DECIPHERING MODERN CHRISTIANITY

By Michael Forrest

After being raised a Catholic through High School and then being a Protestant for the next thirty years I have, with much help, come to this information which I am offering to all interested souls who don’t care to learn the long and hard way as I have. An understanding of the evolution of the Judeo/Christian religion and of the Bible is essential to put both in perspective. With such an understanding it will be hard to keep them up on a pedestal. I’m not advocating that people become agnostics or atheists but rather that people live in relation to God and follow the humanitarian teachings of Jesus without the extremism and unreality of religion. This booklet is written as if to Protestant Christians who may be ready for the truth in all its maturity which can lead them out of immature superstitious religion. A familiarity with the basic doctrines of modern Christianity is helpful to understand how these pages correct those doctrines or eliminate their supposed validity. Although the Bible will here be defrocked of much of its validity I still think much of it is based upon true happenings and that Jesus did exist as a Jewish teacher who probably was a healer although around 70AD unscrupulous Jesus cult promoters took his original sayings from the “Q Gospel” and the stories from the aged apostles and added and amplified a lot of it to attract much attention and make more of it all than God intended in order to have their money-and-staus making religion which ended up being the Catholic religion. Martin Luther, the “creator” of the Protestant religion, in the 1500’s then protested against the authority of the church and the Pope but didn’t renounce all the superstitious beliefs of the “Jesus/Bible cult”. Other than a rebirth of emphasis on the “gifts of the Spirit” the modern Protestant churches haven’t made any progress at all. They still ignore the true Bible scholars which can help them stop worshipping the Bible and return to the plain and simple life of compassion that Jesus taught.

My sentiments about how modern Christianity has deviated from the original intentions of Jesus was expressed by the main author of the United States Constitution, Thomas Jefferson. He wrote in a letter to Dr. Benjamin Rush in 1803: "In some of the delightful conversations with you ... the Christian religion was sometimes our topic; and I then promised you that one day or other I would give you my views of it. They are the result of a life of inquiry and reflection. To the corruptions of Christianity I am indeed opposed, but not to the genuine precepts of Jesus himself. I am a Christian, in the only sense in which he wished anyone to be: sincerely attached to his doctrines in preference to all others, ascribing to him every human excellence, and believing he never claimed any other."

RELIGION

I don't see religion doing anything but ruining Gods intention for humanity. It hasn't made people any freer or the world more peaceable. It has enslaved people with rules, debt to churches, and inhumane ideas. It has caused division between churchgoers and the non-churched. It has caused people to have a relationship with their religion instead of directly with God himself. It has caused the "prophets" to be shunned and outcast. When religious people get to heaven (if they do) they are going to be sadly disappointed that they are in its lower realms reserved for the nominally "good" who are not very enlightened. Then they'll realize that they'll have to "go back" once more to try to get it right. 

Jesus made no plans for his disciples to organize religion. All he wanted is for the disciples to make more disciples, not religious people. Religion emphasizes doctrine whereas discipleship is about living to love and enlighten others without any emphasis on doctrine. Doctrine became the foundation of religion in 325 AD in the Catholic council of Nicaea. That's when they decided that agreement with the "apostles creed" was essential to being a Christian. 
Modern "Christianity" is a bland lukewarm half-hearted commitment to a set of beliefs that has nothing to do with loving your neighbor. Does believing that Jesus was "born of a virgin" affect how you love? NO. Does believing in bodily resurrection affect how you love? NO. Does believing in the trinity affect how you love? NO.
Discipleship is a full commitment to following the example of Jesus to not live for money/pleasure/status, but rather to love God and humanity. Discipleship is as far above "Christianity" as the heavens are above the Earth. Discipleship is the real thing, Christianity is a fake imitation. Externally "Christians" look morally upright but internally they are still full of themselves and the world. Disciples empty themselves of their own ideas/control and leave everything up to God (concerning what they think and do).
Churches are a money-making business whose leaders try their best not to lose customers by telling them they need to change their ways and thinking to be as incredible as Jesus was. They teach them that being "Christians" is sufficient. They make them feel they are OK in Gods estimation because they believe all the "correct" doctrines. They teach them that their passage to heaven is guaranteed because of a little salvation prayer instead of telling them the truth that only a life of love guarantees them a place in the heaven of the God of love.
Knowing God and living in harmony with his love has a universal quality to it that can't be bound by any one religion, including Christianity. The truth is that Christianity is a branch of Judaism. The core of Judaism is the 5 books of Moses, the Pentateuch, the first 5 "books" of the Bible. Supposedly they were written by Moses although almost all the non-religious Bible scholars agree that they were written by 5 different authors, one of which was the priests while they were held captive in Babylonia the first time many hundreds of years after Moses. These writings were an effort by the priests to give the Jews a source of national identity under the care of God who they hoped would cause them to be free again after the people turned wholeheartedly back to him. There are some great spiritual values taught in the Pentateuch's stories although they can't be taken as historically accurate. How could a God of love order the Jews to slaughter entire cultures that were in their way? How could hundreds of thousands of people live in the deserts of Arabia after leaving Egypt unless they always camped next to a river so they could have hundreds of thousands of gallons of water daily? How is it that there are no recordings in Egypt of the Jews stay and their delivery? How is it that a God of love and liberty could command 600 laws for the Jews to live strictly by? No, most of this was just stuff made up. Look in the New Testament to see what Jesus' opinion was of the priests. He called them "snakes" and white-washed tombs. Jesus was keeping to the idea of God as loving and liberating. Scriptures tell of him going against religious laws at least 3 times.
When you eat chicken you spit out the bones but swallow the meat. So you should do when you read the Bible. Take into your soul the parts that engender love and liberty and spit out all the hatred, cruelty, and legalities. To read about loving God you can read the Psalms. To read about wisdom you can read Proverbs and Ecclesiastes. To read about the best example mankind has ever had to follow read about Jesus in Matthew, Mark, and Luke. (John was the gnostic gospel that tried to present Jesus as God. It wasn't considered authentic in the early years of Christianity.)



