end of the day, the radiant star, the great light that fill the sky, 

  The lady of the evening appears in the heavens. 

  The people in all the lands lift their eyes to her. 

  The men purify themselves the women cleanse themselves,  

  The ox in his yoke lows to her 

  The sheep stir up the dust in their fold”.  

(Excerpt From The Sumerian Poem ‘The Lady Of The Evening’). 

Who is this lady of the evening the radiant star that fills the sky? It is 
Inanna/Ninanna who in the third millennium BCE was the most important 
Sumerian goddess. Throughout Canaan, Phoenicia, Samaria, Urak, 
Babylon she was known by numerous titles such as Mistress Of Heaven, 
The Morning And Evening Star, Goddess Of War, Sovereign Lady Of The 
Land, Queen Of The Assembly Of Deities. She was represented as riding 
on her sacred lion, sometimes with a pack of hunting dogs, and other times 
she was pictured as a winged goddess of war armed with a bow and 
quiver. 

One of her symbols was a gatepost hung with streamers and another as a 
serpent coiling around her staff. She was the Goddess Of War, Defence, 
Victory, Love, Fertility, Destiny, Peace Prosperity, Crops, Sexual Love, 
Civilisation, Agriculture, Justice, Weaving And Pottery and Laws. As the 
Aesir goddess Inanna/Nanna/Nana/Anna was The Moon, Great Mother, 
Earth Goddess, Wife Of Balder and Possessed the Virtues of Love and 
Gentleness. The fruits for the bread were harvested in special rituals and 
the baking of breads, or “Cakes for the Queen of Heaven” celebrated the 
imagery of nourishment and transformation by the goddess. As the Holy 
Shepherdess, she was the guardian of domesticated animals, including the 
sheep and cow. 

She was known as Inanna in southern Sumer (Present lower Euphrates 
valley) and in the north (Babylon) she manifested herself some fifteen 
hundred years later as Ishtar. This change of name happened somewhere 
between Sumer and Babylon, the Babylonian period being later than the 
Sumerian, and also in different geographical and political regions of the 
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area. Some sources claim she was known as Ishtar in northern 
Sumeria. Ishtar anticipates the “Virgin Mary”, as she has a son who dies a 
sacrificial death and she mourns his death. 

There are a number of seals or depictions of Ishtar as a mother; one of 
which shows her holding a child, with an eight-rayed star and a lunar 
crescent. This predates the nativity scene of Christian depiction by some 
two and a half thousand years later. The story of Ishtar’s descent into hell is 
a bit different but fundamentally the same as Inanna´s. Inanna goes to the 
underworld to comfort her sister; Ishtar goes to the underworld to awaken 
her son/lover, Tammuz.  

Inanna relates to the great Neolithic great mother and is considered one of 
the great goddesses of the Bronze Age: Isis, Inanna and Cybele being the 
three.  

There was a definitive shift when the Semitic people from the north 
inhabited the south. The goddess was the predominant deity in Sumeria. 
The northern peoples brought in the male sky gods and that is where we 
begin to see that a male god “seized” a goddess. This was not something 
that one observes in the southern culture, as they were still following the 
older Neolithic Mother Goddess traditions. Later on, the goddess becomes 
a wife or a sister, no longer the great mother of the past. 

Inanna is quite an interesting goddess indeed, especially when we consider 
the Roman Churches’ adoration of the “Virgin Mary”. Worshipped as the 
Queen of Heaven by the ancient Sumerians she fits quite nicely into the 
pagan concept of the Triple Goddess, or the “Three Who Are One”. Her 
story also mirrors other mythologies in dealing with the birth, death and 
rebirth of various gods of antiquity. 

She is likened to the goddess Perophone as she descends the underworld 
giving up a little bit of herself at each gate, all the while undergoing a 
transformation or initiation. But what is an initiation but a symbolic death 
and rebirth. Another of her virgin symbols is the bow and arrow; this can be 
likened to that of Athena and Diana, both “Perpetually Virgin” figures who 
also carry a bow and arrow. 

Both Inanna, in the third millennium BCE and Ishtar, eight century BCE, 
were worshipped as the Queen of Heaven. Their principal images were the 
moon and Venus.  This is what gave rise to the stylised eight pointed star 
as symbolic of their presence. She enjoyed many other titles that include 
Queen of Heaven and Earth, Light of the World, Morning and Evening Star, 
First Daughter Of The Moon, Loud Thundering Store, Righteous Judge, 
Forgiver Of Sins, Holy Shepherdess, Opener Of The Womb, Framer Of All 
Decrees, and The Amazement Of The Lord. 
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Readers may be interested in comparing this list and some earlier 
descriptions in combination with those attributes mentioned earlier.  

“Deceit is in the heart of those who devise evil, but those who plan good, 
have joy”. 

If there was any glory to be had, the mother of Yeshua Hanotzri, Mary, 
could have had it as the consequence of being the mother of the 
anticipated “messiah” - a kind of reflected glory. His mother, according to 
Roman Catholic sources, as we have seen previously, has all but eclipsed 
him and at times even God.  

Initially, there would be no thought whatsoever of ascribing any kind of 
divinity to Mary. Although there are a number of references that Jesus was 
to achieve some category of “divinity”, there was no promise whatsoever, 
or even the hint of a promise, to lead anyone to predict that his mother was 
supposed at any juncture to be invested with attributes that would elevate 
her to a level with Divinity.  

It is in the last degree improbably, therefore, that when Mary gave birth to 
Yeshua Hanotzri, it was intended to give her divine honours.  

She is without question used chiefly, particularly in orthodox Roman 
Catholic circles, as a foundation for the upholding of the divine son, holding 
him forth to the adoration of mankind; and glory enough it would have been 
for her, alone of all the daughters of Eve, to have given birth to the 
promised “messiah” of Israel. But while this, no doubt, is the intention, it is a 
natural principle in all idolatries that which most appeals to the senses 
makes for the most powerful impression.  

And so it was in Babylon! So Nimrod even in his new incarnation was 
supposed to have reappeared in a fairer manifestation but was exhibited 
simply as a child without any particular appeal. While in his mother’s arms, 
decorated with all that art – paintings and sculptures - could provide, was 
invested with much of that extraordinary beauty which in reality belonged to 
his mother.  

The beauty of Semiramis was such that on one occasion she was said to 
have quelled a growing rebellion among her subjects on her unexpected 
appearance amongst them. It is recorded that in memory of this and the 
enthusiasm generated by her appearance on that occasion, a statue was 
erected in Babylon, representing her in the guise in which she had 
captivated them so much, which perpetuated this event.   

This Babylonian queen was not simply in personality concurrent with the 
Aphrodite of Greece and the Venus of Rome, but was the historical original, 
the archetype, that was considered by the ancient world to be the very 
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embodiment of everything attractive in female form, and the perfection 
of female beauty.  Sanchuniathon assures us that Aphrodite or Venus was 
identical with Astarte, and Astarte is none other than ‘The woman that 
made towers or encompassing walls’ - Semiramis. (Sanchuniathon is an 
ancient Phoenician sage, who probably belongs more to legend than 
history. He is said to have flourished “even before the Trojan times, when 
Semiramis was queen of the Assyrians”. Philo Herennius of Byblus claimed 
to have translated his mythological writings from Phoenician originals. 
According to Philo, Sanchuniathon derived the sacred lore from mystic 
inscriptions on the sun pillars, which stood in Phoenician Temples).  

The Roman Venus was the Cyprian Venus, and the Venus of Cyprus is 
historically derived from Babylon mythology.  

Now, what in these circumstances might have been expected to have 
actually taken place if the child was to be adored, much more the mother? 
The mother, as a matter of fact, became the favourite object of worship.  To 
justify this worship, the mother was raised to divinity as well as her son, 
and she was looked upon as destined to complete that bruising of the 
serpent’s head, which it was easy, if such a thing was needed, to find 
abundant and credible reasons for alleging that Ninus or Nimrod, the great 
son, in his mortal life had only begun to do.  

The Roman Church maintains that it was not so much the seed of the 
woman, as the woman herself that was to bruise the head of the serpent. “ 
… He shall bruise your head, and you shall bruise his heel” Gen: 3-15. In 
defiance of all grammatical function, Rome however interprets the divine 
admonition against the serpent accordingly: “She shall bruise your head, 
and you shall bruise her heel.”  

The ancient Babylonians held to the same concept, and they symbolically 
represented it in their temples. In the uppermost storey of the tower of 
Babel, or temple of Belus, Diodorus Siculus tells us there stood three 
images of the great divinities of Babylon; and one of these was of a woman 
grasping a serpent’s head.  Among the Greeks the same thing was 
symbolised; for Diana, whose real character was originally the same as that 
of the great Babylonian goddess, was represented as bearing in one of her 
hands a serpent deprived of its head.  As time went on, and the facts of 
Simiramis’s history became obscured, her son’s birth was boldly declared 
to be miraculous: and therefore she was called ‘Alma Mater’, ‘the Virgin 
Mother’.  

That the birth of the ‘Great Deliverer’ was to be miraculous was widely 
known long before the Christian era. For thousands of years before that 
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event, the Buddhist priests had a tradition that a ‘virgin’ was to bring 
forth a child to bless the world.  

That this tradition did not come from Roman or Christian source, is evident 
from the surprise felt and expressed by the Jesuit missionaries, when they 
first entered Tibet and China, and not only found a mother and a child 
worshipped at home, but that mother was worshipped under a character 
exactly corresponding with that of their own Madonna, ‘Virgo Deipara’, ‘the 
Virgin mother of God’, and that, too, in regions where they could not find 
the least trace of either the name or history of the  “Lord Jesus Christ” ever 
having been known.  

The primeval promise that the “seed of the woman should bruise the 
serpent’s head”, naturally suggested the idea of a miraculous birth. 
Priestcraft and human presumption set themselves to anticipate the 
fulfilment of that promise; and the Babylonian queen seems to have been 
the first to whom that honour was given.  

The highest titles were accordingly bestowed upon her. She was called the 
Queen of Heaven.  In Egypt she was styled Athor, the Habitation of God to 
signify that in her dwelt all the ‘fullness of the Godhead’. To point out that 
this great goddess-mother, in a pantheistic sense, was at once the Infinite 
and Almighty one, and also the virgin mother: this inscription was engraved 
upon one of her temples in Egypt: ‘I am all that has been, or that is, or that 
shall be. No mortal has removed my veil. The fruit which I have brought 
forth is the Sun’.  

In Greece she had the name of Hestia, and among the Romans, Vesta, 
which is just a modification of the same name - a name that, although it has 
been commonly understood in a different sense, really meant The 
Dwelling-place.  As the Dwelling-place of Deity, accordingly Hestia or Vesta 
was addressed in the Orphic Hymns:   

“Daughter of Saturn, venerable dame, 

 Who dwell’st amid great fire’s eternal flame, 

 In thee the gods have fix’d their dwelling-place, 

 Strong stable basis of the mortal race”. 

Even when Vesta is identified with fire, this same character of Vesta as 
“The Dwelling-place” still distinctly appears. Accordingly, Philolaus, 
speaking of a fire in the middle of the centre of the world, calls it ‘The Vesta 
of the universe, the house of Jupiter, the mother of the gods’.   
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In Babylon, the title of the goddess-mother as the Dwelling-place of 
God was Sacca, that is, “The Tabernacle”. Hence the great goddesses in 
India, as wielding all the power of the god whom they represent, are called 
“Sacti,” or the “Tabernacle”.  Invested now as the Tabernacle or Temple of 
God, not only all power, but also with all grace and goodness, these 
qualities were believed to reside in her. Every quality of gentleness and 
mercy was regarded as centrered in her; and when she died was, 
according to fable, to have been deified and changed into a pigeon so as to 
express the celestial benignity of her nature, she was called by the name of 
D’Iune, or The Dove, or simply, Juno, - the name of the Roman Queen of 
Heaven, which has the very same meaning; and under the form of a dove 
as well as her own, she was worshipped by the Babylonians.  

The dove, the chosen symbol of this deified queen, is commonly 
represented with an olive branch in her mouth, as she herself in her human 
form is seen bearing the olive branch in her hand; and from this form of 
representing her, it is highly probably that she has derived the name by 
which she is commonly known, Z’emir-amit which means The branch-
bearer.  When the goddess was consequently represented as the Dove 
with the olive branch, there can be no doubt that the symbol had partially a 
reference to the story of the flood; but there was much more in the symbol 
than a simple memorial of that great event. A branch was the symbol of the 
deified son, and when the deified mother was represented as a Dove, what 
could the meaning of this representation be other than to identify her with 
the spirit of all grace, that brooded, dove-like, over the deep at the creation; 
for in the sculptures at Nineveh the wings and tail of the dove represented 
the third member of the Assyrian trinity.  In confirmation of this view, it must 
be stated that the Assyrian Juno, or The Virgin Venus, as she was called, 
was identified with the air.  

Therefore the Syrians and part of the Africans wish the air to have the 
supremacy of the elements, for they have consecrated this same (element) 
under the name of Juno, or the Virgin Venus. Why was air identified with 
Juno, whose symbol was that of the third person of the Assyrian trinity? 
Why, because in Chaldee the same word which signifies the air signifies 
also the Holy Ghost. The knowledge of this entirely accounts for the 
statement of Proclus that “Juno imports the generation of soul”.  Whence 
could the soul -the spirit of man--be supposed to have its origin, but from 
the Spirit of God. In accordance with this character of Juno as the 
incarnation of the Divine Spirit, the source of life, and also as the goddess 
of the air, she invoked in the Orphic Hymns:  

 “O Royal Juno, of majestic mien, 

  Aerial formed, divine, Jove’s blessed queen, 
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  Throned in the bosom of cerulean air, 

  The race of mortals is thy constant care; 

  The cooling gales, thy power alone inspires, 

  Which nourish life, which every life desires; 

 Mother of showers and winds, from thee alone 

 Producing all things, mortal life is known; 

 All natures show thy temperament divine, 

 And universal sway alone is thine, 

 With sounding blasts of wind, the swelling sea 

 And rolling rivers roar when shook by thee”. 

Consequently the deified queen, when in all respects regarded as a 
veritable woman, was at the same time adored as the incarnation of the 
Holy Ghost, the Spirit of peace and love.  

In the temple of Hierapolis in Syria, there was a famous statue of the 
goddess Juno, to which crowds from all quarters of the known world 
flocked to worship. The image of the goddess was richly clothed, on her 
head was a golden dove, and she was called by a name peculiar to that 
country - Semeion. What is the meaning of this word? Evidently it is The 
Habitation; and the golden dove on her head shows plainly who it was that 
was supposed to dwell in her- the Spirit of God.  

When such transcendent dignity was bestowed on her, when such winning 
characters were attributed to her, and when, over and above all, her 
images presented her as Venus Urania, “the heavenly Venus”, the queen 
of beauty, who assured her worshippers of salvation, while giving loose 
reins to every unholy passion, and every depraved and sensual appetite--
no wonder that everywhere she was enthusiastically adored. Under the 
name of the Mother of the gods, the goddess queen of Babylon became an 
object of almost universal worship. The Mother of the gods, says Clericus, 
was worshipped by the Persians, the Syrians, and all the kings of Europe 
and Asia, with the most profound religious veneration”. Tacitus gives 
evidence that the Babylonian goddess was worshipped in the heart of 
Germany, and Caesar, when he invaded Britain, found that the Druids 
priests of this same goddess also worshipped her prior to his arrival.  
Herodotus, from personal knowledge, testifies that in Egypt this Queen of 
Heaven was ‘the greatest and most worshipped of all the divinities’. 
Wherever her worship was introduced, it is amazing what fascinating power 
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it exerted. Truly, the nations might be said to be ‘made drunk’ with the 
wine of her fornications.  

So deeply, in particular, did the Jews in the days of Jeremiah drink of her 
wine cup, so bewitched were they with her idolatrous worship, that even 
after Jerusalem had been burnt, and the land was made desolate for this 
very thing, they could not be prevailed upon to give it up. While dwelling in 
Egypt as forlorn exiles, instead of being witnesses for God against the 
heathenism around them, they were as much devoted to this form of 
idolatry as the Egyptians themselves. Jeremiah was sent of God to 
denounce wrath against them, if they continued to worship the queen of 
heaven; his warnings however, were in vain. ‘Then,’ said the prophet, ‘all 
the men which knew that their wives had burnt incense unto other gods, 
and all the women that stood by, a great multitude, even all the people that 
dwelt in the land of Egypt, in Pathros, answered Jeremiah, saying, As for 
the word that thou hast spoken unto us in the name of the Lord, we will not 
hearken unto thee; but we will certainly do whatsoever thing goes forth out 
of our own mouth, to burn incense unto the queen of heaven, and to pour 
out drink-offerings unto her, as we have done, we, and our fathers, our 
kings, and our princes, in the cities of Judah, and in the streets of 
Jerusalem: for then had we plenty of victuals, and were well, and saw no 
evil’. Thus the Children of Israel - God’s own peculiar people - imitated the 
Egyptians in their devotion to the Queen of Heaven.  

The worship of the goddess-mother with the child in her arms continued to 
be observed in Egypt till Christianity entered the scene.  If the Gospel that 
Jesus preached had any influence among the majority of the people then 
the worship of this goddess-queen would have been overthrown. Instead of 
the Babylonian goddess being cast out in many cases the only thing that 
changed was her name. She was called the Virgin Mary, together with her 
child; professing Christians worshipped her with the same intensity, as 
formerly it had been by open and declared Pagans.  

And so it was that in the fourth century CE the Council Of Nicea was 
summoned by the Emperor from the Eastern part of the Empire to debate 
the heresy of Arius, who was accused of denying the true divinity of 
“Christ”, and indeed was condemned, but not without the help of those who 
gave distinct indications of a desire to put “Christ’s mother on the same 
level as the Creator, to position the Virgin-mother side-by-side with the 
Son.  

At the Council of Nice, says Father Newman the author of Nimrod … The 
Melchite Section, “…that is, the representatives of the so-called Christianity 
of Egypt—’held that there were three persons in the Trinity--the Father, the 
Virgin Mary, and Messiah their Son’ “. In reference to this astounding fact, 
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elicited by the Nicene Council, Newman speaks exuberantly of these 
discussions as tending towards the glorification of Mary. “Thus”, he says, 
“the controversy opened a question which it did not settle. It discovered a 
new sphere, if we may so speak, in the realms of light, to which the Church 
had not yet assigned its inhabitant. Thus, there was a wonder in Heaven; a 
throne was seen far above all created powers, mediatory, intercessory, a 
title archetypal, a crown bright as the morning star, a glory issuing from the 
eternal throne, robes pure as the heavens, and a sceptre over all”.  