Scripture Amplifications and Changes

In the book "Let There Be Light" by Rocco Errico there are 7 keys to understanding the Bible, one of which is amplification by the authors. Here are some excerpts from the book:
"Amplification is the final key that helps us unlock Scripture. What do I mean by the term amplification? I chose amplification because in our culture exaggeration carries a negative implication. We find it very difficult to accept the notion that exaggeration exists in the sacred book we call the Bible. In the Near Eastern culture, Semites [Jews] amplify an event and picturesquely color a situation. This is totally acceptable and agreeable to Eastern listeners. Many passages of the Bible contain exaggerated speech and story amplification. Biblical authors like to amplify so that they may glorify an idea or event. The seeming contradictions we find in various verses of the Bible come from the author's amplification, especially concerning numbers and locations. As mentioned earlier, Eastern people do not care for exactness or literal accuracy. To them it makes no difference whether there were two hundred or five hundred people present, or, for that matter, even a thousand people. In the book of Judges Samson killed "a thousand soldiers with the jawbone of an ass." The Lord brought quail from the sea and they fell exhausted to the earth "three feet high". One writer says that the walls of the cities of Canaan "were fenced up to heaven." For instance, when people were in deep mourning Scripture says: "The sun refused to shine, and the moon and the stars no longer gave their light." When Moses received the ten commandments: "The mountains shook, the Earth trembled, darkness, lightning, thunder, and noises were heard from Mount Sinai."
So, was Jesus' miracles an exaggeration? Was Jesus' supposed virgin birth and resurrection the writers means to amplify the believed god-nature of this son-of-man that they revered? Now that we know this bad habit that middle Eastern people have, it is only logical that when reading the Bible we focus only on the moral teachings and ignore the amplifications.
Following are excerpts from the book "MISQUOTING JESUS; The story behind who changed the Bible and why" by Bart Ehrman who heads the department of religious studies at the University of North Carolina.
page 10; "Not only do we not have the originals [of scripture], we do not have the first copies of the originals. We don't even have copies of the copies of the originals, or copies of the copies of the copies of the originals. What we have are copies made later - much later. In most instances, they are copies made many centuries later. And these copies all differ from one another, in many thousands of places. As we will see later in this book, these copies differ from one another in so many places that we don't even know how many differences there are. Possibly it is easiest to put it into comparative terms: there are more differences among our manuscripts than there are words in the New Testament."
pg 13; "It is a radical shift from reading the Bible as an inerrant blueprint for our faith, life, and future to seeing it as a very human book, with very human points of view, many of which differ from one another. Occasionally I see a bumper sticker that reads: "God said it, I believe it, and that settles it." My response is always, What if God didn't say it? What if the book you take as giving you God's words instead contains human words? What if we have to figure out how to live and what to believe on our own, without setting up the Bible as a false idol - or as an oracle that gives us a direct line of communication with the Almighty? There are clear reasons for thinking that, in fact, the Bible is not this kind of inerrant guide to our lives: among other things, as I've been pointing out, in many places we don't even know what the original words of the Bible actually were."
pg 52; "The third century church father Origen, for example once registered the following complaint about the copies of the gospels at his disposal: "The differences among the manuscripts have become great, either through the negligence of some copyists or through the perverse audacity of others; they either neglect to check over what they have transcribed, or, in the process of checking, they make additions or deletions as they please." Origen was not the only one to notice the problem. His pagan opponent Celsus had, as well, some seventy years earlier. In his attack on Christianity and its literature, Celsus had maligned the Christian copyists for their transgressive copying practices: "Some believers, as though from a drinking bout, go so far as to oppose themselves and alter the original text of the gospel three or four or several times over, and they change its character to enable them to deny difficulties in face of criticism." (Against Celsus 2.27)"
pg 155: "We know of a number of Christian groups from the second and third centuries that had an "adoptionistic" view of Christ. This view is called adoptionist because its adherents maintained that Jesus was not divine but a full flesh-and-blood human being whom God had "adopted" to be his son, usually at his baptism. J. J. Wettstein examined the Codex Alexandrinus, now in the British Library, and determined that in 1 Timothy 3:16, where most later manuscripts speak of Christ as "God made manifest in the flesh", this early manuscript spoke instead of Christ "who was made manifest in the flesh". The change is very slight in Greek - it is the difference between a theta and an omicron, which look very much alike. A later scribe had altered the original reading, so that it no longer read "who" but "God" (made manifest in the flesh). In other words, this later corrector changed the text in such a way as to stress Christ's divinity. It is striking to realize that the same correction occurred in four of our other early manuscripts of 1 Timothy, all of which have had correctors change the text in the same way, so that it now explicitly calls Jesus "God". This became the text of the vast majority of later Byzantine (medieval) manuscripts - and then became the text of most of the early English translations. This would be an example of an anti-adoptionistic change, a textual alteration made to counter a claim that Jesus was fully human but not himself divine."
pg 165; "In one of our oldest Greek manuscripts, as well as in several Latin witnesses, we are told: "And taking bread, giving thanks, he broke it and gave it to them, saying, "This is my body. But behold, the hand of the one who betrays me is with me at the table." (Luke 22:19-21) In most of our manuscripts, however, there is an addition to the text, an addition that will sound familiar to many readers of the English Bible, since it has made its way into most modern translations. Here, after Jesus says "This is my body", he continues with the words "which has been given for you; do this in remembrance of me; and the cup likewise after supper, saying 'this cup is the new covenant in my blood which is shed for you." The verses, as familiar as they are, do not reflect Luke's own understanding of the death of Jesus. For it is a striking portrayal of Jesus' death - this may sound strange at first - that he never, anywhere else, indicates that the death itself is what brings salvation from sin. Nowhere in Luke's entire two-volume work (Luke and Acts) is Jesus' death said to be "for you". In fact, on the two occasions in which Luke's source (Mark) indicates that it was by Jesus' death that salvation came (Mark 10:45, 15:39), Luke changed the wording of the text (or eliminated it). Luke, in other words, has a different understanding of the way in which Jesus' death leads to salvation than does Mark (and Paul, and other early Christian writers). It is easy to see Luke's own distinctive view by considering what he has to say in the book of Acts, where the apostles give a number of speeches in order to convert others to the faith. In none of these speeches, though, do the apostles indicate that Jesus' death brings atonement for sins (e.g., in chapters 3,4,13). It is not that Jesus' death is unimportant. It is extremely important for Luke - but not as an atonement. Instead, Jesus' death is what makes people realize their guilt before God (since he died even though he was innocent). Once people realize their guilt, they turn to God in repentance, and then he forgives their sins."
 

Deceptive Pastors (shepherds)

There are way too many twisted beliefs that pastors teach their members from their distorted theology. The pastors, who are supposed to be the experts, are just passing on the same errors they were taught, or are just going along with what is generally accepted as true amongst the Protestant churches. They are "the blind leading the blind" (Matt 15:14) which shall both "fall into a ditch" of erroneous beliefs. "Come out from among them and be separate and I will be a Father to you says the Lord Almighty". (2 Cor 6:17) "Yea, they are greedy dogs which can never have enough, and they are shepherds [pastors] that cannot understand: they all look to their own way, every one for his gain, from his quarter." (Isaiah 56:11) "My people hath been lost sheep: their shepherds have caused them to go astray" (Jeremiah 50:6)



QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ABOUT CHRISTIANITY
If you want to improve as a person, then you need to listen to constructive criticism and be able to question all the beliefs you hold dear to make sure you are being 100% honest before God. Jesus said to his disciples; "Be perfect, even as my Father in heaven is perfect" (Matt 5:48). We should always seek to better ourselves in the eyes of God (according to what’s important to him). And when you don't have a truly good answer then be humble and tell the inquirer that you don't know. I'm so tired of Christians arrogantly thinking they have all the answers and that all of them are "the final word". It took me 30 years as a Protestant Christian to finally be able to step out of the confines of orthodox beliefs. And I think God loves that I am being completely honest in my search for the ultimate truth.
Here’s some important questions to Protestants and Catholics and my thoughts in response:
A.
If God is so loving, then why does he permit so much suffering on the Earth? 