And who was the predestined heir of that majesty? Who was that wisdom, 
and what was her name, the mother of fair love, and fear, and holy hope, 
exalted like a palm-tree in Engaddi, and a rose-plant in Jericho, created 
from the beginning before the world, in God’s counsels, and in Jerusalem 
was her power? The vision is found in the Apocalypse “a woman clothed 
with the sun, and the moon under her feet, and upon her head a crown of 
twelve stars’.  ‘The votaries of Mary’ he continues, ‘do not exceed the true 
faith, unless the blasphemers of her son came up to it. The Church of 
Rome is not idolatrous, unless Arianism is orthodoxy’.  

It contains an argument too; but what does that argument amount to? It 
amounts to this, that if it is admitted that  “Christ” is admitted to be truly and 
properly God, and worthy of divine honours, his mother, from whom he 
derived merely his humanity, must be admitted to be the same, must be 
raised far above the level of all creatures, and be worshipped as a partaker 
of the Godhead. The divinity of “Christ” is made to stand or fall with the 
divinity of his mother. Such was Roman Catholicism in the nineteenth 
century and such is Roman Catholicism in the twenty-first. It was known 
already that internationally the Roman Church was bold and unblushing in 
its blasphemies, and in Portugal a Church has these words engraved on its 
facade, ‘To the virgin goddess of Loretto, the Italian race, devoted to her 
divinity, have dedicated this temple’.  

This, however, is just the exact reproduction of the doctrine held by ancient 
Babylon in regard to the great goddess-mother. The Madonna of Rome, 
then, is just the Madonna of Babylon. The Queen of Heaven in the one 
system is the same as the Queen of Heaven in the other. The goddess 
worshipped in Babylon and Egypt as the Tabernacle or Habitation of God, 
is identical with her who, under the name of Mary, is called by Rome the 
house consecrated to God, the awful Dwelling-place, the Mansion of God, 
the Tabernacle of the Holy Ghost, and also the Temple of the Trinity. The 
names conferred by the Roman Church on Mary have not one hint of 
foundation in the Bible, but are all to be found in Babylonian folklore. Yes, 
the very features and complexions of the Roman and Babylonian 
Madonnas are the same.  
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When Raphael somewhat departed from the beaten track, there was 
nothing either Jewish or even Italian in the Roman Madonnas. Had these 
paintings of the Virgin Mother been intended to represent the mother of 
Jesus, naturally they would have been cast either in the western and the 
eastern world. But it was not so. In a land of dark-eyed beauties, with raven 
locks, the Madonna was always represented with blue eyes and golden 
hair, a complexion entirely different from the Jewish complexion, which 
naturally would have been theoretical to belong to the mother of Jesus, but 
which precisely agrees with that which all antiquity attributes to the 
goddess queen of Babylon.  

In almost all lands the great goddess has been described with golden or 
yellow hair, showing that there must have been one grand prototype, to 
which they were all made to correspond. ‘Flava ceres’, the ‘yellow-haired 
Ceres’, might not have been accorded with of any weight in this argument if 
she had stood alone, for it might have been supposed in that case that the 
epithet ‘yellow-haired’ was borrowed from the corn that was supposed to be 
under her guardian care. But many other goddesses have the very same 
epithet applied to them. Europa, whom Jupiter carried away in the form of a 
bull, is called ‘The yellow-haired Europa’. Minerva is called by Homer ‘the 
blue-eyed Minerva’, and by Ovid ‘the yellow-haired’; the huntress Diana, 
who is commonly identified with the moon, is addressed by Anacreon as 
‘the yellow-haired daughter of Jupiter’, a title which the pale face of the 
silver moon could surely never have suggested. Theocritus describes 
Dione, the mother of Venus, as ‘yellow-haired’.  Venus herself is frequently 
called ‘Aurea Venus’, the ‘golden Venus’. The Indian goddess Lakshmi, the 
‘Mother of the Universe’, is described as of ‘a golden complexion’. Ariadne, 
the wife of Bacchus, was called ‘the yellow-haired Ariadne’. Dryden refers 
to her golden or yellow hair:  

“Where the rude waves in Diana’s harbour play, 

  The fair forsaken Ariadne lay; 

  There, sick with grief and frantic with despair, 

  Her dress she rent, and tore her golden hair’.

 The Gorgon Medusa before her transformation, while celebrated for her 
beauty, was  

 Equally celebrated for her golden hair:  

“Medusa once had charms: to gain her love 

  A rival crowd of anxious lovers strove. 
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  They who have seen her, own they ne’er did trace 

  More moving features in a sweeter face; 

  But above all, her length of hair they own 

  In golden ringlets waved and graceful shone’. 

The mermaid that figured so much in the romantic tales of the northern 
countries, which was evidently borrowed from the story of Atergatis, the fish 
goddess of Syria, who was called the mother of Semiramis, and was 
sometimes identified with Semiramis herself, was described with hair of the 
same kind. ‘The Ellewoman’, the Scandinavian name for the mermaid, ‘is 
fair’, says the introduction to the “Danish Tales” by Hans Christian 
Andersen, ‘and gold-haired, and plays most sweetly on a stringed 
instrument’. ‘She is frequently seen sitting on the surface of the waters, and 
combing her long golden hair with a golden comb’. Even when Athor, the 
Venus of Egypt, was represented as a cow, doubtless to indicate the 
complexion of the goddess that cow represented, the cow’s head and neck 
were gilded. When, therefore, it is known that the most celebrated paintings 
of the Virgin Mother by Italian artists represent her with a fair complexion 
and with golden hair, and when the Virgin is almost invariably represented 
elsewhere to this day in a very similar manner, who can resist the 
conclusion that she must have been as a consequence represented, only 
because she had been copied, from the same prototype as the Pagan 
divinities?  

Nor is this agreement in complexion only, but also in features. Jewish 
features are distinctive, and have a character peculiarly their own. But the 
original Madonna’s have nothing at all of Jewish form or feature; and are 
affirmed by those who have compared both, to agree entirely in this 
respect, as well as in complexion, with the Babylonian Madonnas found 
among the ruins of ancient Babylon.  

There is yet another remarkable characteristic of these pictures worthy of 
notice, and that is the nimbus or circle of light that frequently encompasses 
the head of the Roman Madonna. With this circle the heads of the so-called 
figures of “Christ” are also frequently surrounded by it. Where could such a 
device have originated? In the case of our Jesus, if his head had been 
merely surrounded with rays, there might have been some pretence for 
saying that that was borrowed from the Evangelic narrative, where it is 
stated, that on the holy mount his face became resplendent with light.  

But where, in the whole compass of Scripture, do we ever read that his 
head was surrounded with a disk, or a circle of light? But what will be 
searched for in vain in the Bible is found in the artistic representations of 
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the great gods and goddesses of Babylon. The disk, and particularly 
the circle, where the will-known symbols of the Sun-divinity, and figured 
largely in the symbolism of the East. With the circle or the disk the head of 
the Sun-divinity was encompassed. The same was the case in Pagan 
Rome. Apollo, as the child of the Sun, was often thus represented. The 
goddesses that claimed kindred ship with the Sun were equally entitled to 
be adorned with the nimbus or luminous circle. We present from Pompeii a 
representation of Circe, ‘the daughter of the Sun’, with her head 
surrounded with a circle, in the very same way as the head of the Roman 
Madonna is at this day surrounded. Let any one compare the nimbus 
around the head of Circe, with that around the head of the Roman Virgin, 
and he will see how exactly they correspond.   

Now, could any one possible believe that all this coincidence could be 
accidental? Of course, even if the Madonna had always exactly resembled 
the Virgin Mary that would never have excused the mythology associated 
with her. But when it is evident that the goddess enshrined in the Roman 
Catholic Church for the supreme worship of its votaries, is the very 
Babylonian queen who set up Nimrod, or Ninus ‘the Son’, as the rival of 
“Christ”, and who in her own person was the incarnation of every kind of 
licentiousness, how dark a character does that trample on the Roman 
veneration of Mary. What will it avail to mitigate the heinous character of 
that idolatry, to say that the child she holds forth to adoration is called by 
the name of Jesus? When she was worshipped with her child in Babylon of 
old, that child was called by a name as peculiar as Christ, as distinctive of 
his character, as the name of Jesus. He was called ‘Zoro-ashta, the seed of 
the woman’. But that did not hinder the hot anger of God from being 
directed against those in the days of old who worshipped that “‘mage of 
jealousy, provoking to jealousy’. Neither can the giving of the name of 
“Christ” to the infant in the arms of the Madonna, make it less the ‘image of 
Jealousy’, less offensive to God, less fitted to provoke his displeasure, 
when it is evident that that infant is worshipped as the child of her who was 
adored as Queen of Heaven, with all the attributes of divinity, and was at 
the same time the ‘Mother of harlots and abominations of the earth’. Image-
worship God abhors; but image-worship of such a kind as this must be 
peculiarly abhorrent.  Now, if the facts I have adduced were true, is it 
wonderful that such dreadful threatenings should be directed in the Bible 
against apostasy, and that the vials of this awesome wrath are destined to 
be poured upon its guilty head? If these things were true, who will venture 
now to plead for Rome, or to call her a Christian Church, that is a Church 
that represents Yeshua Hanotzri? Is there one who reads these lines, who 
would not admit that Paganism alone could ever have inspired such a 
doctrine as that avowed by the Melchites at the Nicene Council, that the 



 

 

140 
Holy Trinity consisted of ‘the Father, the Virgin Mary, and the Messiah 
their Son’. Is there one who would not shrink with horror from such a 
thought? What, then, would the reader say of a Church that teaches its 
children to adore such a Trinity as that contained in the following lines?  

“Heart of Jesus I adore thee; 

  Heart of Mary, I implore thee; 

  Heart of Joseph, pure and just; 

  In these three hearts I put my trust”. 

If this is not paganism, what is there that can be called by such a name? 
Yet this is the Trinity, which orthodox Roman Catholics from infancy are 
taught to adore. This is the Trinity that, in the books of catechetical 
instruction is presented as the grand object of devotion to the adherents of 
Roman Catholic orthodoxy. Will any one after this say that the Roman 
Catholic Church must still be called the Apostolic Succession, because it 
holds the doctrine of the Trinity? So did the pagan Babylonians, so did the 
pagan Egyptians, so do the Hindus today, in the very same sense in which 
Rome does. They all admit a trinity, but did they worship the Triune 
Jehovah, the King Eternal, Immortal, and Invisible? And will any one say in 
the light of such evidence, that Rome does so? Away then, with the deadly 
delusion that Rome is God’s representative on earth!  

Every day the “Grand Mystery” is revealing itself more and more in its true 
character. There is not, and there cannot be, any safety for the souls of 
people in spiritual ‘Babylon’. “Come out of her, my people,” is the loud and 
express call that is made. Those who challenge this request, do so to the 
detriment of their spiritual well being. 

The day is fast approaching that the real function of focussing the faith and 
love and devotion of the Roman Catholic faithful will be exercised entirely 
through the “Virgin Mary”, not Yeshua Hanotzri. It is that day that Roman 
Catholicism will have given up the field of “Christianity” altogether and 
reverted to its third century roots, by the process of paganising Jesus and 
then through the paganisation of Mary his mother and elevating her to the 
exalted position of being the Mediatrix between Jesus and mankind, with 
the Roman Catholic Church as the intermediary between mankind and 
God.  

“Who rises up for me against the wicked? Who stands up for me against 
evil doers … he will back on them their iniquity and wipe them out for their 
wickedness…” “… So shall Babylon … be thrown down with violence, and 
shall be found no more…’ 
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CHAPTER ELEVEN 
Will The Real Yeshua Stand Up – Please! 
 
There is this term, “Jesus Christ”, which we are led to believe is the name 
of the central character in the New Testament. The religious establishment 
invoke the name of “Jesus Christ” as authority for their activity. This term 
consists of the Latin form of the Greek translation of a Hebrew name, 
Yeshua.  The second part is simply a Greek title, equivalent of the Hebrew 
word messiah (masiach) and the English word anointed. All have exactly 
the same meaning but the word “Christ” is left untranslated only when it 
refers to Jesus. There is no such person in the New Testament by the 
name of “Jesus Christ” and this term has nothing to do with Yeshua 
Hanotzri or more than likely known to his close associates as Yeshua ben 
Joseph or even Yeshua ben Heli.  
The term “Jesus Christ” is a theological concoction designed to spread 
disinformation so that the Churches can control the agenda, not Jesus, and 
to hide the fact that there were numerous other “Christs” in the Biblical 
record, not all belonging to the Hebrew race – and the theologians know 
this. So that is why the name Jesus of Nazareth or the Hebrew 
transliteration Yeshua Hanotzri is used when referring to the central 
character in the New Testament. 
Whilst on the subject of definitions it would be beneficial to clarify the use of 
the word Christian or Christianity by the author. One of the basic premises 
underlying these writings is that those modern churches that come under 
the general heading of Christian do not in fact accept the teachings of 
Yeshua Hanotzri and whose theology is a pagan concoction masquerading 
under a non-de plume resulting mainly from deliberations of ancient Church 
Councils. 
It was considered when referring to the contemporary, established 
churches of Christendom to use such adjectives as Creedal, Dogmatic, 
Gentile, Paganised, and Literalist. All would be appropriate but the choice 
was made to use the term orthodox Christian more frequently than others. 
We use the term orthodox as holding the conventional or widely accepted 
beliefs of Christendom mostly emanating from the Roman Church and its 
various offshoots as distinct from those  
Churches that recognise the Patriarch of Constantinople as its head, or the 
national Churches of Russia, Romania etc, which are referred as Orthodox. 
It would be a mistake to think that because of this definition that the 
Orthodox Church does not hold orthodox views.  
However any of the adjectives mentioned above would be appropriate 
appellations. The Greek term Christian was first applied to Jewish followers 
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of Yeshua Hanotzri in Antioch and should be considered in the same 
category as Pharisee, Sadducee, Samarian, Essene and similar sects 
within Judaism of the time. The religion of these “Christians” was Judaism 
as practised in their synagogues and in the Temple in Jerusalem.  
The generation that followed the destruction of the temple could be 
described as having lived in an age of shadows, partly because of the 
persecution of the followers of Jesus, the gradual decline of the Jewish 
component within the Christian sect, but especially because of all the 
periods in the history of developing gentile Christianity it is the one about 
which we know the least. We no longer have the light of the book of Acts to 
guide us, and no author of that age has filled this blank in our history. We 
do not read of later work done by Timothy, Apollos or Titus and all these 
and other associates of Paul drop out at his death. For fifty or so years after 
his death a certain curtain hangs over the developing church, through 
which we strive vainly to look, and when it at last rises, about 120CE with 
the writings of the early “church fathers” we find a church in many respects 
very different from that of the days of James, Peter, John and Paul. This 
confession by the author acknowledges that the professing Christian 
church became “different” after the original apostles died. Why? Who gave 
authority to change the beliefs and practices of the Church? Or did 
deceived men just take it upon themselves to make these profound 
changes that synthesised pagan religious attitudes into this new religion to 
which we give the appellation Christian?  
Yeshua Hanotzri spoke the words of Moses, the Psalms and the Prophets 
and they and he always directed their attention towards the God of Israel, 
YHVH. Jesus’ religious practices were those that related to the ancient 
books of Israel, known collectively as the Tanakh in Judaism or in 
Christendom as Old Testament. This separation into Old and New by the 
orthodox Churches is a misnomer and indicates that something new 
replaced something old. It can also mean that we can disregard the Old 
because it has been replaced by the New. This viewpoint has some very 
deleterious results for understanding Yeshua Hanotzri for the simple fact 
that his mission and his commission from God can only be understood with 
regards to the Tanakh. His scriptural references were from the Tanakh. All 
of his theology was from the Tanakh. So without a comprehensive 
understanding of the Tanakh it is impossible to understand what it is that 
Yeshua was talking about.  
To a very large extent that is why the orthodox Churches have gotten away 
with their nonsense and gobbledegook. They have claimed by reference to 
the various councils, instead of the Bible that they can interpret for us who 
Jesus was what was his nature, what was his mission and what we have to 
believe about him.  In fact the Bible is a continuous story and it is only the 
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recognition of this that we can come to a real understanding of Yeshua 
Hanotzri.   
He was a practising member of his synagogue and on a regular basis 
preached there. He attended the Temple in Jerusalem on a number of 
occasions that we know of, although on his last visit came into conflict with 
the Temple authorities over issues concerning the role of money-changers 
within the Temple complex.  
He was not the first Christian nor did he found any new religion nor did he 
give authority to anybody to do so. He would have considered it the utmost 
of blasphemies to depart from the ritual and practices of the Synagogues, 
as he himself said, “I am not come to destroy the Law but to fulfil it”. It is 
worth repeating, that Jesus based his authority on the Hebrew Old 
Testament (Tanakh) and everything he quoted was from these writings.  
He would also be absolutely appalled to see what his professed followers 
are doing today – in his “name”, especially those earlier mentioned 
televangelists, who base their authority on English translations of, in the 
main, a Greek New Testament.    
Along with numerous other sects early Christianity was a sect within 
Judaism whose congregations consisted largely of Jews.  
The later paganised Christian teachings concerning Jesus are deliberate 
falsifications, which arose when insipient Christianity, whose followers by 
the late second century of the Common Era (CE) consisted almost 
exclusively of gentiles, synthesised with established contemporary pagan 
religious attitudes. As a result of this merger between Jewish beliefs, 
Mystery Religions, and later Roman interests, (more for political than 
religious reasons) modern day creedal Christianity came into being. 
Subsequently the real intent and teaching of the historical Yeshua was 
buried beneath the agendas of powerful forces who shackle the ignorant 
with a pagan folk religion wherein the western nations have become 
nations of Biblical illiterates, don’t know what they believe, or why they 
believe it, where their beliefs came from, and as a result have abandoned 
“theological” intelligence to those who perpetrated these falsehoods in the 
first place.    
It is of no use for Jews and others blaming Yeshua Hanotzri for the crimes 
of Christianity. In doing so they are mistaken. To defeat the Christian 
advocate is to expose a person to the historical Yeshua who is so much 
different than the god-man of the semi-pagan Christian fanatics. By wrongly 
blaming him for what Christianity has done, we are falling for the “Jesus 
Christ” creation of Christian imagination, and allowing ourselves to help 
them in their fantastic mythologising by giving such myth credence, 
attacking it as if it really existed.  
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We need to expose Jesus as a good man, a man without privileged 
background, conceived out of wedlock, a righteous man who wanted to 
bring social reform, repentance, conversion, and by doing so bring into 
being the earthly kingdom of God and concurrently, the internal reign of 
God, not a pagan god-man human sacrifice. Such nonsense is the 
antithesis of everything that he taught and stood for. This is not done to 
condemn religion. Nor are the adherents of other religions necessarily 
“damned.” Instead, what is needed is to repeat Jesus’ message of 
repentance and salvation in preparation of that imminent day in which God 
will rule and all will be blessed.  
The Koran was an attempt by unknown authors, obviously with 
Jewish/Christian backgrounds, to synthesise the Tanakh and New 
Testament into a single statement of faith as a basis of a new religion. In 
doing this, its authors transmitted the mistakes, falsifications and dogmatic 
error, particularly those that relate to the New Testament into the new 
religion of Islam and are therefore useless as a compendium about 
Yeshua. Islam and creedal Christianity began as opponents of biblical truth. 
Both Islam and Christianity are temporary, transitional religions and serve 
no great spiritual purpose – ironically enough - other than steps in a journey 
to the God of Israel.  
The danger is in seeing these religions as a means in themselves. If we 
look at why so many millions of people have been murdered, supposedly 
for God, by Islam and Christianity, we will see neither Yeshaunor 
Muhammad but instead doctrines, dogmas, creeds, attitudes and hostilities 
surviving from a pagan past. It is of note that Mohammed came from a 
pagan background so he would have been familiar with the pagan concepts 
adopted into the New Testament from a background of which he was 
familiar. 
The murderers are themselves victims who rarely have had truth offered to 
them in regard to the religion they have inherited. Clergy and powers that 
take advantage of the faithful’s ignorance, like dogs on their masters’ 
leashes, manipulate them.  
They know there is something not quite right about their religion and those 
people presenting themselves, as good Christians or Muslims but are afraid 
to withstand the consequences for thinking for themselves. They are 
victims!  
This is not an attack on persons, but on “theological systems”, which are 
seen as harmful, and the mindsets that allow adherents to manipulate, hurt, 
and even kill others “for God.” It is these systems that we refer to in any 
critical remarks. 
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Yeshua Hanotzri fought against the hypocrites claiming to represent 
God during his own time. He spoke for victims and was one himself, and 
continues to be a victim as his supposed followers serve the powerful and 
victimise the ignorant and pervert his message.  
If we are to believe anything then believe the message of the Prophets who 
Jesus quoted authoritatively:  
The gentiles will turn away from their idolatry and false religion and 
acknowledge God and his servant Israel. God, through his messiah, will 
reign over a world of peace and understanding. The ways of God will be 
written on the hearts of all and observed with justice and loving-devotion 
and the meek will indeed inherit the earth and the exploitation will end. 
Yeshua Hanotzri taught these things and his followers shared them also. 
The Church has invested much in the way of the world, resting on the 
backs of the poor, the rabble, and the disenfranchised. Nothing much has 
changed from the days of Yeshau the Nazarene, the prophets, or the 
beginning of human history. There are the exploiters and the exploited. 
These are the terms in which his teachings must be understood. It requires 
putting aside mythology to embrace reality; it calls for responsibility for our 
choices in life, and to be “doers.”  
We look to seeing the world of exploiters and exploited replaced by the 
reign of YHVH. It is hoped that the choice is made to begin the process of 
getting out of Biblical illiteracy by replacing the literary creation ”Jesus 
Christ” with real Yeshua Hanotzri. 
Pagan spirituality in ancient times from the Mediterranean region was 
composed of two components.  The Outer Mysteries consisted of pagan 
beliefs and practices that were widely disseminated and taught to the 
general public. Knowledge of these has been preserved in historical 
records. 
The Inner Mysteries were revealed only to those who had been initiated 
into the pagan religions. The initiates learned that Osiris-Dionysus was not 
a historical person. His legends were simple “spiritual allegories encoding 
spiritual teachings”. Late in the 4th century CE, Christianity was established 
as the state religion. Pagans were given the choice of converting to 
Christianity, being exterminated or being exiled. Their temples were either 
stolen for use as Christian churches, or destroyed. Eventually, detailed 
knowledge of the inner mysteries was lost. 
The core of the Outer and Inner mysteries was a mythical, male entity who 
was part god and part human – often referred to as a “god-man”. The 
biographies of these god-men were consistent from religion to religion. The 
main difference among the faiths was his name.   
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Alexandria.   Aion 