Admittedly, God does seem to be somewhat aloof to the suffering of mankind. Maybe it is because he is pure spirit and without flesh with a nervous system that causes sensations of pleasure and pain. Humanly speaking, it takes experiencing the same thing that others experience in order to have compassion and empathy towards them. God the Father, who Jesus said was a spirit without flesh and bones, cannot feel physical pain. He is not human. Historically man has always been guilty of anthropomorphism, which is trying to understand God in purely human terms and giving God human attributes. So we have experienced some goodness from God and therefore have said that he is “loving”, which is a term that can only be understood in human terms. But really, the apostles and prophets should of just stuck to the facts instead of trying to interpret them. Saying that he is “caring” and “loving” as a result of seeing the good side of the cycles of nature and of seeing some prayers answered has only created Him in our image. We are guilty of anthropomorphism. We need to repent and just let God be God, however mysterious and unknowable he is. We can’t truly understand him right now. The apostle Paul rightly said that “we see through a dark glass now, but later we will know even as we are known”. So my response to this hardest of questions is that God is loving only in his own way which we barely know anything about. God is the greatest of mysteries which cannot be understood until after we die. Consider also that he is always offering us his wisdom to help us improve our lives. He doesn't impose himself on any situation. God's wisdom definitely can save people from poverty and disease. The ideals of humanitarianism, hard working, not wasting money on worldly pleasures, striving to perfect yourself, etc are all biblical ideals that can improve individuals and whole societies so that there is much less suffering.
B.
Why are “Christians” responsible for so many atrocities? (Crusades, Spanish Inquisition, Spaniards conquering Indians in the name of the church, George Bush starting a new anti-Muslim crusade) 
They aren’t true Christians. I know that sounds like a bold but far-fetched excuse but hear me out. There are two types of Christians, the Christ-like ones and the religious ones. Religious ones have their doctrinal beliefs and are ready to fight for them, thinking they are fighting for God. True Christians are imitators of Christ, who said “blessed are the peacemakers for they shall be called sons of God” and “If my followers were of this world then they would fight” (but of course he always said that the people of the light (enlightened) were of God’s kingdom, not of this world). He said we should offer “the other cheek” after being struck on the cheek. He set the ultimate example for us in letting his opponents kill him, without resisting. To a true Christian it is a blessed release to be able to leave this crazy dark world. So “Christians” are responsible for many atrocities, but they aren’t true Christians.

C.
Why should anyone  believe in God, a belief which is something from the Bible which is an obviously flawed book? 
The Bible isn’t perfect. It does have its errors. (see G.) But that doesn’t mean we should throw the baby out with the dirty bathwater. The idea of a heavenly God didn’t originate with the Jews. Many of the Jew’s ideas came from the Babylonians when they were held captive  by them the first time. The Babylonians had their own idea of God, how to honor him, etc, including their own creation story which probably influenced the Jews creation story which was added to scripture (now designated the “priestly documents”) at that time, which wound up being very similar to the Babylonian’s story. Practically every culture that has ever existed has had their own beliefs about a creative overseeing supreme being. Many modern day scientists believe in God because of the acknowledged impossibility of all these super complex organic systems (humans, plants, animals) having created themselves without any external creative influence. And around 10% of the human population has had a near-death experience, and resultantly has acquired a new or newly reinforced  belief in God after their out-of-body experience.
D.
Why should we believe in Jesus as the Savior of sinful humanity? Doesn’t that fall into the category of superstition or even "white magic”? 
It could if you believe that just by believing you will be transformed into something more heavenly and guaranteed a place in heaven. Paul the apostle did have an over-emphasis on belief, but James wrote that “faith is dead if it isn't accompanied by corresponding action". In other words, if your belief is truly transformative, then your consequent actions will show that transformation by your love and charity. James wrote that true religion is helping widows and orphans and keeping yourself spiritually clean in this dirty world. Jesus becomes “savior” each time someone leaves behind his old ways to follow in the loving footsteps of Jesus. His example “saves”. Before the writings of Paul, that was the major idea concerning getting “saved”.  Their salvation was in forsaking their worldly ways and living to love God and others as Jesus set the example for us. The word “saved” means “delivered from”. So when our belief and actions deliver us from the mentality and lifestyle of non-believers, and delivers us to the kingdom of God’s love, peace, and joy, then we are “saved” (with the help from above to make such drastic changes).
E.
Why did the Jews identify God as a male figure when Jesus said that God is spirit without flesh and bones (in other words, not a male or female human)? 
This is another instance of anthropomorphism obviously. I guess they figured that God had to be male because he is powerful. Their culture was patriarchal, so of course their god had to be male. Most of the previous religions were matriarchal because they had figured that God, like a woman, had “birthed” all of creation and continually nurtures it. The Bible shows that man’s understanding started out very simplistic and immature. Over time mankind has learned and understood more. Maybe now we can start acting and talking with a mature understanding and not cling to the immature past with its many “errors”. I believe that Jesus was trying to elevate our understanding in this also, although according to scripture (written by Jews) he kept to the old tradition of referring to God as male despite his belief that God was pure spirit.
F.
Why are churches just Lexus-driving Bible-thumping social clubs? 
For one, it was predicted by John in the book of the Revelation that the last church age would be materialistic, thinking that they were OK because God had “blessed” them materially. But Jesus said that the blind following the blind would fall into a ditch. He also said to leave the “dead” to bury the dead. Light has no harmony with darkness, so if you have the light (enlightenment) then live accordingly and focus on the positive in order to stay positive. The true church is not an organized group of people who meet in a designated “church” building, but rather it is all those who live in the light. Find them and associate yourself with them and leave the ignoramuses to wallow about in their ignorance.
G.
Why do Christians worship the Bible despite it being very flawed? 
For one, the same thing was going on with the Jews during Jesus’ days. He told them “Search the scriptures; for in them you think you have eternal life: and they are they which testify of me”. Note the sarcasm. It’s true that Christians seem to worship a book instead of the creator of all life. It’s a problem, but like all problems there is no solution without accepting a more mature understanding. If Christians would accept that there are numerous “errors” in the Bible, then maybe they would be totally humbled and then seek God so that he would totally be their support instead of a book. After 30 years of being a Christian I finally came to accept that the Bible is in error in the following examples: 1. The gospel writers have many discrepancies concerning the account of Jesus’ arrest, trial, and crucifixion. 2. 2nd Samuel 24 and 1st Chronicles 21 have the same story of David’s counting the Jews but have different numerical results (and one story says that God told David to do it, and the other story says that the devil influenced David to do it). 3. In Genesis God told Adam and Eve that in the day that they ate of the forbidden fruit that they would die, but they didn’t. 4. The Bible says that Eve was the “mother of all living” although her son Cain moved away from her family, married in a foreign land, and founded a city for the local people who obviously weren't children of Eve. 
H.
Why was the God of the Old Testament always angry and killing people, while the God of the New Testament is very loving and forgiving? 
Probably because the first five books of the Old Testament (supposedly the books of Moses) were not written by Moses, but mostly by the priests many centuries later during the first Babylonian captivity of the Jews. In the gospels you can read how controlling, cruel, and narrow minded the priests were. It was that kind of mentality that formed the mental climate of cold and hard rule by law with cruel punishments for all who disobey. (For example; a woman found grasping the genitals of a man fighting with her husband was to be punished by having her hand cut off.) So of course they would paint a picture of God as being cruel and always ready to punish. Personally, for me, the only parts of the Old Testament worth reading is Psalms, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and all the prophets. Hosea, one of  the prophets, wrote that God told him “I desired mercy, and not sacrifice” which shows he isn't all-concerned about the religious law. He's more concerned with heart attributes. I think Jesus was always trying to redirect peoples hearts and minds away from the strict legalism of Moses to compassion and love. (see Matt 7:12, 22:37-40)