  Asia Minor.   Attis 
  Babylonia.   Antiochus  
  Egypt.    Osiris and Horus 
  Greece.   Dionysus and Asclepius 
  Syria.    Adonis 
  Italy.    Bacchus 
  Persia.    Mithras 
These were viewed as mythical characters. There were also some self-
proclaimed god-men – humans who actually lived on earth. Two are,  

Samos, Italy. Pythagoras (569 to circa 475 BCE) 
  Sicily. Empedocles (circa 450 to 390 BCE) 
Osiris in Egypt may have been the first god-man. His story has been found 
recorded in pyramid texts that were written prior to 2,500 BCE. These 
saviours were truly interchangeable. Coins have been found with Dionysus 
on one side and Mithras on the other. A person who was initiated into one 
of the mysteries had no difficulty switching to another Pagan mystery 
religion. In the third century CE, these godmen were referred to by the 
composite name “Osiris-Dionysus”.  
The early Christians and pagans shared many rituals and practices. It could 
be assumed that Christians did all of the copying from pagan sources. 
However, some might have gone in the opposite direction. During the third 
century CE, Mithraism and Christianity were the main competitors for the 
religious affiliation the citizens of Romans. The Mithraists, rather than vice-
versa might have actually picked up some Christian practices. Many early 
Christians celebrated Jesus’ birthday on JAN-6. Armenian Christians still 
do. In Alexandria, the birthday of their godman, Aion, was also celebrated 
on JAN-6. 
Christians and most pagans eventually celebrated the birthday of their 
godman on DEC-25. 
According to one ancient Christian tradition, Jesus died on MAR-23 and 
resurrected on MAR-25. These dates agree precisely with the death and 
resurrection of Attis. 
Baptism was a principal ritual; it washed away a person’s sins. In some 
rituals, sprinkling holy water on the believer performed Baptism; in others, 
the person was totally immersed. 
The most important sacrament was a ritual meal of bread and wine, which 
symbolise the godman’s body and blood. His followers were criticised of 
engaging in cannibalism. 
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Early Christians initiated converts in March and April by baptism. 
Mithraism initiated their new members at this time as well. 
Early Christians were naked when they were baptised. After immersion, 
they then put on white clothing and a crown. They carried a candle and 
walked in a procession to a basilica. Followers of Mithra were also baptised 
naked, put on white clothing and a crown, and walked in a procession to 
the temple. However, they carried torches. 
At Pentecost, the followers of Jesus were recorded as speaking in tongues. 
At Trophonius and Delos, the pagan priestesses appeared to speak in such 
a way that each person present heard her words in the observer’s own 
language.  
An inscription to Mithras reads. “He who will not eat of my body and drink of 
my blood, so that he will be made on with me and I with him, the same shall 
not know salvation”. 1 In John 6.53-54, Jesus is said to have repeated this 
theme. “... Except ye eat the flesh of the son of man, and drink his blood, 
ye have no life in you. Whoso eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, hath 
eternal life; and I will raise him up at the last day”. (KJV) 
The Bible records that Jesus was crucified between two thieves. One went 
to heaven and the other to hell. In the Mithras mysteries, a common image 
showed Mithras flanked by two torchbearers, one on either side. One held 
a torch pointed upwards, the other downwards. This symbolised ascent to 
heaven or descent to hell. 
In Attis, a bull was slaughtered while on a perforated platform. The animal’s 
blood flowed down over an initiate who stood in a pit under the platform. 
The believer was then considered to have been “born again”. Poor people 
could only afford a sheep, and so were literally washed in the blood of the 
lamb. Christians interpreted this practice symbolically. 
There were many additional points of similarity between Mithraism and 
Christianity. Augustine even declared that the priests of Mithraism 
worshiped the same God as he did. Followers of both religions celebrated a 
ritual meal involving bread. It was called a missa in Latin or mass in 
English. 
Both the Roman Catholic Church and Mithraism had a total of seven 
sacraments. 
Epiphany, JAN-6, was originally the festival in which the followers of Mithra 
celebrated the visit of the Magi to their newborn godman. The Christian 
Church took it over in the 9th century.  
There are many possible explanations of the similarities between earlier 
pagan and later Christian beliefs, practices, and the lives of their god-men.  
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Christians copied the pagans. This is perhaps the most obvious theory. 
Celsus was a Platonist and polemical writer against Christianity who lived 
in the late second century CE. He “complained that this recent religion (of 
Christianity} was only a pale reflection” of pagan belief.  According to the 
Catholic Encyclopedia, Celsus pointed out that Christianity copied the 
concepts of others. Christian “...ideas concerning the origin of the universe, 
etc., are common to all peoples and to the wise men of antiquity”. Many 
modern-day writers and theologians have accepted this theory.  
Satan did it to deceive. Various early church writers, such as Irenaeus 
(Bishop of Lyons; circa 120 CE) Justin Martyr (Christian apologist; 100 to 
165), Tertullian (Christian theologian; circa 160 to 220 +) concluded that the 
Pagan/Christian similarities were a Satanic attempt at “diabolical mimicry”. 
Satan was said to have use “plagiarism by anticipation”. That is, the Devil 
made a pre-emptive strike against the gospel stories centuries before 
Jesus was born. The reason was to confuse the public into thinking that 
Jesus was merely a copy of previous god-men. The goal was to demolish 
the credibility of Christianity in the people’s eyes. 
It was a type of prophecy. Other Christian writers have concluded that the 
Mysteries were a type of pre-echo of Yeshua’s life – “somewhat like 
premonitions or prophecies”.  
Christianity accepted pagan mythology as literal truth of real events. 
Authors such as Freke & Gandy have concluded that the original, main 
Christian movement was Gnostic Christianity. They kept their inner 
mysteries secret, revealing them only to those who have been initiated into 
their branch of the Christian faith. Some early non-Gnostic, “literalist” 
Christians were unaware of the inner mysteries of Gnosticism. They came 
to accept the Gnostic outer, public, mysteries and their myth of a godman 
saviour as an actual description of the historical Yeshua. The literalist 
Christians, being ignorant of the inner mysteries, did not realise that the 
god-man story was only a legend about a mythical being. Decades later, 
literalist Christianity became the dominant movement. They oppressed and 
exterminated the Gnostics, their rituals and their knowledge.  
These points of similarity could have been coincidental. There are many 
cases in comparative religion where similar beliefs or practices are seen in 
two unrelated religions. The pyramid structures in Egypt are like those in 
Mexico. Yet most archaeologists believe that there is no link between the 
countries; the shapes were chosen independently. In ancient times, the 
only way to create a really large structure was to pile stones on top of each 
other in the form of a pyramid. Similarly, almost all religions share an Ethic 
of Reciprocity, like the Golden Rule. Still, the almost 200 precise matches 
between the events in the lives of Yeshua and Horus, and the 346 “striking 
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analogies between “Christ” and Krishna” would seem to make this 
theory unlikely. 
A case can be made that wholesale copying of beliefs and rituals by 
various religions has occurred in the past. However, as noted above, some 
Christian beliefs and practices may have stolen by the followers of Mithra 
from their Christian rivals rather than vice versa. This theory might have 
some validity with respect to Mithraism. However, it cannot explain the 
stories of the life of Horus that proceeded Yeshua’s ministry in the first 
century CE by a few thousand years.  
Some have suggested that ancient evidence of Pagan god-men living 
similar lives to Jesus prior to the first century CE is a gigantic hoax. Anti-
Christian religious historians and archaeologists have simply created 
fictional sets of religious beliefs, promoted them as accurate 
representations of ancient religions, and have perpetrated a massive hoax. 
This also is unlikely. The original source material is still available for 
academics to check. Someone by now would have written a book exposing 
the hoax; it would have become a best seller. 
Conservative Christians accept the inerrancy of the Bible. The writings of 
the authors of the gospels are without error. Thus ancient pagan practices 
in the Middle East and around the Mediterranean are of no concern to the 
believer. They cannot impact on the credibility of the Bible, which is God’s 
word.  
To some Liberal Christians, the pagan-Christian parallels are convincing 
proof that much of the magical components of the gospels are of pagan 
origin. The virgin birth, bringing dead people back to life, the many 
miraculous healings, exorcisms, transfiguration, crucifixion, resurrection, 
ascension, Jesus’ anticipated return to judge humanity, etc. These stories 
were derived from Pagan material that had been circulating for centuries 
when Jesus was born. Except for the occasional coincidence, that material 
cannot refer to real events in Jesus’ life.  
Many key Christian beliefs have to be questioned and perhaps abandoned. 
One comforting factor may be recognition that some of the basic teachings 
of Christianity and some of the traditionally accepted events of Jesus’ life 
may actually be over 4,500 years old, grounded in the pre-history of 
humanity. Another is that, when we strip away the miraculous and 
supernatural legends in the gospels that came from pagan sources, we are 
left with the natural. What remains is a story of an itinerant Jewish teacher 
who taught through parables and by example. It is the core teachings of 
Jesus, which emerge from the gospels – undiluted by pagan material.  
Of course there are other theories such as the one contained in a book 
written by S. Acharya, titled “The Christ Conspiracy. The Greatest Story 
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Ever Sold,” He writes. “... An enormous amount of startling evidence to 
demonstrate that Christianity and the story of “Jesus Christ” were created 
by members of various secret societies, mystery schools and religions in 
order to unify the Roman Empire under one state religion. In making such a 
fabrication, this multinational cabal drew upon a multitude of myths and 
rituals that already existed long before the Christian era, and reworked 
them for centuries into the story and religion passed down today”. 
From this omnium gatherum, is there a genuine Yeshua – SOMEWHERE? 
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CHAPTER TWELVE 
Yeshua Hanotzri  
 
We have traversed some of the history and the various influences and 
looked at some of the cast of characters that contributed towards the 
orthodox Christian development of a fictional creation generally known as 
“Jesus Christ”. That the Churches’ rendition is a corrupt translation of his 
life and his mission resulting in a fiction, there is no doubt.  
However, we now direct our focus and see if we can extract Yeshua 
Hanotzri from the accumulated ecclesiastic detritus. The Bible is a complex 
book. Actually, it is really a library of many books – a library whose 
contents change depending on the doctrines of the editor’s religion or sub-
text of religion; Catholic Christian, Methodist Christian, Orthodox Jew, 
Mormon Christian, Unity Christian, Evangelical Christian, Reform Jew, 
Baptist Christian, Christian Scientist, Conservative Jew, Episcopal 
Christian, and a whole smattering of divergent organisations some calling 
themselves “Churches Of Christ”, or “Assembly of God”. 
It all started with the first five books of Moses, the Torah. To these, they 
later added the historical books, part of which is now called the Ketuvim 
that chronicled the events of the rise of the ancient Hebraic nation as well 
as various other stories. Also added were the prophetic books that are now 
called the Nevi’im. As explained earlier these form what is called the 
Tanakh or in Christian terminology the Old Testament. Centuries later, 
when Christianity developed into organised structures and broke away from 
Judaism, the emerging Christian sects incorporated their own new set of 
writings. (N.B. Jesus and his disciples formed a radical Jewish sect within 
Judaism but did not break away from Judaism. After his death his disciples 
founded what could be described as Messianic Judaism but were not 
Christians in the sense that we accept the term today.)  
These books, which later became known as the New Testament, were not 
originally considered as scripture. In the decades and centuries that 
followed these new books were translated from one language into another 
and in many instances integrating doctrines and dogma according to the 
religious and mythological disposition of the translator, with additions and 
subtractions to incorporate contemporary religious predilections, and 
compiled with little regard to rigorous scholarship or intellectual discipline. 
They ultimately became part of the Bible, and the original books were 
relegated to the status of “Old”. In the following centuries, a few new books 
were added, others removed according to doctrinal tastes that prevailed at 
the time to arrive at what is now known as canonical Christian bibles, which 
we have today. Even of these, the Roman Catholic Christians have a few 
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additional books called the Apocrypha, which the Protestant Christians 
threw out when they in turn broke away from what was the mainline 
Christian church at the time. 
Of course, within the last couple of hundred years, the Mormon Christians 
wrote new books, collectively called the Book of Mormon, and appended to 
the Christian bible to form yet another Testament, known to the Mormons 
as – “Another Testament of Jesus Christ”. No wonder that there are so 
many schisms and flavours of Christianity. 
Much of the perversion of the New Testament and its understanding to 
gentiles is because the Jewish roots of Yeshua and how the scriptures he 
quoted, the parables he spoke, his life and ministry, are presented in 
Jewish religious life and culture. Many passages and words in the New 
Testament come alive when we understand them from the Jewish 
perspective. Much of the loss of a rich understanding of scripture and much 
deception and evil perpetrated in the name of “Christ”, is because the early 
gentile church did all it could to stamp out the relationship of Jesus to 
Judaism, physically, and in theology, councils, and creeds, while at the 
same time incorporating many pagan religious rites and practices into the 
liturgy and texts. 
However, this book is not fundamentally about organised Christianity or 
how institutional Churchianity came about, it’s essentially about Yeshua 
Hanotzri and I don’t see Jesus as part of or even endorsing modern day 
Christianity.   
So then, what is the criterion that would permit us to give serious attention 
to the experiences of the prophets of Israel and the teachings of Yeshua 
Hanotzri?  
That criterion is precisely that one that made the prophets themselves 
consider as true; the teachings they received from God and then 
communicated to others. God did not ask the prophets to believe or require 
the people of Israel to accept the prophet’s teachings without discernment 
or uncritically, in simple credulity. God asked them to believe him because 
he performed an experimental demonstration of everything he told them: 
not the kind of demonstration, which occurs in a private laboratory, but in 
plain daylight, plainly visible to everyone, and within history.  “Then I shall 
be blameless and innocent of great transgression”. 
God gives the signs and desires that they should be read, interpreted and 
understood. He does not require the people to believe any prophet that 
comes along. On the contrary, he provides a rule of discernment to 
distinguish the false from the true prophet: for it is the one whose sayings 
are fulfilled in history who is the true prophet. 