I.
Why are most Christians “hawks” (militaristic, not “doves”) who think president Bush was right in waging war against Muslims? 
Because most all religious Christians believe that the Bible is perfect and that God endorses war against all “infidels”. In the Bible, God supposedly had the Jews enter the promised land (from Saudi Arabia after leaving Egypt) to kill all men, women, and children of heathen religions. (beginning in Joshua 2:10). Ohhh! It is that mentality of cruelty and war that infiltrates the minds of everyone who wholeheartedly believes the Bible is the infallible word of God. It is just a cloak for imperialism, where the dominant country edges out the inferior countries for the goods that they want. Patriotic “hawks” believe that it is OK to wage war to preserve “the American way of life”. The fear is that they will be cut off from the oil supplies in the MidEast. Like Paul said, “the love of money is the root of all evil” (1 Tim 6:10). They also have been brainwashed into believing that Arabs that couldn't even fly small planes commandeered huge airline jets into the twin towers and the Pentagon. All the facts point to an inside job by those American leaders who wanted the support of the populace so they could go to war. 
J.
Why, if God is loving and forgiving, did Jesus die as willingly accepting the  punishment from God for the sins of the world? Couldn’t God just forgive all those who repent and ask for forgiveness? Why the necessary punishment, especially of his own son? 
This one I have no answer for. I've already heard all the conventional answers and they are all unsatisfactory to me. Knowing the loving nature of God, I am sure that God didn't act cruelly in any of this. This whole subject is somewhat non-understandable and obscure to me after all my studying of it. Isaiah 53 clearly says that Jesus (if that indeed who it was written about*) was wounded for our transgressions. (Isaiah 53:4-6 Surely he has carried our griefs, and our sorrows: yet we did esteem him stricken, smitten of God, and afflicted. But he was wounded for our transgressions, he was bruised for our iniquities: the chastisement of our peace was upon him; and with his stripes we are healed. All we like sheep have gone astray; we have turned every one to his own way; and the LORD hath laid on him the iniquity of us all. 10. Yet it pleased the LORD to bruise him; he has put him to grief: when you shall make his soul an offering for sin)  The idea of Jesus’ death being taking on the punishment of the world from God doesn’t exist in the four gospels (other than an exclamation by John the Baptist that Jesus was the lamb of God come to take away the sins of the world, and one statement that Jesus came to give his life as a ransom for many, both of which may have been insertions by later scribes) or the book of Acts. Before Paul wrote down this idea, I think Christians believed that Jesus had died just because of the cruelty of the priests and Romans. The idea that God has to punish sin is completely opposite to the idea that God can forgive sins. Jesus talked about God’s forgiveness and gave the parable of a businessman forgiving the debt of someone who begged him to do so, instead of having him thrown in jail. (Matt 18:23-34) His stories of punishment from God was always only for the unrepentant people. Keep in mind that Paul was a converted Pharisee, the worst of the Jewish hierarchy. Although he had been converted to "The Way", he still had a lot of that old Jewish thinking in his head concerning laws and sacrifices for sins. Of course he would of seen Jesus' death as a sacrifice to God for the sins of the world. The question is whether or not believing in "the cross" is essentially believing that God is cruel and dead set on punishment, not on forgiveness and mercy for those who request it. To me the cross symbolizes the cruelty of the Romans against all who wouldn't live by their laws. The early Christians used the sign for the fish as their representative symbol, not the cross. The Catholics, who are heavy on legalities, use the cross as their symbol. Should the sign for death and punishment symbolize Christianity? Jesus "broke the law" of the Jews at least 3 times. He was trying to show that it's all about spirit, not strict laws and their punishments. When the Pharisees brought an adulteress to him to test his adherence to the law (and its punishment of death for adulterers) he said "He that is without sin among you, let him first cast a stone at her." He demonstrated love, forgiveness, and mercy to her when he said to her "Neither do I condemn you. Go and sin no more". (John 8:11) So why did Jesus have to die such a cruel death? It wasn't by happenstance either. He was forewarned about it and he was preparing himself to go through it. It did seem to be pre-planned. So why couldn't God just make available forgiveness without Jesus having of had to go through all that? Why couldn't of Jesus just lived a long life and died peacefully in his sleep? Good question. When you have the answer please let me know.
*  Isaiah 53:9 "And he made his grave with the wicked, and with the rich in his death". According to the gospels Jesus was laid in a single unused tomb. His body was alone in that tomb, not "with the rich". (see Luke 23:52-53)
K.   Why do all the churches require members to give 10% of their income to their organization? Isn’t that proof of their coercion and greed? 
In many cases, yes. But many of the pastors truly believe that requiring 10% (called “tithing”, giving a tenth) from all members is endorsed by the Bible, although that is not true. In Old Testament times (before Christ's death) God required 10% in the form of food for the Levites (the priestly tribe). But the new testament standard was stated by Paul in 1 Cor 16:2 as being giving “as God has prospered you”. In other words, if you are not financially prospering then you shouldn’t give. God doesn’t require poor people to give. Paul said there is no necessity to give: 2 Cor 9:7 "Every man according as he purposes in his heart, so let him give; not grudgingly, or of necessity: for God loves a cheerful giver". Where it talks about tithing in the New Testament letter to the Hebrews (chapter 7) it is talking about orthodox Jews and their orthodox Old Testament system which they were still practicing. It was not talking about it in relation to followers of Christ. Even worse than the pastors requiring members to tithe is the sin that they don't make a good portion of these gifts freely available to the poor, which is part of the Old Testament tithing laws. If they are going to act like Jewish priests they should at least carry out the Jewish laws correctly. In Deuteronomy 26:12 tithes were to be given "to the LEVITE, the STRANGER, the FATHERLESS and the WIDOW". (The Levites were the Jews serving in the priesthood.)  In Deuteronomy 27:19 it reads "Cursed is the one who perverts the justice due the stranger, the fatherless and the widow." [Refer to Deu. 14:27-29] 
L.   Why are Protestants so intolerant of contrary religious beliefs? Didn't Jesus teach the importance of tolerance? 
He didn't teach directly about tolerance of different beliefs, but it can be implied when he said that we should love others as we love ourselves (Luke 10:27) and that such love was a requirement to inherit eternal life*. But the story Jesus gave there (Luke 10) does include religious tolerance because the Samaritans believed differently from the Jews and they generally had nothing to do with each other because of that difference. But the good Samaritan ignored those differences in order to show godly love to the injured Jew. Also in Matthew 5:44 Jesus taught "Love your enemies, bless them that curse you, do good to them that hate you". I was once kicked out of a Christian housing for the poor in the middle of winter because I expressed doubt in the belief in Jesus' supposed virgin birth. I didn't hate them though because I knew their hatred and intolerance would exclude them from entering eternal life upon death and they would have to be returned to Earth for another chance to get it right. (poor souls. they have to re-experience potty training, puberty, public school, etc.)
  * Lk 10:25-37 "And, behold, a certain lawyer stood up, and tempted him, saying, Master, what shall I do to inherit eternal life? He said unto him, What is written in the law? how readest thou? And he answering said, Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy strength, and with all thy mind; and thy neighbour as thyself. And he said unto him, Thou hast answered right: this do, and thou shalt live. But he, willing to justify himself, said unto Jesus, And who is my neighbour? And Jesus answering said, A certain man went down from Jerusalem to Jericho, and fell among thieves, which stripped him of his raiment, and wounded him, and departed, leaving him half dead. And by chance there came down a certain priest that way: and when he saw him, he passed by on the other side. And likewise a Levite, when he was at the place, came and looked on him, and passed by on the other side. But a certain Samaritan, as he journeyed, came where he was: and when he saw him, he had compassion on him, And went to him, and bound up his wounds, pouring in oil and wine, and set him on his own beast, and brought him to an inn, and took care of him. And on the morrow when he departed, he took out two pence, and gave them to the host, and said unto him, Take care of him; and whatsoever thou spendest more, when I come again, I will repay thee. Which now of these three, thinkest thou, was neighbour unto him that fell among the thieves? And he said, He that shewed mercy on him. Then said Jesus unto him, Go, and do thou likewise." 



Is Jesus God?

Some people say God is part human because Jesus is God.  I don't think that's completely true. Let me explain why.
Numbers 23:19 says "God is not a man that he should lie, neither the son of man that he should repent". Jesus used the term "son of man" to identify himself. (Lk 9:58 Dan 7:13-14) If Jesus was, as he said he was, a "son of man" then he couldn't also be God the Father according to this verse.
Yes, Jesus is "god", but what does the word "god" mean? According to the Strong's Concordance the word "god" (#2316) can mean "a deity" as well as "the supreme deity" (God the Father). Jesus said to the Jews, in John 10:34 "Is it not written in your law, I said, You are gods?". So, in this instance, Jesus used the word "god" to mean something other than God the Father. So with this designation I believe that Jesus was a "god" (divine), but not "God" (the Father). Here's why: 
Jesus is said to of been "the beginning of the creation of God" (Rev 3:14), "the firstborn of every creature" (Col 1:15), begotten (born, brought forth) of God (Heb 1:5 "Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee"), and having come from God (John 16:28 "I came forth from the Father"). So there was a time when Jesus didn't exist. He was brought forth into existence by God. This also is part of the proof that the Catholic belief in "the trinity" is false. If Jesus was part of the trinity then he would of always existed, just like God.
But he's also said to of been "the image of the invisible God" (Col 1:15) which some have interpreted to mean he is the physical manifestation of God. But in light of the previously mentioned verses I don't believe that is what it is saying. You can't pick and choose between verses if you are trying to find an interpretation that doesn't need to turn a blind eye to some verses. To me it is poetically saying that people could see God in Jesus, like he was showing God to others, just like Christians are supposed to do. All through the Bible poetic language is used. Any expert of the Bible has to admit that. Also confusing to people is the fact that Jesus is called "Lord God Almighty" a couple times in the  book of the Revelation. Why not? He is Lord. He is god (but not God the Father). And he is almighty since God created all things through him and has endowed him with his power (Heb 1:19).
People have also misinterpreted Romans 1:20 because it says that Jesus' "Godhead" is clearly seen through the creation. Strong's says that "godhead" means "divinity". So that verse is not saying that Jesus is the head God. Keep in mind that our English Bibles are all just interpretations, not the original languages. So we have to use the Strong's or Young's Concordance to understand all the words that can easily lead us into wrong beliefs if we don't study them (2 Tim 2:15).
Why did Jesus pray to God the Father if he was God the Father? Was he playing mind games with the disciples? I don't think so. No one ever existed that was so straightforward and honest as Jesus.
Why did Stephen, in Acts 7:56, say "I see the heavens opened, and the Son of man standing on the right hand of God." If Jesus, also named by himself to be the "son of man", was standing at the right side of God the Father, then obviously he isn't God the Father. (also Heb 12:2)
John, the disciple beloved of Jesus, said in John 1:18 "No man hath seen God (the Father) at any time". He had obviously seen Jesus, so he wouldn't of wrote that if he believed that Jesus was God the Father. 
In Luke 11:2 Jesus said to his disciples "when you pray, say Our Father who is in heaven...". Jesus was standing on the Earth when he said this, not in heaven. And he was teaching the disciples how to pray starting from that day, not after he died and resurrected. So he couldn't of been the Father. Otherwise he was lying about the Father being in heaven. But Jesus never lied.



Doctrine of the Trinity   
This complex doctrine of one God manifesting as 3 persons came about to allow the belief of Jesus as God without seeming poly-theistic (belief in many gods) since it was the Jewish scriptures that repeatedly said that there was only one God. It also wanted to present Jesus as coeternal with the Father, in contrast to the doctrine of Arius, a priest of Libya, who said "If the Father begat the Son, then he who was begotten had a beginning in existence, and from this it follows there was a time when the Son was not". The doctrine of the Trinity was refined at the councils of Nicaea and Constantinople starting from 325 AD. Those were basically councils of the early leaders of the developing Catholic church. They didn't want people to think of the Father, Jesus, and the Holy Spirit as 3 different gods, nor of Jesus as being less than God the Father. But in reality they are 3 different deities (gods) although God the Father has pre-eminence as the originator. Also they wanted to emphasize the divinity of Jesus. The doctrine of the Trinity is not taught in the scriptures. It is a man-made doctrine. Poor 'ol Arius was declared a heretic by the bishops at the first council of Nicaea. I know how that feels. Complete honesty before God and man is rarely rewarded when it counters popular beliefs.

The scriptures do demonstrate unity between God the Father and Jesus (John 10), and between God the Father and the Holy Spirit. But that unity is obviously of mind and purpose, not of singularity (sameness). Why else would the scriptures show each as unique and separate in essence? Why would Jesus pray to the Father if he was the Father? Was he deceiving his disciples? He did say that seeing him was seeing the Father, but he meant that he was showing the attributes (love, peace, joy, etc) of God the Father (indwelling him) through his life and therefore was "showing God".

Jesus said in John 10:30 "I and my Father are one" and further explaining in 10:38 "...the Father is in me, and I in him".
In John 14:28 Jesus said "my Father is greater than I" which is one of many verses which distinguished them as different.

In 1 John 5:7 there is a statement that can be misconstrued to promote the idea of the Trinity, but the oneness it states is oneness of mind and purpose, not sameness. “For there are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost: and these three are one.” (But experts in textual criticism have said that this verse was added later by Catholic scribes to promote their belief.)

John 17:11 shows again how the often mentioned “oneness” is unity of mind and purpose: “Holy Father, keep through your own name those who you have given me, that they may be one, as we are."

see also: 
Gal 3:28 for ye are all one in Christ Jesus
1 Pet 3:8 Finally, be ye all of one mind, having compassion one of another
Rev 17:13 These [ten kings] have one mind
Phil 2:2 Fulfil ye my joy, that ye be likeminded, having the same love, being of one accord, of one mind
Phil 1:27 stand fast in one spirit, with one mind striving together for the faith of the gospel
Eph 5:31 ... a man [shall] leave his father and mother, and shall be joined unto his wife, and they two shall be one flesh 
2 Cor 13:11 brethren, ... Be perfect, be of good comfort, be of one mind
1 Cor 3:8 Now he that plants and he that waters are one 
In 380 A.D. the emperor Theodosius passed a decree that read: "We shall believe in the single Deity of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, under the concept of equal majesty and of the Holy Trinity. 1. We command that those persons who follow this rule shall embrace the name of Catholic Christians. The rest, however, whom we adjudge demented and insane, shall sustain the infamy of heretical dogmas, their meeting places shall not receive the name of churches, and they shall be smitten first by divine vengeance and secondly by the retribution of our own initiative, which we shall assume in accordance with the divine judgment."