 

 

153 
Objections may be raised with regards the authenticity of the New 
Testament due to the process of translation which have been shaped and 
moulded and altered either deliberately or unconsciously to reinforce 
dogma and doctrine or to emphasise the translators understanding of 
traditions that have been passed down from generation to generation. The 
task of Biblical scholars is to work backwards from what we have now – 
back through the historical process of alteration and accretion and 
exaggeration, back as far as possible to the historical Yeshua Hanotzri. 
This is, as one could imagine an immensely difficult task, which in the 
nature of things can never be completed. The most that can be hoped for is 
to be able to identify the authentic nature of Jesus’ teachings, the 
atmosphere, the style, the essence of the message he was trying to convey 
about establishing the kingdom of God here on earth. 
There is a veritable “Jesus Christ” industry out there trying to determine 
these issues, but to the common man it’s a waste of time attempting to 
decide the authenticity of the New Testament. In their eyes this is akin to 
the philosophers who wrestle with the problem of whether motion is 
possible. The common man simply gets up and walks, and the problem is 
solved. So, we simply got up and walked through the pathways we have 
available to us now and see where they led.  
“Teach me the way, O Lord, that I may walk in thy truth…” 
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CHAPTER THIRTEEN 
God Has Anointed You 
 
It has been our clear intention, right from the beginning, to regard the  
‘Jesus Christ’ proclaimed to us by the various churches, together with the 
aggregation of pagan and mythological doctrines attributed to him, as false. 
That they are false is undoubtedly true. What the Christian church presents 
to us is an artificial edifice, assembled from true as well as false fragments 
of his biography obtained in large measure from the received texts, from 
authentic and invalid statements attributed to him from various sources, but 
mainly based on a great deal of inventiveness on the part of early first 
century so-called “fathers of the church” with names unfamiliar to many 
even in this time and age, which eventually resulted in the remodelling of 
Yeshua Hanotzri  to conform to contemporary mythology, attitudes and 
social values and to give him a false identity – “Jesus Christ”.  
A number of years ago there were a series of programs on TV about the 
Tate Gallery in London. During this series we witnessed the restoration of 
one of the finest pieces in their collection. The restorer spent countless 
hours meticulously, square millimetre by square millimetre, diligently 
washing away the accumulation of years of dust, dirt, and layers of varnish 
applied by previous restorers, thereby revealing the original. 
The man anointed by God, as distinct from the man created by the 
institutional churches, is hidden, like this portrait, under layers and layers of 
varnish, added by 2000 years of Church history. Remove the varnish, the 
accumulated dust and dirt, carefully, just like our restorer, without 
destroying the original: then and only then will the primary colours gradually 
be revealed.  
Just as the colours of the original portrait emerged from the apparency 
presented to us before the restoration, the colours of Jesus are quite 
different from those that the churches have wanted us to see. 
When mythological Christianity insists that it is based on Jesus, we must be 
aware that the “Jesus Christ” presented is merely a literary creation. Others 
insist that we have supposedly entered into a “new age’ and that Jesus has 
no real relevance to this day and age: we have somehow crossed the 
Rubicon and passed the threshold of a new era. Some tell us that we live in 
a post-Christian age or have been launched into a post-modern era. 
In coming to a coherent decision in these matters it is difficult to know 
whether the cultural upheavals that give rise to these characterisations 
proclaim the dawning of a fresh epoch or merely mark some mysterious 
transition engendered by some kind of new millennium madness. Contrary 
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to some expectations, Jesus for a ‘new age’ does not mean Jesus for 
crystals and channelling, for auras and charkas, meditation and yoga, 
astrology and harmonic convergences, or even holistic medicine. What 
would be beneficial is to propose a new age something quite different from 
that above, although not entirely unrelated. The new age envisaged refers 
first and foremost to the end of institutional Christianity, the dismantling of 
this edifice of falsity and deception, which continues unabated putting layer 
upon layer of mythological rubbish upon the portrait of Yeshua Hanotzri to 
hide from view the revelation of the original so as to protect their own 
vested interest in continuing their falsehoods. Although mythological 
Christianity has not yet come to an end, the Christianised, industrial west 
can no longer pretend to sponsor the only game here on planet earth. 
Yeshua is actually known for being known: everybody knows about 
Yeshua. His name is mentioned on talk shows, he is frequently the subject 
of TV documentaries, athletes form prayer circles around him, and he 
commands the untiring adoration of evangelists and advocates of public 
prayer. 
He is the icon of the full Gospel believers. He is a still life dictated by a fixed 
reading of the Gospels and the creeds. Nothing is at issue here, for this 
group have selected facts drawn from the New Testament Gospels and the 
meaning of those facts are etched in stone, like the ten commandments, or 
in this case, in the concrete of the King James version and its 
fundamentalist interpreters. Lest it be thought that there is only one 
fundamentalist view of Yeshua, we do well to recall that there are about as 
many fundamentalist portraits of Jesus as there are fundamentalists. 
However, those who are enslaved by a “Christ” imposed on them by narrow 
and rigid legacies have some things in common: Ignorance of the 
fundamental source of Messianic expectation – the Old Testament and 
focusing on content and creedism. This results in their being uninformed 
about the real issues that Jesus confronted. There are millions who are 
victims of a mythical ‘Christ’ conjured up by modern evangelists to whip 
their followers into a frenzy of guilt and remorse – and cash contributions. 
Christianity as we know it, or even understand it, did not originate with 
Yeshua Hanotzri. He was not the first Christian. Embryonic Christianity was 
formed around a conviction that he had been exalted to God’s right hand at 
his death and would eventually return as a heavenly son of Adam to sit in 
cosmic judgment at the end of the age. His first coming was to be follower 
by a second and last coming. 
“Jesus Christ” was gradually elevated to Godhead in the second and third 
centuries of the Common Era. Christianity took its definitive form – the form 
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defined by the Emperor and church councils as orthodox – in the fourth 
century with the creation of the first creeds and canons. 
“How can a young man keep his way pure? By guarding it according to thy 
word” and it is the word of God that will reveal Yeshua to us not the words 
of some obscure first or second century ecclesiastic, or the conclusions of 
some fourth and eight century council. This will then emancipate the 
Galilean from the tangle of mythological Christian overlay that obscures 
who Yeshua Hanotzri was and what he said, to differentiate his religion, 
from the religion about him. And what answers have we for those who 
would taunt us. “…I have an answer … for I trust in thy word” not the words 
imposed upon us by majority vote at some distant gathering of largely 
unknown personages.  
There are obvious discrepancies between what Yeshua said and what he 
did, and current Christian practice. According to Yeshua everybody has an 
immediate and particular access to God so therefore it is utterly implausible 
that he would have commissioned certain disciples to broker that 
relationship, in his vision of God’s domain. The inauguration of a priesthood 
and clergy is therefore inimical to his wishes. There can therefore be only 
one purpose for their existence, and that is to dissemble. 
To adhere to such doctrines as Immaculate Conception, miraculous 
incarnation, original sin, trinity, transubstantiation, God incarnate and so on, 
is to suggest that they go together with fast food, soft serve ice cream and 
the lotto. Following the churches is like a trip to McDonalds, where the 
menu is fixed, everything is cheap, and patience is not required. Such has 
made us spiritually fawning, flabby and flatulent. We don’t want religion or 
spirituality unless it is handed to us on a platter, effort free, sacrifice free, 
but not fat free. The sanctimonious churches need above all to go on a 
theological diet and shed the cumulative biliousness that accompanies self-
satisfaction.   
Yeshua Hanotzri is an authentic anchor in a weltering sea of unrealistic, 
unintelligent and potentially demonic dreams. The real Yeshua Hanotzri is 
a reality check. He discourages self-indulgence and pandering. He 
represents the end of apologetic posturing and evasion. He demands 
honesty and candour, and when this is understood and accepted, only then 
will the real vocation of Jesus displace the contrived vocation assigned to 
him by the early church and by later generations. His real vocation was 
determined because “The Lord rewarded me according to my 
righteousness; according to the cleanness of my hands he recompensed 
me, For I have kept the ways of the Lord, and have not wickedly departed 
from my God” not because he had to comply to some mythological 
formulation existing in the minds of men.  
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As mythological Christianity increasingly progressed, Yeshua had to 
correspond to fashionable expectations so as to incorporate his image of 
the kingdom of God to conventional wisdom, to conformity with the 
established contemporary pagan religious ideas and accordingly to routine 
ways of seeing and saying. This shift of focus fastened on him as 
representative of fashionable myths rather than a glimpse of God’s 
province that so enthralled him. This shift was from vision to visionary and 
the proclaimer became the proclaimed. The predisposition of the religious 
establishment of the time, and indeed the political establishment of as well, 
was to propagate its own faith by making it pleasing to others, and so they 
attributed to him all the things that other charismatic miracle workers did. 
They in the end set Yeshua in a mythological narrative frame in which 
“Christ” replaced Yeshua Hanotzri the Galilean sage.  
The ultimate development in this process was the loss of his sense of the 
immediacy of the kingdom of God, and so his fantasy of that kingdom 
became their idea of him. They gazed into the pool of Narcissus and saw 
themselves. Having given him the primary role in the story, they then wrote 
a part for themselves into the drama. The consequence was the 
disillusionment of God’s kingdom. The enchantment that had cast its spell 
over him was that God’s dominion was immediately and powerfully present 
in him. 
Two hundred years after his death, Yeshua Hanotzri had receded into the 
background. An icon that belongs to fashionable expectations of that world 
at that time has replaced the original iconoclast. The entrancing nearness 
of the kingdom of God has now been replaced by political pragmatism. 
Must the decisions of Constantine and the voting that took place at Nicea, 
where majority vote and other councils determined the divinity of Jesus is 
accepted as final? Affirmations about the “Christ” were now fenced off from 
information about Yeshua Hanotzri. 
The apostle’s creed presupposes that nothing happened between his birth 
and his death. It leaves blank where he should be. People want popular 
articles of faith, a simplistic version of orthodoxy that has been packaged 
and marketed electronically, like other mass-produced products. Popular 
creedism insists on a miraculous birth, doctrines such as original sin, trinity, 
transubstantiation etc. The question to be asked is which of these doctrines 
derives from what we know of the historical Jesus. Which of them received 
his authorisation or the authorisation of his close allies? These doctrines 
are part of the mythological overlay invented by early church fathers 
employing categories they knew and borrowed from other religious tradition 
such as Sol Invictus and Mithras. In other words, the type of Christianity 
that developed is a pagan religion; based on pagan concepts and ancient 
myths carried over to this new religion. They have been isolated and 
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formulated in contemporary times to suit the demands of high-profile 
evangelism and fundamentalism. So what does the Christ of ancient creeds 
and modern neo-orthodoxy have to do with Yeshua Hanotzri? Absolutely 
nothing!  
Popular forms of mythological Christianity do not require, indeed, do not 
even permit, Yeshua to endorse them. Creedism is a religion that 
supersedes him, replaces him, and perhaps displaces him, with a 
mythology that depends on nothing that Jesus said or did. Christianity is 
the antithesis of everything he taught and stood for. 
Neo-orthodoxy and its Catholic counterpart, is the dying gasp of creedal 
Christianity, a last effort to salvage it for the western world. All the doctrines 
that constitute the orthodox creed need to be re-evaluated and are being 
re-evaluated by numerous organisations employing the demands of 
rigorous scholarship and intellectual discipline.  
What intrigues me about him is not so much what Peter or Paul or James 
or John thought of him, or even what he thought about himself, but the call 
to which he was responding. To what divine manifestation did he succumb? 
By what vision was he both captivated and liberated? We can get a glimpse 
of that vision when he articulated his parables. He told his parables as 
though he were hearing them directly from God. He was not calling on God 
but God was calling him: he was not making claims: he was being claimed. 
Live by the vision of Yeshua. The rest is gobbledygook! 
Yeshua is a phenomenon that is critical factor in the history of the world 
and mankind. Although much time is spent discussing questions such as: 
Did Jesus really exist, were the crucifixion and resurrection real? The 
phenomenon in question is not really the historical one but a gnostic one. 
The crucifixion and resurrection are irrational in the sense that they are 
outside the scope of reason and inexplicable in terms of ordinary 
understanding. 
The gospels hardly present a biography, nor do they advance some kind of 
doctrinal teaching, but proclaim a new dispensation relating to the kingdom 
of heaven. This is the real myth of the New Testament. Not a fanciful tale or 
a chronicle that can be verified in terms of history. In its ultimate essence it 
is a living example of profound spiritual truths. And Yeshua Hanotzri was 
the catalyst that brought these spiritual truths into focus.  
If we understand this, he then becomes a figure conceived as cosmic, 
archetypal and apocalyptic. “The heavens are telling the glory of God; and 
the firmament proclaims his handiwork”. He presents to us the deeper 
significance of God’s hidden mysteries, the culmination of which was 
dramatically symbolised by the tearing of the curtain in the temple at his 
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death, the curtain that concealed from all mankind the world of ultimate 
reality. 
There is this commonly held opinion by many, both Christian and non-
Christian alike, who would have you believe that somehow institutional 
Christianity appeared suddenly, coherent, comprehensive, fully developed, 
an immutable body of thought, issuing directly from him and organised 
around him by his associates. The facts are that its evolution was 
prolonged, gradual, haphazard, and full of uncertainty, schismatic, full of 
compromise and improvisation. 
Mythological Christianity; those religions that evolved from the Latin west, 
objected to other views ostensibly for religious and philosophical reasons, 
yet investigation suggests another dimension of controversy. Religious 
debates, questions of the nature of God and Jesus simultaneously bear 
social and political implications that are critical to the development of 
organised Christianity as an historical religion. In simplest terms, ideas, 
which bear implications contrary to that development, came to be labelled 
heresy, and ideas, which implicitly support it, became orthodox. Politics and 
religion coincided in the development of ecclesiastic Christianity. 
Thomas Paine, in his classic work (The Age Of Reason) wrote, “It is 
curious how the theory of what is called the Christian church sprung out of 
the tail of the heathen mythology. A direct incorporation took place in the 
first instance, by making the reputed founder to be celestially begotten. The 
trinity of gods that then followed was no other than a reduction of the 
former plurality, which was about twenty or thirty thousand: the statue of 
Mary succeeded the statue of Diana of Ephesus; the deification of heroes 
changed into the canonisation of saints; the Mythologists had gods for 
everything; the Christian Mythologists had saints for everything; the church 
became as crowded with one, as the Pantheon had been with the other, 
and Rome was the place of both”. 
It has been said that it is the winners who write history – their way – so it is 
that the viewpoint of the successful majority have dominated all traditional 
accounts of the origin of Christianity. Mythological Christians first defined 
the term, declared them orthodox and their opponent’s heretics, and then 
proceeded to demonstrate – at least to their own satisfaction – that their 
triumph was historically inevitable, or, in religious terms, guided by the Holy 
Spirit.  
The end result of all this is that the various received translations of the 
Bible mirrors the original editing and revision of Roman mythological 
orthodoxy, prepared for a Roman audience and therefore distorted and 
slanted for a Romanised ear. 
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So that history can be corrected we should be in constant revolt against 
orthodox institutions. We cannot rest on the authority of the institutional 
churches, and we must relentlessly inquire how that authority constituted 
itself and what, if anything, gives it legitimacy. It is necessary that all the 
questions debated at the beginning of Christianity be re-opened. 
The church for too long has tried to convince people that they need the 
church to have spirituality in order to make itself indispensable.  
Spirituality in its broadest, most profound and most valid sense, is not a 
mere edifice of conceptual dogma, nor any particular denomination or 
creed, but as something encompassing a basic element in the make up of 
the human psyche, something that comes from inside, a synthesis of which 
could function as a viable principle for a modern age.  
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CHAPTER FOURTEEN 
The Oil of Gladness 
 