The Trinity is defined as being one God existing in three persons, all of one substance.
So far, my studies of the epistles show that Paul and the others would of disagreed with the later church's idea of the Trinity. Take a look at these verses:
1 Titus 2:5 For there is one God, and one mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus

1 Cor 8:6 But to us there is but one God, the Father, of whom are all things, and we in him; and one Lord Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, and we by him.

Rom 15:6 That you may with one mind and one mouth glorify God, even the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.



First Church Council of Nicaea

To settle ideological disputes in the Church, the Roman Emperor Constantine introduced and presided over the first ecumenical council at Nicaea in 325 A.D. In his book "The Heretics", Walter Nigg describes the means of reaching a consensus: "Constantine, who treated religious questions solely from a political point of view, assured unanimity by banishing all the bishops who would not sign the new profession of faith. In this way unity was achieved. 'It was altogether unheard-of that a universal creed should be instituted solely on the authority of the emperor, who as a catechumen was not even admitted to the mystery of the Eucharist and was totally unempowered to rule on the highest mysteries of the faith. Not a single bishop said a single word against this monstrous thing." 

The Nicene Creed refined the idea of the Trinity by negative pronouncements against: 
Arianism (the belief that Christ was created by God in order to create the world), and
Sabellianism (the belief that God manifests also as Jesus and the Spirit depending on his activity but not as all three persons at once),
and Macedonianism (a belief in Christ's Sonship ideologically somewhere between orthodox beliefs and Arian beliefs).
This left the idea that Christ was coeternal and coequal with God the Father.
The popular ideas of Tertullian and Origen were also superceded by the Nicene Creed. Tertullian taught that the divine Word (Jesus) existed originally within the Father's mind, and first became a distinct person when the world was created, and that the Spirit's personhood was subsequent to that of the Word. Origen thought of the Word as the offspring of the Father, and the Spirit as coming into being through the Word. He believed that the Son is god but only the Father is absolute God, or God in himself.
Both Tertullian and Origen, in my estimation, were truly spiritual men of God whose teachings should of been exalted instead of suppressed by the devolving Catholic church. Tertullian was a church father of Africa who, interestingly enough, thought of the orthodox Catholics as animal-men, whereas he considered his followers Spirit-filled. Origen distinguished between two classes of Christians; the simple, who are satisfied with faith in Christ crucified, and the perfect, who ascend beyond this to the contemplation of the Word dwelling with the Father.



Jesus, the Son of God
In the course of 2,000 years of Christian reflection on Jesus, the original Jewish meaning of the title "son of God" has faded and the distinction between "Son of God" and "God" has to all intents and purposes disappeared. In a modern Christian context, "Son of God" is just another way of saying "God". This was not so in the Old Testament and intertestamental Judaism (600BC - 100AD).
Starting at the top of the ladder, the Hebrew Bible designates members of the heavenly court as "sons of God" (Job 1:6, 38:7), interpreted as "angels of God" in the Greek translation. A step or two further down comes the historical king of Israel, Solomon, of whom God declares, "I will be his Father and he shall be my son" (2 Sam 7:8-14, The N.T. parallel is John 1:49 "Nathanael answered and saith unto him, Rabbi, thou art the Son of God; thou art the King of Israel."). Next stands every single Jew designated as a "son of God" since the time of the exodus from Egypt, according to the words of the Bible: "Thus says the Lord, Israel is my first-born son" (Exod 4:22). Also, in Luke 3:38, Adam was called "son of God" obviously because he came from God as the creation of God.
In postbiblical times, however, the title "son of God" began to be restricted to pious Jews only. Thus Jesus ben Sira declared in the apocryphal Book of Ecclesiasticus (around 110AD) that only the virtuous and merciful merited this epithet: "Be a father to the fatherless and as a husband to widows, and God shall call you son" (4:10). Moreover, according to the writer of the Book of Jubilee, dating to the middle of the second century B.C. (around 150BC), the Israelites were reckoned "the sons of the living God" provided that their hearts were circumcised and filled with the spirit of holiness (Jub 1:24).
At about the same time "son of God" also became the designation of the awaited royal Messiah. From the 6th century B.C. onward, the descendants of David no longer ruled and the Jews were under Babylonian, Persian, Greek, and Roman dominion. So the earlier promises to the reigning king were reinterpreted as applying to the last "son of David". Thus, for example, "I will be his Father and he shall be my son" (1 Ch 22:10), a divine assurance originally addressed to David's son Solomon, is expounded in a Dead Sea Scroll as referring to the final ruler of Israel. Another Qumran text includes a passage which seems to use the metaphor of God "begetting" the Messiah (1 QS 2:11-12).
So, depending on the context, "Son of God" could point to any Jew, to a pious Jew, to a historical king, or to the future Messiah. When they are considered together, all these designations display one element in common: they are all figures of speech. No biblical or postbiblical Jewish writer ever depicted a human being literally as divine, nor did Jewish religious culture agree to accommodate the Greek notions of special men, born of women but fathered by an Olympian god (thus making them divine). The Greek designations "son of God" and "divine man", common in the terminology of ruler worship in Rome and in the description of extraordinary men in Greek Hellinism, remained taboo to Judaism. These concepts, known from classical mythology but divested of their pagan connotations, may have subconsciously played a part in John's and Paul's formulation of Jesus as God/son-of-God.

In the light of these observations, what does "son of God" signify when applied to Jesus in the gospels? We can be sure it means more than just a pious Jew; it was mostly the equivalent of "Messiah". For example, in Luke 4:41 we find this record; "And devils also came out of many, crying out, and saying, Thou art Christ (Messiah) the Son of God." Also; Matthew 26:63 “I adjure thee by the living God, that thou tell us whether thou be the Christ, the Son of God."



Is the Bible perfect?

Does Christianity depend upon the belief that the Bible is perfect (without errors)? I don't think so. "Christian" generally means an imitator of Christ, more in the sense of his actions, not beliefs. As a good Jew he had an unshakable faith in the Old Testament. But a Christians book is the New Testament which didn't exist in Jesus' time. Jesus emphasized loving God and loving people. Neither depends on adherence to a specific set of doctrines or scriptures. Loving comes from the heart, not the head. It's a simple message that doesn't even need the Bible. Anyway, believing in the basics of a story, and believing in every single detail of a story is two different things. I believe the story basics and put my faith in God, not a book composed by fallible men.
When I gave my heart and life to God, I knew nothing of the controversy over the accuracy of the Bible. I placed my faith in him, not a book partially about him. I think it displeases him that so many people practically worship the book. Jesus had said "If I be lifted up, then I will draw all men unto me ". He didn't say "I will draw all men unto a book about me". He told the Jews "Search the scriptures; for in them you think you have eternal life: and they are they which testify of me. And you will not come to me, that you might have life." (John 5:39).  Do you see that sarcasm about their excessive attachment to the scriptures, thinking the scriptures will impart eternal life? Paul the apostle wrote that the scriptures (holy writings) were just "inspired by God" (2Tim 3:16), not perfect. A careful inspection of the Bible will reveal that it is very obviously not perfect. But some would go to great lengths to try to prove that it is.