The history of the first century BCE and first century CE establishes that 
Yeshua Hanotzri was born into a nation dominated by the world’s most 
triumphant sponsor of martial supremacy and vicious exploitation of the 
poor – Rome. He was unmoved by power, loving and direct in personal 
encounters, a conscientious listener.  
However, although unsentimental and harsh in judging the society in which 
he lived, he was always friendly towards outcasts and the needy.  
The rise of Rome seemed like the definitive justification of the efficiency of 
supremacy and deception. The Roman ruling echelon attached great 
importance to persuasion, propaganda and money, the weapons favoured 
by the Greek sophists whom Socrates embarrassed and infuriated by his 
courteous, ironic questions. He met sophistry with truth, hate with love, and 
force with non-violence. In Socrates love and non-violence were useful, but 
implied. With him they were unambiguous. He was accused of blasphemy 
and was judicially murdered for subversion. It was the religious 
establishment who charged him with blasphemy and therefore cannot 
escape the inescapable deduction that they were complicity implicated in 
this judicial murder.  
Rome, which never gloried in freedom of speech, always struck swiftly. 
Rome, which never gloried in civility or shrunk from cruelty always struck 
savagely. Jesus foresaw that the force and fraud inherent in Rome’s 
colonial system could not endure the dissent that his teachings 
represented. Rome’s military and economic power served the rich and 
suppressed the poor. Jesus’ hostility to the veneration of money and 
subjugation of the poor was perceived as opposition to Roman rule and 
command. This opposition in effect accused those of his countrymen, 
predominantly the religious establishment, who collaborated with Rome, of 
turning away from the law and the prophets who denounced social 
injustice. The brutality in Roman occupation and colonial imperatives could 
only denote one thing: that violence would be turned against him and his 
followers. Jesus taught non-violence consequently his teachings were 
seditious. Somebody had to suffer! 
He knew that the life he called his followers to – a life he called the 
kingdom of God could not be established by force, even if by a miracle 
force overthrew Rome. Ending Roman rule would not automatically result in 
a free and just society. It would mean that the rich Jews, particularly the 
Temple hierarchy, who profited by Roman order in exploiting the poor, 
would have to impose that same kind of order themselves. By the same 
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token, if the foreign or home-grown oligarchy got a hint of, or smelled 
social revolution, the daily violence of suppression would ironically, explode 
into the added violence of suppressing violence. 
This he foresaw and accepted as the reality of the situation. After his 
execution and resurrection his followers continued to accept the violence, 
but at the same time confronted the official complicated lie with simple 
personal truth, that the kingdom of God lies within and their sense of 
responsibility was always before them. They had been ‘given the mystery 
of the kingdom of God’. This great gift, in a sense, carried with it the load of 
the world, and they paid a great price for it – ridicule, ostracism, 
persecution, martyrdom, and for those who paid the ultimate sacrifice, died 
for a vision that was absolutely real.   
No person who has been more misrepresented; no person who has been 
surrounded by more irrelevancies than that of Yeshua, despite the fact that 
the New Testament focuses almost exclusively on him. Maybe the content 
and the form of the various confessions are not all that distinctive; yet their 
combined application of interpretive categories for the person of Yeshua 
are unparalleled, and the force of this is to make him the one intermediary 
through which God is revealed and can be approached with confidence. 
“For this I will extol thee, O Lord, among the nations, and sing praises to 
thy name. Great triumphs he gives to his king, and shows steadfast love to 
his anointed, to David and his descendents for ever”. 
One feels upon reading the great books of authentic Christianity, fully 
aware of the difficulties presented by translatory incompetence either by 
commission or omission, we find treasures of life more abundant than 
formerly realised. We feel again the incomparable superiority of these texts, 
with their images and their meanings accessible to all. It is the faith of 
Christians that Yeshua Hanotzri was the expected Messiah, whose ultimate 
destiny was to rule the world in righteousness, and inseparable from this is 
a confession of uniqueness.  
He is not just one of a group of men of destiny; he is the man of destiny! 
Stripped of its wrappings of miracles and mysticism his ethical code is so 
transcendent, so distinctive, so original, and so unparalleled in other ethical 
codes, including other Hebraic ethical codes. Nothing compares to his 
extraordinary use of parables; and this combined with their shrewdness 
and pointedness, his proverbs, his forceful use of epigrams, serve to an 
extraordinary degree to make ethical ideas an essential possession. 
However, we do not wish nor will we take on the distasteful and 
unprofitable task of trying to show that the leaders of other world religions 
have a less admirable place than Jesus. Let their adherents make a case 
for them. This is a confessional statement. We see the growth of a 
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community of self-giving love as the basic thrust of the spirit of God in 
human history, and we see that community exemplified in the life of Jesus. 
Those who follow Jesus do not need to deny the activity of God in other 
religions, or that we can learn from them, but they are bound to see their 
own movement as central and its founder as the one whose destiny 
transcends all others. We just have no desire to focus our attention on 
them. However, it is nevertheless still possible to say with authority that no 
objective, enlightened and serious student of the record can help be struck 
by the incomparable superiority of Jesus. 
It is part of the calling of men of destiny that they risk martyrdom, and know 
it. Their movements draw upon them the hatred of the oppressor whom 
they defy, and their rare gifts of leadership make them conspicuous targets. 
Being integrated into a society of love that Jesus founded saves us, and 
that society could not have been effectively founded without his martyrdom. 
Few understand the significance of this paradox.  
His death was historically a high probability as the end of a life of self-giving 
love. To love as he loved was bound to evoke the hostilities of the 
authorities and this would, as he realised, end in his death and so be the 
means by which God gives him the kingdom in power, the means of forging 
a new covenant of love that would replace Sinai forever. 
Our acceptance of that covenant means we are reconciled with God, and 
this happens increasingly as we forsake self-centred ways and give 
ourselves to others, to live a life of love, to found a community of love and 
to teach love as Yeshua did. 
Nevertheless, the average men and women of our contemporary world 
cannot, as things are, follow the heroic path that Jesus and his followers 
indicated. We must go on as we are doing; but seeking every foothold and 
handhold that will permit us, by howsoever little, to raise ourselves out of 
the quagmire that we are content to call “Christendom”!  
But there is this to be added: “the night draws on”. It is customary for the 
publicists and apologists of our way of life to speak as though we are on 
the brink of a new dawn. 
“…Far off, through creeks and inlets making, 
 Comes silent, flooding in, the Main …” 
(Extract from the poem “Say Not the Struggle Naught Availeth”: by Arthur 
Hugh Clough). 
We do not see the streaks of morning, but rather the confused congestion 
of a stormy sunset.  
We may hopefully assure ourselves, in the Psalmist’s exquisite words that 
“the river of God is full of water” and indeed, the individual soul may know 
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that it is: but this great main can come flooding into human affairs only 
through individual pipelines, and for the moment they are, for the most part, 
choked with the silt of self, the garbage of greed, and with muddy fears.  
All depend on their clearance, and the hour grows late.  
“The day thou gavest Lord, is ended, the darkness falls at thy behest”. 
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CHAPTER FIFTEEN 
Above Your Fellows 
 
The great tragedy that besets the western world, now entering into the 
twenty first century, is that it has failed to put into practice the fundamental 
truth on which it is supposedly based. This truth would make it a fact as 
well as name – Christendom. If Christendom means a territory subject to 
laws as enunciated by Jesus, we do not live in such a kingdom. We need a 
simplification of what that kingdom is. For two thousand years the 
teachings of Yeshua Hanotzri have been so overlaid with such 
accumulation of theology, dogma and doctrine, so decorated with pomp 
and ceremony, that its simple digestible bread has become as garish as a 
Christmas cake. This created a church based on ancient mythology with a 
system of religion completely opposite to the character of Yeshua Hanotzri 
and set up a religion over laden with spectacle and money. It pretended to 
duplicate the one whose life was devoted to humility, simplicity and truth. 
But that way is not found in the Bible. It represents the customs of the 
Greeks and the Romans who adopted early Christianity superficially, but 
kept their old ways. 
Over time these old ways inundated the teachings of Yeshua Hanotzri and 
the apostles.  
Subtly, ever so subtly the old gods entered their churches like the air of the 
Mediterranean. And they remain in Christian ritual, in the iconography and 
festivals of Christianity.  
When Julian arrived in Antioch in 362 this great Christian city was in 
mourning, bewailing in the Levantine manner the annual death of Adonis, 
Venus’s lover. At Ephesus, though the sanctuary of Diana, goddess of this 
city, was taken down, her statues were carefully buried in dry sand. And 
when the Third Council of the church assembled at Ephesus in 431 they 
solemnly voted that henceforth the virgin Mary should be honoured with the 
title of Theotokos, the God-bearer. Ephesus for centuries the city of the 
virgin hunter Diana, became the city of the virgin Mary, the Mother of God. 
In Egypt the ancient sign of life, the ankh, which the gods had carried in 
their sculptures for thousands of years, was easily transformed into the 
Christian cross: the figure of Isis nursing her child Horus became the figure 
of the virgin with Yeshua at her breast. 
In Rome, Romulus and Remus were swapped for the biblical saints, Peter 
and Paul. And in the fifth century, the Pope stopped an early morning 
congregation of St Peter’s from walking up the steps backwards so as not 
to offend Sol, the rising sun god. 
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It was not merely that the orthodox Church took over some of the 
religious customs and forms common to pre-Christian Rome, and absorbed 
rival faiths into the Christian synthesis, they also stole the vestments of 
pagan priests, the use of incense and holy water in purifications, the 
burning of candles and an everlasting light before the altar, the worship of 
saints, the title of Pontifus Maaximus from the Caesars for the Supreme 
Pontiff and in the fourth century the Latin language. All these became 
“noble” and enduring vehicles for the Roman Catholic faith. 
As new and false elements were added to this form of Christianity, the 
original Judaic elements were crowded out.  
It is time the world, for its own safety and sanity, realised that behind the 
mitre and triple crown and all the other gobbledegook of a world 
organisation, there is a simple man walking our common dust in sandals, 
and talking a divinity so humane that the wayfaring human, though a fool 
may not err therein. 
The divine humanity and human divinity that Yeshua taught was no more 
than that God is love, and the proof that a man had made this great 
discovery, and entered into the love of God, was that he in turn loves those 
around him. The greater part of the teaching of Jesus was concerned 
simply with this: the ways in which here below, this love which came from 
entering into the universal love of God, could manifest itself in the love of 
one’s fellow man.  
The disciples and the apostles in their own turn emphasised this as the 
core of the teaching. It is the constant undertone of the Epistle of John. “He 
that loveth his brother abideth in the light … for this is the message which 
ye have heard from the beginning, that we should love one another … he 
that loveth not, abideth in death... beloved, let us love one another: for love 
is of God, and knoweth God … if a man say, I love God, and hateth his 
brother, whom ye have seen cannot love God whom he hath not seen”. 
Paul’s memorable conclusion; ‘the greatest of these is love’ and the 
essence of love is that it forgets all things that come under the heading of 
self-interest. It ‘seeketh not its own’. So, far from going after the things of 
another, it holds its own things to be of no final account. Jesus time and 
time again insisted that self-centredness was what stood between mankind 
and their absorption into the love of God.  
He would go to all lengths in the denial of self-aggrandisement in order to 
avoid conflict. 
This is the record on which Christendom claims to be based. If a man 
wanted your coat, you should give him your cloak, too. If he smote one 
cheek, you should turn the other. “Ye have heard that it was said, thou 
shalt love thy neighbour and hate thine enemy: but I say unto you, love 
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your enemies”. How far, in two thousand years of Christendom have 
we come towards making this teaching the basis of human conduct? 
The sad fact is that the teaching of Yeshua is beyond the moral grasp of 
man as he is, and that, in the world as it is, mankind cannot live by it. We 
have fallen for the common delusion and spoken of the simplicity of his 
teaching: it is usual to hear that expression; that is all the teaching is, 
fundamentally, ‘just love one another’. But the truth of the matter is this that 
this simple command asks of us something, which makes the most subtle 
and complex of philosophies look like a child’s A B C. To love one another, 
as Jesus understood the words, demands a life of self-sacrifice, unqualified 
death to our own personal strivings and ambitions and of our tendency 
towards self-interest, such a profound understanding of the needs of 
others, that the average human being, dominated by greed and fear, has 
as much chance of entering fully into this condition as a stone-age man 
would have of making a rocket. Imagination may allow us to conceive here 
and there among these primitive people one or two vaguely visited 
daydreams of what mankind might some time do. 
But no one can look at Christendom without realising that mankind, after 
two thousand years of the teaching of Jesus, is as near to making it 
manifest in their lives as these stone-age men were of flying to the stars. 
Few people today take much notice of what traditional churches have to 
say compared to fifty or sixty years ago. With diminishing numbers of 
professed adherents the churches would probably diminish at even greater 
pace if they should take a stand and insist that the teachings of Jesus were 
the only articles of faith: but then we should know who were Christian and 
who were not. Be that as it may, the church’s first function is not however, 
to enlarge its membership for the sake of numbers: for the cause of true 
religion is advanced not by the churches becoming full of mankind, but by 
mankind becoming full of God. 
The truth is that the church of Yeshua, a different thing from the 
membership roll of any church, has in all times been a pitiful remnant of 
mankind (“the little flock”): a tragically wavering light in a world of darkness. 
It has been a torch passed from hand to hand, in generation after 
generation, faintly shining through vast landscapes peopled by the shadow 
of death. It has little to do with enthusiastic crowds, gathered in large sports 
arenas, indulging in orgies of nationalistic sentiment, watered with 
saccharine religious phrases. The few who accept the full implication of the 
his teachings would realise that in the present state of man’s development, 
as far removed from Christendom as a candle is from the sun, are not likely 
to set the world ablaze, and are therefore under the deeper compulsion to 
guard in its absolute and original purity the only flame that may at last do 
so. 
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The present state of man’s development is such that Christianity is of 
no use, if we mean not what the church consents to and endorses but what 
Jesus taught. This is the only conclusion we can come to as we consider 
the state of the world today. Perhaps some day a condition will exist from 
which humankind of a truly Christian civilisation will look back upon us with 
the tolerant wonder that we ourselves direct upon the struggles of 
troglodytes and stone-age men: but, for the time being, we are what we 
are, we must do what we must do, accepting a doom which is not less 
inevitable, because our own folly contributes so heavily to its weight. 
In the tragic texture of our own destiny the sins of our fathers are the warp 
and our own follies are the woof, and the dark fabric thus contrived is shot 
through here and there with the bright embroidery of noble deeds and 
splendid aspiration. This is as far as man has arrived. It is not a Christian 
condition, but it constitutes the social and mental environment that compels 
much of his action, willy-nilly. This condition, this mental environment 
seems to be saying, not that man’s development must necessarily be slow, 
but the mere idea of moral progress is ludicrous. 
It seems that we live in a society in which God plays no significant part in 
the lives, thoughts and actions of mankind. We know that we can get along 
practically, emotionally and intellectually without reference to God. Learning 
to live as if God did not exist is becoming increasingly common and that 
society carries on its affairs as if this is so. Have we forsaken the New 
Testament and fallen back on the Old Testament’s darkest conception of a 
tribal God whom we adore so long as his preoccupation is to bring success 
to his ‘chosen people’ – us? This conception of a tribal God is the only one 
possible to a mind that accepts the apparently essential and eternal 
brutality of life. 
The Christian God is God as interpreted by Yeshua, and he for one thing 
did not believe that the facts of human nature precluded moral progress. 
He was well equipped to understand the facts of human nature, and his 
understanding of them led him to think that within those facts lay the 
possibility of change for the better. As he put it, a man can be ‘born again’. 
A basic point of his teachings was that, as the relationship of man with God 
is personal and individual and not comprehensive and amorphous; an 
advance towards Godliness in the world will come from changed individuals 
affecting the whole – within the limits of potentiality – rather than from 
general vague intentions of the whole to benefit individuals. Those whose 
passion for righteousness is more limited than others misunderstand the 
essential nature of the distinction. This misunderstanding can lead others to 
express their faith in that right thing, moral progress, wrongly. However, we 
do not need Jesus to tell us that, for in the brief years of his ministry he had 
too much to do to waste time uttering platitudes for their own sake. 
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Knowing the appeal of platitudes to the average mind he liked to use 
them to illuminate spiritual truth; that the kingdom of God has no use for 
half-measures. 
What he is saying is that this kingdom, whose basic law is love and belief in 
moral progress, and the search for truth, demands everything a man in his 
approach to God’s kingdom. He must, if necessary, turn away from his own 
family. He must ‘bear his own cross and come after me’. Then he goes on 
using the platitude to drive the point home. You see that it means 
something tremendous. It’s warfare! Don’t be like the foolish king, however, 
who goes to war without knowing what he is going to meet. Consider the 
cost well, because you’re taking on a big enemy, and ‘whosoever he is of 
you that renounceth not all that he hath, he cannot be my disciple’. 
One could imagine that Jesus was talking about the material and military 
strength of Rome. Those who understand something of his teachings will 
hardly be surprised to find that he was, in fact, teaching about the spiritual 
strength of renunciation: a concept which was lost on the religious 
establishment of his day and is certainly lost on the religious establishment 
of our own period of time. 
And while wishing that people would read the Bible, it is further hoped that 
those who do so would not pluck off a rose here and there to illustrate, like 
York and Lancaster, their self-interested devotion to one side of the battle. 
There is a simple and effective practicality of roots and thorns in this 
teaching; roots that go a bit deeper than military or ecclesiastic might, 
thorns that compose the crown of those who will ‘bear the cross and come 
after me’. Not harkening these words is the perfect illustration of the chaos 
into which we have fallen. 
There would be some kind of universal peace in the world if we could 
reflect that mankind was moving towards enlightenment, but the evidence 
that they are doing anything of the sort is hard to find. When, within the first 
half of the twentieth century, the world quivered beneath so ghastly a shock 
as that of two world wars, and when the historical record since world war 
two has revealed no diminution but an extension of the human appetite for 
death, one may be excused for seeing the world as a fruit with a spreading 
rottenness at the heart which threatens the collapse of its flawless 
appearance. There would be some hope if we saw the certainty of world 
peace. But peace can come only on the terms that Jesus laid down. In this 
world of planning, of economic rationalism, and world order, the plan that 
as given to us two thousand years age has been overlooked.  
There can be no peace save where love is: and love has not notably 
increased of late in the human breast. So, it is without surprise, with little 
more than a fatalistic acceptance of doom that we listen to declarations that 
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we must prepare for a more fearful future. The kingdom of God does 
not come by observation: a thousand years in its sight are but an evening 
gone: and it knows with a sublime assurance that man’s home is in the love 
of God. But eternally and indestructibility right as this view is, the average 
man cannot, in the present moment of time, live by it. He sees it as a 
lighthouse gleam across the midnight water: but his own task is amid the 
heaving waves and the darkness, within the narrow compass that is his 
little life. The ways of God are too patient for man!  
We live in a world of fear, and fear, not hate, is the antitheses of love. 
‘Perfect love casteth out fear’. Fear is a more dangerous and poisonous 
condition than hate, which can take on the large proportions of grandeur. 
Except for the fear of God rightly understood, fear is a condition that 
diminishes and never enlarges those upon whom it preys. Fear is a privy 
vice, to be recognised rarely for itself but mainly its public face, which is 
greed. The person who fears life will be forever snatching at this and that, 
in an endeavour to build up defences against it.  
But those who love life will cast themselves upon its bosom, knowing the 
companionship that ‘doth the raven feed, and providently caters for the 
sparrow’. The virtue of an action, that is, its final effectiveness, springs 
directly from the motive behind it. This was something that Paul insisted 
upon in one of the most striking passages he ever wrote.  
“If I speak with tongues of men and angels, if I have the gift of prophecy 
and all knowledge, if I give my goods to feed the poor, if I go so far as to 
sacrifice life itself, giving my body to be burned, all this is of no real and 
lasting effect, it profiteth me nothing, if I have not love”.  
Not what you do, but why you do it, constitutes the point of virtue: and the 
mind is fascinated by the prospect opened up as one considers what the 
consequences might have been if the rich nations of the world had borne 
the blessing of food and care of the poor and needy outside of their own 
borders, not as a sanitary precaution of political expediency, but from a 
simple love of mankind. “Blessed is he who considers the poor! The Lord 
delivers him in the day of trouble”. 
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CHAPTER SIXTEEN 
Other Stupid and Unnecessary Doctrines 
 
The doctrines of trinity and original sin do not appear in the Bible. Both are 
closely linked with that other non-Biblical doctrine – virgin birth. They 
depend upon each other for credibility but as has been shown in previous 
chapters that the doctrine of virgin birth cannot be sustained from the 
Biblical record therefore neither can the doctrines of the trinity or original 
sin.  
No area of Jewish literature could be more inhospitable to the creedal 
Christian doctrine of the triune nature of the godhead than the Bible and the 
writings of its prophets. It is on the strength of these texts that the Jewish 
people have preserved the concept of one, single, unique creator God, at 
times detrimental to their personal survival. 
Understandably, orthodox Christians undertake a formidable task when 
they seek to ‘prove” the doctrine of the trinity from the Jewish Scriptures, 
Old and New. No prophet went silent on the uncompromising radical 
monotheism demanded by the God of Israel. The Jewish people, therefore, 
to whom these sublime declarations about the nature of God were given, 
knew nothing about a trinity of persons in the godhead. 
Because Jesus relayed his divine message on the nature of God with 
timeless clarity, no text in the Biblical record could hold any promise for the 
creedal Church to raise up any argument as a support for their teachings of 
the trinity. Understandably, the defenders of Christendom flaunted the very 
verses that they managed somehow to skew into supposed support for this 
mythological doctrine. 
To see if we can come to a clear understanding of the dilemma 
Christendom has found itself in we pose a number of questions, the 
answers to which may in fact bring clarity to the matter. 
 If God wanted to convey to his people that he alone was God and there 
was no other who shared this exclusive quality with him, what words do you 
think he would use so that there would be no possibility for error? What 
phrase could he select so that there would be no chance of 
misunderstanding?  
If we wanted to describe the unique oneness of God in a way that could not 
be misinterpreted, how would we express this?  Would we not have used 
the words that Moses reported God to have said in Deuteronomy 32:39, 
“See now that I myself am he!  There is no god besides me . . .” 
As a result of this and many other inspirational pronouncements throughout 
the Tanakh, the injunction is to worship the one god – alone. 
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No prophet in the Tanakh ever remained silent on this foundational 
teaching.  As if with one voice, they pleaded with their often-wayward 
nation never to compromise their faith for anything other than the 
unwavering monotheism that they tirelessly preached.  Over and over 
again, the Hebrew Bible declared with deliberate lucidity in its most 
celebrated creeds that the Almighty alone is God, and there is no other.  
Nothing was ever “screened,” nothing was ever “veiled.”  It could not be, 
because the very survival of the Jewish people depended on it.  The first 
five books of the Bible intimately connect the faith in one indivisible God 
with the national experience of the Jewish people throughout their long 
history.  Dreadful suffering was the consequence for any defection from the 
uncompromising monotheism that the God demanded of his people. 
Throughout the Jewish scriptures, God never “screened or veiled his divine 
nature.”  In fact, Isaiah unequivocally proclaimed that God did not reveal 
himself in darkness or in a hidden or veiled fashion.  In Isaiah 45:19 the 
prophet, speaking in the Almighty’s name, declares that, “I have not spoken 
in secret, from somewhere in a land of darkness; I have not said to Jacob’s 
descendants, ‘Seek Me in vain’.  I, the Lord, speak the truth; I declare what 
is right”. 
Although the belief in the unity of God is taught and declared on virtually 
every page of the Jewish scriptures, the doctrine of the trinity is never 
mentioned anywhere throughout the entire corpus of the Bible.  This is 
understandable when we consider that primitive Christianity, - a sect within 
Judaism – in its earliest stages, was monotheistic.  The authors of the New 
Testament were completely unaware that the church they had fashioned 
would eventually embrace a pagan deification of a triune deity.  Although 
the worship of a three-part godhead was well known and fervently 
venerated throughout the Roman Empire in religious systems such 
Mithraism and Sol Invictus, and in other religions such as Hinduism, it was 
quite distant from the Judaism out of which Christianity emerged.  
However, when the Greeks and Romans eventually dominated the church, 
it created a theological catastrophe from which orthodox Christendom has 
never recovered.  By the end of the fourth century, the doctrine of the trinity 
was firmly in place as a central tenet of the church, and Eastern councils 
held in Nicea and Constantinople formally rejected the strict monotheism of 
the early Christian sect.  
This absorption of a triune godhead into Christianity created serious 
problems for post-Nicene Christian apologists.  How would they harmonise 
this new adoration of Jesus as a being who is of the same substance as 
the father with a New Testament that portrays Jesus as a separate entity, 
subordinate to the father, and created by God?  How would they now 
integrate the teaching of the trinity with a New Testament that recognised 
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the father alone as God?  In essence, how would Christian apologists 
merge a first and second century Christian Bible that was monotheistic with 
a much later church that was not? 
This task was particularly difficult because throughout the Gospels and 
Paul’s letters Jesus never claims to be God.  On the contrary, the Jesus of 
the New Testament makes it crystal clear that he is not God, but rather 
received a commission from God.  For example, in John 14:28, the author 
of the fourth Gospel has Jesus declare; “I go unto the Father, for my 
Father is greater than I”. 
An example illustrates this particularly well.  In the thirteenth chapter of the 
Book of Mark, Jesus is asked by four of his disciples when the Tribulation 
period will occur.  In 13:32 Jesus responds, “But of that day and that 
hour knows no man, no, not the angels which are in heaven, neither 
the son, but the father”. 
The problems this verse creates for Trinitarians are staggering.  If Jesus 
were coequal with the father, how could the father have information that 
Jesus lacked?  That is to say, if Jesus were God manifested in the flesh, as 
orthodox Christians contend, how can God not know something?  If 
somehow the second person of the godhead didn’t know, how did the first 
person find out?  Moreover, if, as some Trinitarians persist, the son was 
limited by his human nature, why didn’t the Holy Spirit know? 
Christians cannot simply explain away this verse by insisting that it was 
Jesus’ human or humble nature that did not know.  This is because the 
doctrine does not hold that Jesus was half God and half man.  Rather, 
Jesus was one hundred percent God and one hundred percent man!  His 
substance as God was not diminished because of his human nature.  As 
the ecclesiastical Athanasian Creed explicitly states, 
“The divinity of the father, son, and Holy Spirit is one, their glory equal, their 
majesty coeternal.  What quality the father has, the son has, and the Holy 
Spirit has”. Athanasius was one of the principal architects of the early 
church at a time when Roman Christianity was becoming the State religion 
and the New Testament was taking shape. We can surmise from the 
meaningless gobbledygook of the Creed that bears his name something of 
the character of the men who determined what went into the canon of the 
New Testament.    
Few statements defining the nature of the triune godhead have so plainly 
spelled out the nature of the doctrine of the trinity, as does this durable 
fourth century creed. We also learn from the same history that the 
authenticity of the books of which it is composed was denied by many at 
the time, usually referred to as “heretics”. 
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It was by the votes by such persons as Athanasius that the New 
Testament was declared to be the word of God and no proposal is more 
bizarre than that of declaring the word of God by vote. Those who can base 
their faith on such authority obviously put man in the place of God.    
Some will argue that Jesus’ statement in John 10:30, “I and my father are 
one,” demonstrates that Jesus considered himself God.  The Greek word 
hen (one), however, does not imply being a part of the same substance.  
We see this clearly in John 17:11 and 17:21-22 where Jesus prays to God 
that the disciples may be one (hen) as are Jesus and God.  Clearly, Jesus 
is requesting that the disciples be of one unified purpose, not of the same 
substance or part of the Trinity. 
Moreover, John 10:30-34 is particularly revealing. The fourth Gospel 
describes how when the Jews heard Jesus proclaim, “I and my Father are 
one,” they immediately wanted to stone him.  When Jesus asks them why 
they wanted to kill him, the Jews responded because “you claim to be 
God.”  Upon hearing this, Jesus asked, “Is it not written in your law, ‘I have 
said you are gods’?”  This response is one of the most important 
statements in the Book of John, and should at least give Trinitarians pause. 
The verse is found in Psalm 82:6 where the Bible refers to judges who 
teach God’s divine law as gods. This title was bestowed on them because 
they were teachers of God’s divine law, not because they were actually 
God in any way.  This usage is quite common in the Jewish scriptures.  For 
example, in Exodus 7:1 Moses is called a god because he was God’s 
representative to Pharaoh.  In essence, Jesus’ reply confirms the very 
opposite of what Christianity is trying to present.  Jesus, as depicted by 
John, is explaining that his identification with God is comparable to the 
Jewish judges’ identification with God. 
The fact remains that no author in the New Testament ever advanced the 
doctrine of the trinity and the word trinity does not appear anywhere in the 
entire Biblical record.  It took many years from the time the last Gospel was 
completed for the defenders of the orthodox Church to promote this alien 
creed. 
As we have seen above the trinity orthodox Christians quote a number of 
texts both from the Tanakh and the New Testament as proof texts.  
The earliest of these texts is the first verse of the Bible in which the word 
Elohim is used as a name of God. It is one of the better known arguments 
used by Christians to defend that most untenable of creeds, the doctrine of 
the trinity, so we will examine this particular text in some detail.  
Nowhere in the New Testament does any author make the claim that Jesus 
was God or that this particular verse somehow makes him a third part of 
God. It is a doctrine that was completely unknown to Yeshua Hanotzri or 
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his disciples and he would have been appalled to think that orthodox 
Christians would associate him with such blasphemy.  It is almost ridiculous 
to remind readers that the first books that eventually become part of the 
canon of the New Testament were written some thirty or forty years after 
the death of Jesus.  So we remind the reader that the scripture used by 
Jesus, his disciples and the authors of the Gospels, were taken from the 
Tanakh and nowhere is it claimed that they had authority to change them. 
It is difficult to imagine a notion more hostile to the pure monotheism 
preached in the Tanakh scriptures than the Christian teaching that there is 
a plurality within the divine nature of God. Yet, with limited knowledge of 
the Jewish Bible and the language in which it was written, many Trinitarians 
brazenly refer to the name of God as it appears in the first verse in the 
Bible to advance their contention that there are three persons sharing in the 
godhead.  
More specifically, Christian apologists point to the plural form of the Hebrew 
word Elohim, which is one of the names of God frequently used in the 
Torah.  They insist that in scripture the use of the Hebrew letters yod and 
mem, at the end of the word Elohim as a plural suffix, provides ample 
evidence from the Torah that there is a plurality within the nature of God.  
Those Christians that proclaim that this plural syntax is somehow indicative 
of the “plural form of three in one” are on an even more fragile limb. 
Readers can rest assured that the Hebrew tongue is a foreign language to 
most Christians, and both contentions are erroneous.  While at first the 
assertion can be easily explained away by lack of familiarity with the biblical 
language, the second point cannot.  Any comment that the plural suffix in 
Elohim is indicative of “a plural form of three in one” is particularly 
preposterous, and underscores how frustrated Trinitarians can become in 
their rash effort to somehow prop up this strange doctrine.  
Bear in mind, there is no mystery as to the origins of the trinity, nor is there 
any secret as to whose loins gave birth to this aberrant creed.  The doctrine 
of the trinity emerged out of the crucible of the early Roman Church long 
after the Christian first century.  It is, therefore, no wonder that this pagan 
doctrine was unknown to authors of the New Testament.  Church history 
reveals that it was not until three hundred years after the birth of 
Christianity that the doctrine of the Bianity (325 C.E.), Council of Nicea, and 
Trinity (381 C.E.) First Council of Constantinople received formal approval 
in the developing orthodox Christian community.  These well-documented 
events occurred under circumstances confused with political agitation and 
radical dissention.  In essence, the Jewish people never believed in a 
trinity, and the church adopted it under enormous political pressure from 
the most pagan segments of the Eastern section of the Church.   
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Understandably, modern day Christians undertake a formidable task 
when they seek to prove this fourth century doctrine from a radically 
monotheistic Torah. There is an enormous difficulty with the interpretation 
that the name Elohim signifies a sort of plurality in the godhead; for if 
Elohim implies a plurality of persons, how can Christians explain that the 
identical word Elohim in the Torah refers to Moses as well?  Regarding 
Moses, in Exodus 7:1, the Torah says, “And the Lord said unto Moses, 
see, I have made thee a god (Elohim) to Pharaoh, and Aaron thy 
brother shall be my prophet”. 
Are Christians also claiming that there was a plurality of persons in Moses?  
Is anyone going to insist that Moses was part of a trinity?  The notion that 
Moses, who is called Elohim in the Torah, possessed more than one 
person is preposterous.  Moreover, if the name of God is to signify a 
plurality in the godhead, why wasn’t the name YHVH, which is by far the 
most frequently used name for God in the Jewish scriptures, also written in 
the plural?  Clearly, this sort of Trinitarian argument is baseless.  
The word Elohim possesses a plural intensive syntax and is singular in 
meaning.  This is self-evident from the grammatical fact that the verb 
“created” (bara) in Genesis 1:1 is in the singular.  This linguistic pattern is 
well known and widely used throughout the Jewish scriptures.  For 
example, it is certain that many of our readers are familiar with the Hebrew 
word chayim, meaning “life.”  Notice that this word contains the identical 
plural suffix “im,” as in Elohim, yet it repeatedly means “life”, in the singular, 
throughout the Bible.  Examples are: “And Rebecca said to Isaac, I am 
weary of my life because of the daughters of Heth; if Jacob takes a 
wife of the daughters of Heth, like these who are daughters of the 
land, what good will be my life (chayim) be to me”?  
“You have granted me life (chayim) and favour, and your care has 
preserved my spirit”.  
The fact that the name of God, Elohim, does not in any way imply a 
plurality in the godhead is well known and widely recognised even among 
Trinitarian Christians.  For example, in the New International Version Study 
Bible, which is hardly a translation or annotation which could be construed 
as responsive to the Jewish faith, the Christian author writes in his 
commentary on Genesis 1:1, God created. “The Hebrew noun Elohim is 
plural but the verb is singular, a normal usage in the Old Testament when 
reference is made to the one true God. The use of the plural expresses 
intensification rather than a number and has been called the plural of 
majesty or of potentiality”. Finally, it is important to understand the crucial 
message the name Elohim conveys to the Children of Israel.  To clarify, two 
questions must be answered.  1) Why does the Torah employ this intensive 
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plural name for the Almighty throughout? And 2) Why is this name 
predominant throughout the creation narrative in Genesis. 
There is a fundamental principal regarding the many names of the almighty 
as they appear in the Torah – they are exalted descriptions of the God of 
Israel.  The name Elohim, which is no exception to this rule, comes from 
the Hebrew root el, which means “might” or “power.”  This common root 
appears in a variety of words throughout the Jewish scriptures.  For 
example, we find this word used in the famous opening words to Psalm 29, 
“havu la’donai b’nai eylim”.  This is well known to those of the Jewish faith 
because the congregation sings this Psalm in the synagogue every 
Sabbath morning as the Torah is being placed back into the ark.  What do 
these noble words mean?  “Ascribe to the LORD, O sons of the mighty.” 
(New American Standard Bible) 
We can now have deeper understanding of the message behind the sacred 
name Elohim.  The pagan world ascribed a god for each of the powers in 
the world that they observed and on whom they depended.  They saw a 
powerful and perplexing energy emanating from the sun, and they 
worshiped the sun god.  They craved an abundant harvest and boundless 
fertility, and they appointed gods for them as well.  The ancients were 
awestruck by the forces that sustained them, and venerated each of them 
with mysterious and sometimes gruesome rites. 
The Torah of Israel had a very different and uplifting message for mankind.  
All the forces and energies in the universe, all the might and power that 
man could behold, emanated from the one creator of the universe.  This 
grand message was contained in the name of God, Elohim. All the forces of 
the world emerged from the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. This God, 
Creator of all matter, is alone worthy of worship. It is for this reason that the 
name of God, Elohim, appears more frequently than any other name of 
God throughout the first two chapters of Genesis.  In these two chapters 
God is creating all the powers and forces that fill the universe.   
There is no sun god to be venerated.  In fact, the God who created the sun 
on the fourth day created fish on the fifth.  
You can now begin to understand why the nation of Israel, to whom God 
revealed himself at the foot of Mount Sinai, knew nothing about a plurality 
of persons in the godhead and therefore neither did Yeshua Hanotzri. No 
canonical fact could be more firmly established. This matter is indisputable. 
The dogma of original sin is gibberish and has no foundation in any of the 
scriptures that Yeshua Hanotzri read from in the synagogue or from any 
resultant scripture detailing his life, i.e., the New Testament. What is 
necessary for us to do is to establish original blessings, not original 
damnation, and proceed from there. This, it seems, is a more constructive 
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place to start. There were approximately twelve billion years or so of 
God’s creative history before human beings appeared on the scene – and 
invented sin.  
This particular dogma has also done untold psychic damage. It is a trap, 
hoodwinking us into a spiritual cul-de-sac where the only way out is through 
the old hieratical, controlling structures of churches, priests and parsons, 
gurus of all kinds and their associated gobbledegook. People are already 
terribly predisposed towards self-doubt and guilt. The whole ideology of 
original sin increases one’s alienation and feeds the sado-masochistic 
energies in the culture – the feeling that one is not worthy somehow. If you 
start with the proposal that we were born a blemish on life, we will never be 
empowered to do something about the brokenness of life. In any practical 
workable relationship to God we have to start with the idea that each of us 
was born a unique experience of divinity, the very reflection of God, or are 
we to conclude that this likeness of God includes such nonsense as original 
sin?   
Teaching that we are born a unique experience of God, that we are in fact 
created in the very image of God, is the only way to develop self-respect in 
ourselves and create a sanctuary that our current day society needs so 
desperately, not the idea that somehow we inherited the consequences of 
some kind of transgression from our fathers and we will pass this on to our 
descendents. Thinking about this one cannot possibly conceive that this 
dogma would come to us from a merciful God! The term “original sin” is 
unknown to the Jewish scriptures, and the church’s teachings on this 
doctrine are antithetical to the core principles of the Bible and its prophets.   
According to church teachings, the mortal sin committed by our first parents 
in the Garden of Eden had catastrophic consequences for the human race.   
Most importantly, Christendom holds that these devastating effects extend 
far beyond the curses of painful childbirth and arduous farming conditions 
outlined in the third chapter of genesis.  
This well-known church doctrine assumes that when Adam and Eve 
rebelled against God and ate from the forbidden Tree of Knowledge, all of 
their descendants forever and a day became infected with the stain of their 
transgression.  Moreover, as a consequence of this first display of 
disobedience towards man’s creator, human kind is hopelessly lost in a 
state of sin in which he has been held captive since this particular event.  
As a result, one is powerless to follow the path of obedience and 
righteousness by ones own free will.  
Rather, Christians contend, because all are born with an innate and 
uncontrollable lust for sin, humanity can do nothing to merit its own 
salvation.  In essence, man is totally depraved and true free will is far 
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beyond his grasp. “Totally depraved” may seem to be a harsh way for a 
Christian doctrine to depict mankind’s dire condition, yet this is precisely 
the term used by the church to describe man’s desperate, sinful 
predicament.  It is only through faith in “Jesus Christ”, Christendom 
concludes, that hopeless man can be saved, and only through their 
intercession on your behalf. They teach that, all human beings are born 
with an innate tendency to disobey God.  While this statement is 
superficially correct, it fails to convey the extensive scope of this church 
doctrine. Though Christianity does teach that the entire human race is born 
with an evil inclination, this tenet encompasses a far more extreme position 
than the one briefly outlined above.  In fact, Christians insist that as a result 
of the fall in the Garden of Eden, man’s unquenchable desire for sin is 
virtually ungovernable.  In Christian terms, man is not inclined toward sin 
but more accurately described as a slave to sin.  As a result, the church 
concludes, short of converting to whatever brand of Christianity they 
espouse, humanity can do nothing to save itself from hell.  
Keep in mind however there is good reason for the church’s 
uncompromising stand on this cherished doctrine.  The founders of 
Christianity understood that if man can save himself from eternal 
damnation through his own initiative and obedience to God, the church 
would have very little to offer the human race.  Moreover, if righteousness 
can be achieved through compliance to the commandments outlined in the 
Bible what possible benefit could Jesus’ death provide for mankind?  Such 
self-probing thoughts, however, were unimaginable to those who shaped 
primitive Christianity.  
Despite the zealous position Christians take as they defend this creed, the 
Christian doctrine on original sin is profoundly hostile to the central 
teachings of the Jewish scriptures. (As an aside it might be beneficial to our 
understanding to add that Jesus always taught from the Jewish scriptures). 
Over and over again the Bible loudly dismisses the notion that man has lost 
his divinely endowed capacity to freely choose good over evil, life over 
death. This is not a hidden or ambiguous message in the Jewish scriptures. 
On the contrary, it is proclaimed in virtually every teaching that Moses 
directs to the children of Israel. In fact, in an extraordinary sermon delivered 
by Moses in the last days of his life, the prophet stands before the entire 
nation and condemns the notion that man’s condition is utterly hopeless.   
Throughout this uplifting exhortation, Moses declares that it is man alone 
who can and must merit his own salvation. Moreover, as he unhesitatingly 
speaks in the name of God, the lawgiver thoroughly rejects the notion that 
obedience to the Almighty is “too difficult or far off” and declares to the 
children of Israel that righteousness has been placed within their reach. 
Deuteronomy chapter thirty isn’t a calm chapter and that somehow its 
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verses are to read as though it is bracing the Jewish people for the 
Christian doctrines that would confront them many centuries later.  As the 
last Book of the Pentateuch draws to a close, Moses admonishes his 
young nation not to question their capacity to remain faithful to the mitzvoth 
of the Torah.  Deuteronomy 30:10-14 states: 
“ … If you will harken to the voice of the Lord your God, to keep his 
commandments and his statutes which are written in this Book of the 
Law; if you turn unto the Lord your God with all your heart and with all 
your soul; for this commandment which I command you this day is 
not too hard for you neither is it too far off. It is not in heaven, that 
you should say, who shall go up for us to heaven, and bring it to us, 
and make us hear it, that we may do it? Neither is it beyond the sea 
that you should say:  Who shall go over the sea for us, and bring it 
unto us to hear it that we may do it. The word is very near you, in your 
mouth and in your heart, which you may do it”. 
We should all draw great comfort and encouragement from this uplifting 
promise.  For the Christian church, however, Moses’ strong message 
created a theological disaster.  How could the authors of the New 
Testament reasonably insist that man’s dire condition was hopeless if the 
Torah unambiguously declared that man possessed an extraordinary ability 
to remain faithful to God? How could the church fathers possibly contend 
that the teaching in the Torah couldn’t save the Jewish people when the 
Creator proclaimed otherwise? How could Christians maintain that the 
commandments of the Bible are too difficult when it declares that they are 
“not far off,” “not too hard,” and “you may do it”? 
In the Book of Job we find that Job’s unique loyalty to God stands as a 
permanent enigma to Christian theology as well.  Here was a man who was 
severely tested and endured unimaginable personal tragedies, yet despite 
these afflictions, Job remains the model of the righteous servant of God.  
While in Christian theology Job’s personal spiritual triumph is a theological 
impossibility, in Jewish terms it stands out as the embodiment of God’s 
salvation program for mankind.  Job didn’t rely on Jesus to save him and 
he certainly did not turn to the cross for his redemption; rather, it was his 
unswerving obedience to God that made his life a lesson for all of 
humanity.  
In the New Testament we read that Luke insists that both Elizabeth and 
Zechariah were to be regarded as “blameless”. The question that 
immediately comes to mind is how can the Churches possibly insist that all 
humanity is depraved when Luke reports that Elizabeth and Zechariah 
were to be regarded as “blameless”?     
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In Genesis 4:6-7, God turns to Cain and warns him, “If you do what is 
right, will you not be accepted? If, though, you do not do what is right, sin is 
crouching at your door, it desires to have you, but you shall be master over 
it”. 
For the orthodox Christian this declaration of man’s capacity to restrain and 
govern his desire for sin is nothing short of heresy.  Moreover, the fact that 
the Bible places these assuring words immediately following Adam and 
Eve’s disobedience in the Garden of Eden is profoundly troubling for the 
church.   
How can depraved humanity control its iniquity when Christians repeatedly 
insists that man can do nothing to release himself from sin’s powerful grip?  
Yet notice that there is nothing in the Eden narrative that could be 
construed as support for teaching on humanity’s dire condition.  On the 
contrary, in just these two inspiring verses, the Bible dispels forever the 
church’s teachings on original sin. 
There is one final point that must be addressed and it is the proposition that 
some brands of Christianity teach, “water baptism is required for the 
removal of this sin.”  It is not uncommon for Christians to relate some 
personal titbit from their own particular religious beliefs somewhere in the 
course of their support for the doctrine of original sin.  What is surprising, 
however, is that some churches have simply replaced one commandment 
with another.  
On the one hand they teach that the commandments explicitly ordained by 
the Bible are to be abandoned by believing Christians. Yet in the very same 
breath, they then introduce a brand new commandment declaring that its 
parishioners must undergo a water baptism to be saved.  It would seem 
more logical that if you were going to contemplate observing 
commandments, you might as well devote your loyalty to those teachings 
ordained by God rather than those introduced by popes pastors and 
priests. 
The notion that man is saved by being washed in water or forgiven through 
human blood sacrifice is unknown to the Jewish scriptures. If Jesus were 
what the mythologists tell us: that he came into the world to suffer, i.e. to 
die, then the only real suffering he could have endured would have been to 
live. His existence on earth could only be interpreted accordingly as an 
exile from heaven and the way back to his original realm was to die.  
God does, however, clearly lay out his sovereign plan for is covenant 
people when he declares, “See, I have set before you today life and 
good, death and evil.” What is this “life” and “good” of which it speaks?  
Christians insist that the Jewish nation must convert to Christianity and 
believe in a crucified messiah in order to be saved.   
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All the way through the Hebrew Bible God unambiguously declares that 
the children of Israel are to draw near to him with intense love and to 
faithfully keep his commandments.  This is the God’s desire for humanity.  
Moses entreats the children of Israel, “I command you today to love the 
Lord your God, to walk in his ways, and to keep his commandments, 
decrees and laws; then you will live and increase, and the Lord your 
God will bless you in the land you are entering to possess”. 
Abraham, the father of the Jewish nation, remained intensely loyal to God’s 
commandments and, as a result, the Bible regards the first patriarch as the 
paradigm of faithfulness. “I will make your descendents multiply as the 
stars of heaven; I will give your descendents all these lands, and in 
your seed all the nations of the earth shall be blessed because 
Abraham obeyed my voice and kept my charge, my commandments, 
my statutes and my laws”. 
God did not give us desires that we cannot govern or commandments that 
we cannot keep.  The Bible was not delivered to angels; it was given to the 
children of Israel long after their first ancestors transgressed in the Garden 
of Eden. 
In Biblical language, sin is not a person, it’s an event, and that event 
happened yesterday.   
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CHAPTER SEVENTEEN 
A Jewish Religion Really. 
 