ALL THE BIBLE IS "THE WORD OF GOD"?
I've heard it said that the Bible has to be infallible (without error) because it is the word of God. They say that is so because in 2 Timothy 3:16 it says "All scripture is given by inspiration of God". I disagree because although I am inspired by God to make a new type of bicycle, that doesn't mean that it won't have any problems until I get it all working correctly according to my inspiration. Besides, the Bible as a complete compendium of approved scriptures did not come into existence until almost 400 AD*.  So when the Bible talks about the "word of God" it isn't talking about itself. It is talking about the living words of God that prophets and apostles received from God. The Bible contains these words amongst many of the words of the authors. "Word" in the New Testament was either the "logos" (organizing principle of the universe, also a reference to Jesus) or "rhema" (spoken word). They used these words to denote such, and "scripture" to denote the holy writings. If all the Bible is the word of God, as fundamentalists assert, then how can the quote in Job 2:9 "Curse God and die" be from the lips of God? It can't. The Bible contains the words of God. It isn't completely the word of God. Look at this example: 1 Kings 12:22 "But the word of God came unto Shemaiah the man of God, saying...". See how the Bible denotes which words are actual quotes of God? So don't listen to the ignorant or fanatical preachers telling you otherwise.
*A list of approved scriptures by Athanasius in 367 A.D. was confirmed by a Roman church council in 382 A.D. and by a church council in Carthage in 397 A.D. This list included the catholic Apocrypha of the Old Testament which Protestants now reject. By prohibiting and burning all non-approved scriptures, the Catholic Church eventually gave the impression that this Bible with its four canonized gospels represented the only original Christian view. And yet, as late as 450 A.D., Theodore of Cyrrhus said that there were at least 200 different gospels circulating in his own diocese. Even the Catholic Encyclopedia now admits that the "idea of a complete and clear-cut canon of the New Testament existing from the beginning... has no foundation in history."



List of Bible Errors

Gen 32:30 states, "...for I have seen God face to face, and my life is preserved."  However, John 1:18 states, "No man has seen God at any time..."  Both statements cannot be true.  Either there is an error of fact, or an error of translation.  In either case, there is an error. And if there is an error, then the idea of Bible infallibility (in this case the King James Version) is discountable.
Here are some errors of translation:
In Genesis 2:17 God told Adam and Eve, concerning the tree of life, that "in the day that you eat thereof you shall surely die", but they didn’t.  This is a good example of an error of translation. In the original Hebrew language it was saying that in their lifespan, starting at the time of eating the forbidden fruit, they would be gradually dying. Scientifically that is what is happening to everyone now. Our body cells are preprogrammed to only be able to reproduce themselves so many times. Old age is just a heavy accumulation of dead cells that impede the normal functioning of all bodily functions. When the ratio of dead cells to live ones is too much then death occurs. So  by being evicted from the garden they were distanced from the fruit of the tree of life that would of kept their cells from dying. Correctly translated there is no error in this Bible passage. But all the current Bible translations contain this error.
The Bible, in Genesis 3:20, says "And Adam called his wife’s name Eve; because she was the mother of all living" although her son Cain moved away from her family, married a foreign woman in a foreign land, and founded a city for the local people. How can Eve be the first woman if there were other women in a foreign land that weren't her children? Genesis was very specific about the sequence of who was born to Eve, and so there's no room for the convenient belief that she had other children not mentioned that moved away to that foreign land. Actually a better translation would of read "she was the mother of living beings (her children)" not "mother of all living". "Eve" means "life" or "living".

Here are some Bible discrepancies and errors:
2 Samuel 24 and 1 Chronicles 21 have the same story of David’s counting the fighting men of Israel and Judah but with different numerical results (1.3 million and 110 thousand) and one story says that the Lord moved him to do it, and the other story says that Satan provoked him to do it. Both stories can't be accurate.
The 4 gospel writers (Matthew, Mark, Luke, John) have many discrepancies, especially concerning the account of Jesus’ arrest, trial, and crucifixion. Many are contradictory, such as what was supposedly written and put on the cross above the head of Jesus. (This Is Jesus The King Of The Jews, The King Of The Jews, This Is The King Of The Jews, Jesus of Nazareth King of the Jews). 
Another discrepancy: In Matt 26:34 "Jesus said unto him, Verily I say unto you, That this night, before the cock crow, you shall deny me three times."  But in Mark 14:30 "And Jesus said unto him, Verily I say unto you, That this day, even in this night, before the cock crow twice, you shall deny me three times." 
Matthew (in 21:2-11) said that Jesus made his final entry into Jerusalem on both a donkey (ass) and a young donkey (colt). He mistakenly read Zechariah 9:9 as saying such, whereas John (in 12:14-15) read the scripture correctly (riding on a single colt) as making a poetic restatement of the fact. (Zech 9:9 "Rejoice greatly, O daughter of Zion; shout, O daughter of Jerusalem: behold, thy King cometh unto thee: he is just, and having salvation; lowly, and riding upon an ass, and upon a colt the foal of an ass.") Restating the donkey as being a colt of a donkey was just clarifying that the donkey was young.
In Matthew 27:5 Judas, after betraying Jesus, "went and hanged himself." but in Acts 1:18 Judas "purchased a field... and falling headlong, he burst asunder in the midst, and all his bowels gushed out."

ALSO: 