If some televangelists are correct, today’s Christianity differs radically from 
that of the first century Christians. They should know, and this should come 
as no surprise to those of us who have watched them machinate to destroy 
Jesus – broadcast on countless TV programmes – by their appalling and 
atrocious antics. They trouble us because they are turning to a different 
gospel: “and want to pervert the Gospel of Jesus. But even if we, or an 
angel from heaven, should preach to you a gospel contrary to that 
which we preached to you, let him be accursed”.  
However, two thousand years is a long time. The question is how relevant 
are the customs, traditions, and beliefs of early Christians to the way you 
and I live our lives and how we understand Jesus? The culture of the early 
church period must be understood within the dynamic background of first-
century Judaism and its problems and opportunities. Two millennia 
removed, this is no easy task. If we are to understand the nature of 
apostolic Christianity then we must come to terms with the Judaic nature of 
the first Church. This is critical to an understanding of the New Testament 
in its own time and to its meaning for us today.  
The New Testament reflects the first century Palestine perspectives of the 
apostles. While it comes down to us in Greek the underlying thinking 
throughout the New Testament is Semitic. As a distinctly Judaic 
compendium the New Testament needs to be understood in this context. 
The New Testament reflects the values, personalities, and general 
backgrounds of its writers as well as the culture to which they belonged. 
During the New Testament period, also known as the apostolic age, 
conflicting ideologies and infighting between opposing Jewish groups was 
commonplace. The Judaism of the first century consisted of a variety of 
rivalling subcultures, e.g., Nazarenes, Ebionites, Essenes, Hellenists, 
Pharisees, Sadducees, and Christians. Incessant cultural conflict marked 
this period. It shaped the writing styles and the opinions of the later New 
Testament writers. 
Just as importantly, the values, beliefs, lifestyle, personality, and general 
background of today’s biblical historians and archaeologists, shape their 
understanding of biblical texts and the nature of the ancient church. Today, 
Christians look at the New Testament with the eyes of a well-established 
gentile Christianity not with early Judeo-Christian eyes. 
Evangelicals, Roman Catholics, Reformists, Messianic Jews, and the like, 
all have established patterns of thinking which lead them to their version of 
“biblical truth” and to the doctrines they hold most dear. The constraints of 
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their own culture serve as a filtering device, heightening some 
perceptions and dimming others, to arrive at what they believe is objective 
truth binding them to their own belief systems and providing meaning to 
events. All too often Christians, clergy and laity alike, do violence to the 
biblical text through stereotyping and cultural filtering devices. 
We must also recognise that there were many unique cultures and 
subcultures in biblical times. Study of the early church must consist largely 
of the analysis of its ancient culture and its unique belief systems. Focusing 
on cultural issues helps sensitise us to ethnic differences and to the Semitic 
ways of thinking and behaving, underlying the New Testament. This effort, 
however, usually proceeds along ideological lines for persons of deep 
religious conviction and internalised denominational dogmatism. They 
project their belief systems onto the biblical text and interpret the Bible in 
ways that are consistent with and which maintain their own way of life. 
The dogmas of a denominational or theological frame of reference, or 
paradigm, all too often result in oversimplification of issues and in 
perpetuation of myths. Such an approach, which reveals as much about the 
interpreter as the sociocultural system under study, is detrimental to 
unbiased biblical study and to the search for fact and truth.  
Culture, as a system of values, beliefs, and philosophical concepts, is a far 
more powerful force than most people recognise. In fact, it is so powerful 
that individuals normally hold to their own worldview and to their own 
particular cultural conditions to such an extent that they cannot perceive of 
any other way of life than their own. The constraining character of their 
culture, its blindness, impedes their ability to discern. This characteristic of 
culture was as powerful a force in Jesus’ day as it is now. Knowing this 
helps clarify the attribution of blindness by Jesus and his disciples to their 
non-believing opponents. When confronted with this behaviour the apostles 
attributed it to people being blind to the gospel. Coming to terms with first 
century Christianity at odds with their own is difficult, if not impossible, for 
many Christians today.  
First century Christianity, made up of ethnic Jews and Gentiles, was a 
radically different sociocultural system than that of today. If ones task is to 
discern and to understand the values, beliefs, and worldviews of the first 
Christians, and to make them meaningful and intelligible in today’s world, 
then one must cautiously minimise cultural constraints and bias. Every 
person, conditioned by the prejudices of his or her own time, every person 
who critically examines scripture, approaches the Hebrew Scriptures, of 
which the New Testament is part, with a set of preconceived notions and 
convictions. They seek to impose upon early Christians the religious beliefs 
and practices identical to their own—as Baptists, as Roman Catholics, as 
Anglo Catholics, as Presbyterians, as Evangelicals, as Fundamentalists of 
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all persuasions, as Messianic Jews, and the like. Be aware, however, 
that true objectivity, or detached analysis, is illusory. 
Detached, theoretically oriented theology does not exist. The practical 
application of theologians, ministers, and religious writers cannot be 
separated from their theology. Or, as some state it, faith informs learning 
and scholarship. Hence, even though he or she vehemently denies it, the 
faith of any theologian, historian, or Bible student influences, if not directs, 
his or her scholarly conclusions. They do not separate their scholarly work 
from their internalised real-world values. Some people become 
uncomfortable when they read the New Testament. Encountering its 
authoritative language, unfamiliar concepts, and difficult symbolism, they 
find it hard to understand and at variance with their own beliefs. What they 
experience is cultural dissonance. This is a mild form of cultural shock. This 
phenomenon arises when they confront a first-century Christianity in the 
New Testament far removed from the comfort of their own. When 
encountering significant inconsistencies in their belief systems people tend 
to filter out contradictions to lessen cultural dissonance. Moreover, people 
have a tendency to reject incongruent beliefs to avoid the effects of 
cognitive dissonance. They fall back on the comfort of their own 
established set of beliefs. Those who most sincerely believe they live by 
the “biblical pattern” are usually the most inhibited when viewing early 
Christianity in an impartial manner. To come to grips with the facts of this 
matter, one has to get beyond his or her emotions, cultural defence 
mechanisms, and feelings. 
Today’s Christianity, the result of the process of religious syncretism and of 
adaptations to changing social and political conditions over nearly two 
millennia, differs significantly from that of the first Christians. The process 
began with the early Church itself. At first, incipient Christianity spread over 
the Roman world by word of mouth and through the evangelisation of the 
synagogues of the Jews by the apostles and their followers, resulting in the 
formation of many small house-churches and some fledging Christian 
synagogues. In its second decade after the death of Jesus early 
Christianity admitted Gentiles into its fellowship thereby opening itself to the 
introduction of conflicting value systems and cultural conflict. Its fragile 
infrastructure resulted in considerable independence for these small groups 
leading to the blending of teachings with varied Gentile beliefs – e.g. 
Mithras, Sol Invictus, Egyptian mythology – and practices outside the 
Jewish homeland. After CE 135, marked by thousands of house churches, 
the rise of powerful overseers known as bishops gained authority, created 
a non-centralised sociocultural system, and by the combining of different 
religious beliefs and principles, gentile Congregations separated from those 
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of the Judaic Christians. This established the basis for the rise of the 
highly diverse Christianity of today’s world. 
Today, steeped in twenty centuries of Christianised cultural traditions, the 
minds of most people remain quite closed, or at least not open, to an 
alternative belief system concerning Yeshua Hanotzri not encumbered by 
church dogma and doctrine. Cultural constraints impede their ability to 
discern other reasonable, even more accurate; alternatives for belief and 
practice or even that other alternatives for belief exist, if belief is the right 
word in this case. In other words what the churches say about “Jesus 
Christ” can in fact be challenged as to its accuracy of interpretation and 
dogmatic belief systems. Such cultural disability leads to ethnocentrism, 
anachronistic thinking, and epigenesis. This does not mean that their 
attitudes, beliefs, or culture remain static. In fact attitudes, beliefs, and 
culture undergo constant change and are quite dynamic. 
Often people become more open to new ideas and change when prompted 
by a major life transition. The triggering phenomenon appears to be a 
material change of circumstances such as a divorce, a new career, the 
death of a loved-one, a move to a new location, a child leaving home, or 
marriage. People appear to be more susceptible to change, and sometimes 
more vulnerable, at these times. They are more resistant to new ideas, and 
less apt to change when secure in their comfort zones. Nevertheless, the 
old adage that “a person convinced against his or her will is of the same 
opinion still” is all to often the case. 
Objective study of the New Testament involves the study of its cultural 
framework. Cultural context and careful, objective analysis of details are 
important when studying the Bible if one’s purpose is to understand the text 
in its original setting. The Hebrew Scriptures consist of a set of Semitic 
documents reflecting the Semitic thinking of its authors.  
Although the New Testament has passed to the present day mainly through 
the Greek language, it nevertheless remains a collection of Judaic literature 
containing underlying Semitic thinking, illustrations, and values. It is not a 
Greek, Roman Catholic, Byzantine, or a Protestant compendium. It is a set 
of Judaic writings, albeit preserved in the Greek language, to be 
understood in terms of its Judaic context and the accepted practice and 
customs of the ancient church. 
The majority of modern Biblical scholars agree that most of the writers of 
the New Testament were (Greek speaking) Jews, and these writings were 
designed to be understood by Jewish people. The authors drew from 
contemporary Jewish ideas, Jewish ethics, Jewish legends, Jewish 
parables and sayings. They were not some kind of rebellious radicals hell 
bent on destroying Judaism. They were well versed in the Jewish 
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Scriptures (Tanakh) as demonstrated by their numerous references to 
the prophets, the Psalms, the prophecies and the practices contained in the 
Hebrew Scriptures. 
The Jewishness of all of the New Testament writings is evident in the focus 
of their writings as well. The pages of the New Testament clearly follow the 
framework of the Judaism of the time. They echo the pattern of historical 
narratives interspersed with instructions found in the Tanakh.  
The controversies between Yeshua Hanotzri and the religious 
establishment have no referent outside the community of Israel: His 
preaching of the coming kingdom could only have meaning for the Jews: 
the synagogues in which he reads from the prophets, heals the sick, and 
forgives sins are Jewish houses of worship for believing Jews and not 
unconverted gentiles. The Jewish festivals that are celebrated throughout 
the pages of the New Testament were not feasts of interest to the Goyim 
(non Jewish) but were part of the daily life of the Jewish people. The 
thought comes to mind: “How in the world can Gentiles possibly understand 
this book? It is so Jewish”. 
In an academic sense people can learn a great deal about the cultures of 
Bible and early Christian practice by reading, taking courses, surfing the 
www, watching documentaries, travelling to the Levant, visiting museums, 
going to church, studying the Bible, and engaging in discussions. The 
deepest understanding, however, is experiential and comes through 
participation. You will gain the deepest understanding of the way of life of 
the first Christians, if you take some time to participate in it and to develop 
some familiarity with biblical languages. 
Studying the New Testament first hand has a greater value than learning 
about it from a second hand source. The best equipped to understand early 
Christianity are those deeply familiar with the rites, conditions, 
personalities, and beliefs of early Jewish Christians, and who participate in 
the practice of early Christianity as insiders! 
Since our cultural background largely determines the interpretation we 
make, or have, of a biblical text we cannot really come to know the 
meaning of a scripture in an actual sense unless we become part of it. For 
example, in reference to God a Psalmist wrote, “All who follow his 
precepts have good understanding.” The Psalmist suggests that by 
living by the precepts of the Law of Moses a religiously observant Jew can 
gain a good understanding of that way of life. Similarly by living by the law 
of Yeshua one can gain great understanding of the early first century 
Christian way of life and its relevancy for our day.  
To know the Bible one has to experience it through living by its precepts. 
To know what it means to be a Jew one has to become one. To know 
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Muslim culture one must be a Muslim. To know Jesus one must live by 
the precepts of Jesus not those precepts that have been foisted upon us by 
some antique panjandrum, their councils and the resultant creeds and 
dogmas.   
The Gospels are Jewish books, written in a Jewish world and written by 
mainly unknown Jewish authors. The Roman general Titus destroyed 
Jerusalem and the Jewish nation in the year seventy of the Common Era. 
The Jewish world lost its country, its holy city, its priesthood and its temple. 
Christians at this point in time were primarily Jewish. Christianity was a sect 
within Judaism but because of the destruction of Jerusalem, the Christian 
movement and the Orthodox Jewish movement began to be more and 
more in conflict with each other. In the year 88 CE the Orthodox Jewish 
community excommunicated the Jewish Christians from the synagogue. 
After this the number of Jews in the Christian community declined to such 
an extent that by the year 125 CE there was practically no Jewish person 
left in the Christian Church. From this time onward the only people who 
read the Gospels were gentiles and the only people who interpreted them 
were Westerners.  
This occurred within the context of abysmal ignorance, and with absolute 
negativity and loathing towards anything Jewish. As a direct result, the 
major Christian church’s gifts to the world have been the rise of anti-
Semitism and the notion that the Jews as a race are “Christ Killers”. 
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Epilogue 
 
Mark Twain once observed, “In religion and politics, people’s beliefs and 
convictions are in almost every case gotten at second-hand, and without 
examination, from authorities who have not themselves examined the 
questions at issue but have taken them at second-hand from other non-
examiners, whose opinions about them are not worth a farthing”.  
The issues have been examined thoroughly, however, a warning is issued; 
that it is the responsibility of the reader to examine them and not accept 
second hand beliefs, convictions or opinions and to come to their own 
conclusions.  
Check it out and examine the issues yourself. Suspend your prior opinions 
and be clear in your mind that the Gospel of Jesus is the message, which 
he affirmed in the City of Capernaum by saying, “I will preach the kingdom 
of God to other cities also, because for this purpose I have been sent”. And 
this is exactly what he did. Matthew records, “And Yeshua went about all 
the cities and villages, teaching in their synagogues, preaching the gospel 
of the kingdom”. 
And we certainly urge those readers who profess to be Christians to open 
their mind to truth, to search unbiased historical records concerning the 
historical Yeshua Hanotzri and that literary, mythical creation, “Jesus 
Christ”. Although it is painful to understand that one has been so terribly 
deceived by the imitation of pagan concepts and counterfeit doctrines 
handed down to us from ancient councils and doctrinal disputation, there 
will come joy and peace in learning of and knowing and understanding the 
Jesus of the Bible and not some artificial literary construct.  
This is a book about Yeshua Hanotzri. Actually it’s about two Jesus’. One 
who was the creation of learned discussion, conflict and ecclesiastic 
Narcissism, “Jesus Christ” and the other Jesus, the Yeshua Hanotzri as 
described by his friends, his disciples and his compatriots elicited from the 
Biblical record.  
The basic premise is that organised religion should be abandoned, and in 
particular the modern day creedal Christian religious systems and its 
doctrines in whatever form or tradition. Their very existence is inimical to 
individual spiritual development. The term “organised religion” is 
fundamentally an oxymoron. Religion is a private matter and one’s 
relationship to God cannot be compromised by the imposition of man or 
matter. Just in case others of different religious persuasions take some 
comfort from this confession the view is taken that for one’s spiritual well 
being, don’t rely very much at all on religious doctrinal systems irrespective 
of their claims for exclusive authority in matters of religion or spirituality, 
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whether this authority is claimed by Divine revelation or by attachment 
to some self-proclaimed prophet, master or guru. However, the 
considerations contained in this volume are mainly directed towards the 
Christian religious system and leave the others for those who have a 
vested interest or for scholars of comparative religion.  
Modern denominational Christian religious systems are a mixture of mostly 
pagan ideas and beliefs, and the doctrines and dogmas promulgated by 
them are usually scripturally unsustainable, and have no authority derived 
from Yeshua Hanotzri, or his coterie.  
Will Durant in his monumental (“The Story of Civilization”) had this to say: 
“Christianity did not destroy paganism; it adopted it. The Greek mind, dying, 
came to a transmigrated life in the theology and liturgy of the church; the 
Greek language, having reigned for centuries over philosophy, became the 
vehicle of Christian literature and ritual; the Greek mysteries passed down 
into the impressive mystery of the Mass. Other pagan cultures contributed 
to the syncretistic result. From Egypt came the ideas of a divine trinity … 
and a personal immortality of reward and punishment; from Egypt the 
adoration of the Mother and Child, and the mystic theosophy that made 
Neo-Platonism and Gnosticism, and obscured the Christian creed; there, 
too, Christian monasticism would find its exemplars and its source. From 
Phrygia came the worship of the Great Mother; from Syria the resurrection 
drama of Adonis; from Thrace, perhaps, the cult of Dionysus, and the dying 
and saving god. The Mithraic ritual so closely resembled the Eucharistic 
sacrifice of the Mass that Christian fathers charged the Devil with inventing 
these similarities to mislead frail minds. Christianity was the last creation of 
the ancient pagan world… (The Eucharist) was the conception long 
sanctified by time; the pagan mind needed no schooling to receive it; by 
embodying the ‘mystery of the Mass,’ Christianity became the last and 
greatest of the mystery religions”.   
It is clear from this statement that this great Historian and Philosopher 
plainly acknowledges that as “Christianity” developed the Church did not 
take Yeshua’s life or his teachings as their standard but pagan substitutes.  
Another modern philosopher, Sören Kierkegaard wrote: (Attack Upon 
Christendom) “The Christianity of the New Testament simply does not 
exist. Millions of people through the centuries have little by little cheated 
God out of Christianity, and have succeeded in making Christianity exactly 
the opposite of what it is in the New Testament”.  
Why would Kierkegaard say this? Maybe part of the answer is in the fact 
that he understood that the bloodiest wars in all human history have been 
waged primarily in Europe – the very heart of western, “Christian” 
civilisation. In fact, the professing Christian church directly instigated a 
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series of “holy wars” during the Middle Ages, called the “Crusades.” 
The Encyclopaedia Britannica (11th Edition) describes the blessings which 
“Christians” put on the murderous and bloodthirsty activities of the 
Crusaders: “The knight who joined the Crusades might thus indulge the 
bellicose side of his genius – under the aegis and at the bidding of the 
Church; and in so doing he would also attain what the spiritual side of his 
nature ardently sought – a perfect salvation and remission of sins. He might 
butcher all day, till he waded ankle-deep in blood, and then at nightfall 
kneel, sobbing for very joy, at the altar of the Sepulchre –for was he not red 
from the winepress of the Lord?”  
Then there was Martin Luther, the leader of the Reformation, who 
countenanced the slaughter of German peasants who eventually “went too 
far” in opposing the oppressive German princes who were also supporters 
of Luther’s movement. Let us quote from the writings of Luther directed 
against a peasant uprising: “Rebellion is not a vile murder, but like a great 
fire that kindles and devastates a country; hence uproar carries with it a 
land full of murder, bloodshed, makes widows and orphans, and destroys 
everything, like the greatest calamity. Therefore whoever can should smite, 
strangle and stab, secretly or publicly, and should remember that there is 
nothing more poisonous, pernicious, and devilish than a rebellious man. 
Just as when one must slay a mad dog; fight him not and he will fight you, 
and a whole country with you … such wonderful times is these that a prince 
can more easily win heaven by shedding blood than others with prayers”. 
We may well ask ourselves: If these are the words of a “reformer” sent by 
God, then what is the measure of true Christian religion? Are these the 
words of a man directed by the Holy Spirit of God?  
Were these – the Crusaders, Martin Luther – men, true followers of Yeshua 
Hanotzri who said: “Love your enemies”? Paul said in his second letter to 
the Corinthians: “For if he who comes preaching another Jesus whom we 
have not preached, or if you receive a different spirit which you have not 
received, or a different Gospel which you have not accepted, you may well 
put up with it”. Unwittingly, perhaps, most of us have “put up” with a kind of 
mealy-mouthed Gospel, but as the post Vietnam anthem to change insists, 
“Times They Are a’ Changing”. The nations of the Western World who 
supposedly are the custodians of Christianity are really nations of biblical 
illiterates and the stark fact is that most of these illiterates don’t know what 
they believe, how their religion developed, who determined the dogmas 
and doctrines, and if they believe something about Christianity don’t know 
why they believe it and certainly don’t know that what they presume is 
Christianity based upon the teachings of Yeshua Hanotzri, are actually 
ancient pagan religions wrapped up in man-made creedal doctrine and 
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dogma created at ancient ecumenical councils dating from the fourth 
century CE.  
And so it is that the simple message preached by Yeshua bears no 
relationship to the false, and in many ways dangerous, Christian religion, 
which has developed over the last two millennia. If this statement offends, 
proceed no further. Permission or approval is not being sought and, if 
offence is taken, cease reading, as things will not improve. But if the reader 
is prepared to confront the real issues concerning Yeshua Hanotzri then it 
is suggested that, by the end of this book, the reader may have a better 
appreciation of what he stood for and why the so-called Christian Churches 
want nothing to do with the biblical account of who Jesus was and what he 
represented, but have created their own false dogmas and doctrines as a 
way of constructing a barrier between humanity and God so that it is they 
who become the intermediary and may therefore claim to have a special 
relationship with God that can only be brokered by and through them.  
The existence of God is self-evident. It is accepted by many that Yeshua 
Hanotzri is the expected Messiah but that his Messiahship was totally 
unexpected, as it did not conform to the religious establishment paradigm 
of his day. The Jews of Jesus’ time thought that a Messiah would lead their 
nation to militarily subdue their Roman occupiers and other governments, 
restore the Kingdom of David, until they reigned supreme over all. They 
failed however to recognise that his Messiahship was based on individual 
moral, ethical and universal values not on military might. The religious 
establishment would only accept a Messiah who was a reflection of them, 
who would replicate their values and ideals. They looked into the pool of 
Narcissus and saw themselves reflected there - not Yeshua Hanotzri. 
The modern day Christian religious system developed over many centuries. 
By the establishment of numerous councils a plethora of creeds and 
doctrines emerged, which determined the nature of the Messiah, and any 
reappearing Messiah also had to conform to the requirements set down by 
these councils - not set down by God. God’s anointed (re) appeared in 
1889 and was imprisoned in ‘false religion’ for forty years until certain 
matters were revealed to him in 1929.  
(A comprehensive analysis of the Psalms would need to be undertaken, 
combined with developing a clear understanding of the Gospel of Matthew, 
to fully explain this claim, but in the meantime we refer the reader to 
Psalms forty-one and eighty-eight as a good starting point). Messianic 
expectations remaining unfulfilled in thirty CE were fulfilled at this time. 
Once again, this man was an unexpected messiah, who did not conform to 
the requirements of the various councils, and the creeds and dogmas 
emanating from them, nor was he a reflection of the values and ideals of 
the priests of his time. He died in his seventieth year, 1958. And they said 
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to him, “Where Lord?” He said to them, “Where the body is, there the 
eagles will be gathered together”.  
At the first appearance he was ‘unacceptable to’ the priests who required a 
man in their own image. At his second appearance he was also 
‘unacceptable’ as he did not ‘measure up’ to the standards set between his 
first and second appearances by those claiming to act in his name.  
Let us pause for a moment and consider this wonderful story written by 
Dostoevsky called “The Legend of the Grand Inquisitor”. The story is self 
explanatory and goes something like this:  
Yeshua returns to earth during the time of the Spanish Inquisition in Seville, 
the day after a hundred heretics have been burned at the stake in a great 
auto-da-fe. He looks as he did during his first appearance and is 
recognised by the crowds at once, and he commences to heal the sick. At 
the steps of the cathedral in Seville he runs into a funeral procession for a 
dead girl, he has compassion on the mother and brings the little girl back to 
life. Just as this transpires the Grand Inquisitor passes by, sees what 
happens and orders his guards to arrest Jesus and throw him into jail. 
During that night the Grand Inquisitor, who has served the church 
throughout his life, visits Yeshua in the dungeons to talk to him. 
What occurs next is in fact a monologue. Jesus remains silent throughout. 
Anyway, the Grand Inquisitor tells Jesus that he will be burned on the stake 
the next day for committing the worst of heresies; he has come back to 
undo the work of the church. The Grand Inquisitor knows perfectly well that 
Jesus came originally to set us free, or at least to offer us freedom. Jesus 
wanted mankind’s free, unforced love, to free us from the shackles of 
obedience to ancient rigid laws. This is the basic lesson to be learned from 
the temptation scene in the desert: if Jesus had agreed to turn stones into 
bread etc, he would have had no difficulty in persuading people to follow 
him – they would have flocked to him in droves. But Jesus rejected the 
options offered him – he resisted the temptation. Why? Because he did not 
want to coerce mankind, he didn’t want blind obedience: he preferred 
freedom – without which it would all be worthless. After all did not Yeshua 
come to set men free? 
“Not good enough” says the Grand Inquisitor continuing his monologue: 
that was a mistake! Man doesn’t want freedom, he wants to be happy; and 
the only way to make him happy is to deprive him of his freedom.  
Mankind’s greatest need is to find someone to whom he can hand over the 
great gift of freedom as quickly as possible, and that, says the Grand 
Inquisitor, is the Church. The Church, not Jesus, had man’s happiness in 
mind; the Church has the good sense to correct Jesus’ work, to take away 
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his freedom, and to give him the bread he asked for. What mankind 
wants is actually someone or something to obey. 
Yeshua remains silent. The Grand Inquisitor longs for a reply, however 
harsh it might be. Jesus gets up, kisses him softly on his aged, bloodless 
lips. That is his answer! The Inquisitor shudders. He goes to the door, 
opens it and says to Jesus; “Go, and come no more”. He lets Jesus out into 
the dark alleyways of the town and Jesus goes away”. 
In the psalms we read the following:  “… My enemies say of me in malice: 
‘when will he die, and his name perish’?” And when he comes to see me, 
he utters empty words, while his heart gathers mischief; when he goes out, 
he tells it abroad. All who hate me whisper together about me; they imagine 
the worst for me. They say, a deadly disease has fastened upon him; he 
will not rise again from where he lies”.  
“…I am a man who has no strength, like one forsaken amongst the dead, 
like the slain that lie in the grave, like those whom thou dost remember no 
more, …afflicted and close to death from my youth up. I suffer thy terrors; I 
am helpless … thou hast caused lover and friend to shun me; my 
companions are in darkness.”  
Dostoevsky and the Psalmist are under no illusion as to what happens to 
God’s anointed and we should be under no illusion either.  
He will not appear again as God is a just God and does not expect his 
chosen to suffer at the hands of his enemies, particularly the religious 
establishment, indefinitely. After being treated like human dung on two 
separate occasions and at different times in history, God will not allow his 
Anointed to be treated this way on a third occasion by those who claim to 
be on his side. The record shows that the messiah’s ‘presence’ would be 
revealed as distinct from his ‘coming’, and he was so revealed in 1963.  
(NB: The Greek word Parousia has been translated variously as coming, 
arrival, presence. Most modern day Biblical scholars and Bible translations 
render the word presence. Parousia is used four times in the Gospels, all in 
Matthew chapter twenty-four. It is a different thing to ask Jesus – (verse 
three) – “Tell us, when will these things be? And what will the sign of your 
coming, and of the end of the age? Than to ask the question: “… And what 
will be the sign of your presence…” And Jesus’ reply would have quite a 
different meaning if he said, “For as the lightning comes from the east and 
flashes to the west, so will the presence of the son of man be” instead of 
“…so will the coming of the …)” 
The use of the word presence clearly indicates that he has already come. 
So it therefore follows that his presence will have to be revealed not his 
coming, which has profound theological consequences for the proponents 
of “end time” prophetical pronouncements.  So, God has “…anointed his 
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King to sit upon the throne of his father David”, not a king created by 
argumentation and disputation over the attempt to fuse ancient pagan 
concepts into a “new” religion created not by Jesus, but by myriad church 
councils.  
Historically Christianity, supposedly based on love and the teachings of 
Yeshua Hanotzri, has murdered millions of people. These millions include 
not just Jews and others who refused to convert to Christianity, and those 
who dared stand in the way of Christian greed for power and territory, but 
Christians of rival sects as well.  
The Christian churches, with their false values, have been permitted to 
wreak this havoc with impunity until this very day. That they are able to do 
so in the name of Jesus represents the pinnacle of the subtlety of Satan. 
Most Christians are born into a Christian culture, and brainwashed in 
churches, schools and by the media. Creedal, dogmatic Christianity is 
basically anti-intellectual and discourages the earnest seeker of truth and 
wisdom. The sad fact is that most Christians are victims, not adherents. 
They simply do not know any better. 
It may be argued that there are two critical statements in the Bible, which 
give mankind clear and unequivocal directions. These are: “Come let us 
reason together saith the Lord” and “For this purpose was I born, and for 
this reason came I into the world, that I should bear witness to the truth and 
those who are of the truth shall hear my voice.” This last public statement 
of Jesus on earth in answer to a question from Pontius Pilate may be called 
his last will and testament. There are no more important injunctions to 
would-be Christians than these – the ability to use common sense, 
reasoned judgment and the commitment to search out the truth. 

Unfortunately the Church will continue to misrepresent Yeshua Hanotzri, 
and will continue to do what it is doing and in doing so hasten its own 
demise. The average church goer will continue to live in blight-full 
ignorance; that the “Jesus Christ” pronounced by the institutionalised 
Christian Church is a pagan counterfeit and all the parenthetic verbiage 
attached to his Mother, Mary, is just plain mythological nonsense. And 
when institutional Church controlled Christianity finally becomes a footnote 
in history no one will really care and will pass on to the latest fad that 
entertains the minds of men. The real Yeshua Hanotzri will rise from the 
ashes as a reality in human consciousness devoid of all that Churchianity 
has previously endorsed. 

From ancient Babylon came all the gibberish that the Roman Church 
attaches to Mary, Yeshua’s mother, and now the whore of Babylon has 
come full circle in our day in the guise of a “Christian” church.   
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“…the fool and the stupid alike must perish and leave their wealth to 
others. Their graves are their homes for ever …” 
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