It is said in the first three (Synoptic) gospels that Jesus taught for one year before he died, while in "John" the number is three years. "Matthew" relates that Jesus delivered "The Sermon on the Mount" before "the multitudes," while "Luke" says it was a private talk given only to the disciples. The accounts of his Passion and Resurrection differ utterly from each other in each gospel. Matthew's genealogy of Jesus is different and irreconcilable with Luke's (in 3:23-38). These are only a sampling of the many discrepancies between the four gospels.
If the Bible is perfect then why these discrepancies? They don't change the main message of Jesus but they do inform us that the Bible was a composition of many stories passed from person to person for many generations before being written down.  And that's where the errors came in. Humans make mistakes in everything they do.
THE VIRGIN BIRTH?
The gospel writer of Matthew overextended himself trying to show that Jesus fulfilled a multitude of old prophecies. He even tried to make Jesus competitive with the fabled Greek "son-of-god" Heracles, the son of Zeus (the chief god) and the human virgin Alemene. Matthew quoted the prophet Isaiah (chapter 7) who had prophesied that Syria and Israel wouldn't succeed in invading Judah. The sign of their upcoming failure would be a child named Immanuel which means "God with us", as opposed to God being with the attackers. (see 8:10 "it shall not stand: for God is with us.") All this would occur in Isaiah's time*, centuries before the time of Jesus. Isaiah wrote that the boy would be born of a "young woman". That word can also be translated "virgin" because back then, amongst the Jews, most young women were virgins. But Matthew used "virgin" and said that Jesus fulfilled that prophecy, therefore making him a "son of god" in the Greek sense. Anyway, Matthew totally pulled this verse out of context and said it was applicable to Jesus, which it wasn't.
Isaiah 7:
1. Rezin the king of Syria, and Pekah the ... king of Israel, went up toward Jerusalem to war against it, but could not prevail against it.  7. Thus says the Lord GOD, It shall not stand, neither shall it come to pass. 8. ...within threescore and five (65) years shall Ephraim be broken, that it be not a people.  10. Moreover the LORD spoke again unto Ahaz (king of Judah), saying,  11. Ask for a sign from the LORD thy God; ask it either in the depth, or in the height above.  12. But Ahaz said, I will not ask, neither will I tempt the LORD.  14. Therefore the Lord himself shall give you a sign; Behold, a young woman shall conceive, and bear a son, and shall call his name Immanuel.  16. For before the child shall know to refuse the evil, and choose the good, the land that you abhor shall be forsaken of both her kings.  (This chapter is about how the two mentioned kings would not prevail against Jerusalem and that Ahaz, the king of Judah, would see it in his time, the proof being that a child will be born and named Immanuel, and that before he reaches the age of reasoning that the kings would leave their own land. This is a prediction concerning his time, not for later centuries (the time of Christ). It was a sign for Ahaz. It is utterly ridiculous to think that God would promise Ahaz a sign but then not show it to him. Signs are to be seen, not just heard of. (v 14 "the Lord himself shall give you a sign").  Why would God promise Ahaz a sign that wouldn't show itself until hundreds of years later? He wouldn't. God promised Ahaz a sign to be seen by him soon. There is no way in the world that Jesus fulfilled this prophecy because it was fulfilled in the time of Ahaz. The sign that Ahaz saw was a young child named Immanuel, knowing that before the boy knew how to choose the good that the kings of Israel and Syria would leave their lands (probably forcibly by an invading force).
   Only the gospels of Matthew and Luke asserted that Jesus was born of a virgin (though neither was acquainted with Joseph and Mary at the time of Jesus' birth). But all the writings of Paul never mentioned such an important fact. Also, none of the other New Testament writers asserted that, including Jesus' own brother James. You would think that such an astounding and important story would be in each of their writings. But it wasn't. Actually, the gospels of Matthew and Luke were composed around 90 A.D., whereas Paul and the other apostles writings were made in the first few decades after Jesus' death, around 50 A.D. which would precede the two gospels accounting of the virgin birth. How can it be that Paul and the other apostles didn't know about this amazing part of Jesus' life? If they did, they surely would of wrote about it because that happening alone would of verified that Jesus was the son of God. But instead, they asserted that Jesus was the son of God because in the beginning he had emanated from God as "the beginning of the creation of God" (Rev 3:14). He had pre-existed (Phil 2:6-8) before coming to Earth and had served God the Father as the creator of all that is physical (Col 1:16). He didn't come into existence as the son of the Father when he was born of Mary. He had already been the son of the Father for millions, possibly billions, of years already. This "Bible error" allowed the Catholic organization to say that Mary was the Mother of god, and the Queen of heaven. It was the Catholics "Apostles Creed" which was a statement of basic "orthodox" Christian beliefs, one of them being the belief that Jesus was born of a virgin. 
The Hebrew Old Testament in Isaiah 7:14 used the word "almah" meaning "young woman" or "virgin" instead of "bethuwlah" which exclusively means "virgin". Matthew used the Greek version which used "parthenos" meaning "virgin". Later Greek translations (after the 1st century) corrected the error and used the word "neanis" meaning "young girl".
Jesus referred to himself as a "Son of Man" (Luke 19:10). How could he do that without an earthly father? He couldn't. He'd have to say he was a "Son of Woman" or "Son of God". Jesus never said he was born of a virgin. Jesus almost exclusively called himself the "Son of Man" (a phrase found 81 times in the gospels) which would necessitate that he had an earthly father. In the Old Testament this phrase was used to humble the person it identified, signifying the person was "just human". It was mostly used by God to address a prophet. So Jesus used this phrase to identify himself as an earthly prophet, born of man.
How could Jesus be the Son of David (Matt 1:1, 2Tim 2:8) if he didn't have an earthly father in the lineage of David? He couldn't, despite the Bible apologists saying that Mary was probably in David's lineage which would place Jesus in the same lineage (although not really because lineage is reckoned thru the males). In Romans 9:4-5 it is said that Jesus was of the Israelites as concerning the flesh. Galatians 3:16 says Jesus was the seed (offspring) of Abraham. Lineage comes through the father, in this case Joseph who was descended from David.
Jesus couldn't of been the son of the Holy Spirit as Matthew asserted in 1:18 because in Luke we find Jesus saying "my Father" eight times. He was always referring to God as the Father, not the Holy Spirit. 
It's so weird to even think of the "Holy" Spirit becoming naked male flesh to "overshadow" Mary (Lk 1:35) and impregnate her with divine sperm. The absolute absurdity of it all! "Overshadowing" is what men do to women when they have sex in the most common position. Some people say that it wasn't a physical act but an act of divine creation. If that was so then why did Luke use the word "overshadow"? And why couldn't the Holy Spirit just say a creative word from up in heaven? No, Matthew and Luke were talking of a scenario very similar to what happened in Greek myths of gods physically mating with women.
Jesus would of had to be named Immanuel in order to fulfill this prophecy. He wasn't. But that extremely important point isn't important to fundamentalists. They never let the facts get in the way of their beliefs. Jesus' original name in Greek was Iesous and in Hebrew was Yehowshuwa (Joshua or Jehoshua) which means "Jehovah is salvation". Immanuel means "God with us".
2 scripture writers believed Jesus was born of a virgin: Matthew, Luke.
6 scripture writers believed Jesus wasn't born of a virgin (due to their lack of stating such an important fact): Mark, John, Paul, James (brother of Jesus who surely should of known), Peter, Jude.
Bible scholars say that the gospels of Matthew and Luke are a combination of their own writings, most of the gospel of Mark, and a theorized collection of sayings named the "Q sayings" by Bible scholars. Could it be that the Q sayings contained this mistranslation/ fiction of Jesus' virgin birth?
Historically there did exist Christian groups that believed Jesus was birthed of a normal father and mother. The Ebionites were one of those early Christian congregations that stuck to the truth.
Liberal Bible scholars take the view that the virgin birth of Jesus was pure mythology based on other pagan religions of the time. In Greek mythology Zeus supposedly impregnated the  virgin Danae  by taking the form of a shower of gold, and the result was Perseus. He did the same with the virgin Semele using a bolt of lightning, and the result was Dionysius. Horus, a major god of the Egyptian religion, was born of the virgin Isis and coincidentally was also supposedly born in a stable. Mithra, the main god in Mithraism, which was a major religion of Rome, was conceived when god in the form of light entered a virgin. Myrrha was a virgin who gave birth to Adonis in Phoenician mythology. As you can see, the concept of a virgin birth was not new and its mythology permeated throughout cultures at the time.
I believe Jesus' "virgin birth" is one of the Christian "fables" that Paul the apostle was warning the Christians to be wary of;
1 Tim 1:4 "Neither give heed to fables and endless genealogies, which minister questions, rather than godly edifying which is in faith".


Easy Salvation: Just Believe

In this day and age of superficial religion it is common to hear preachers say that all you have to do is believe in order to be saved (from your sins and the punishment supposedly due them). The saving belief that the scriptures talk about (John 1:12) is not only believing something is true, but also committing to that truth with your actions. To believe in a good God is nice but doesn't change anything. To commit to goodness yourself changes things. God gives us the faith to believe, but it is up to us to daily act on that faith in order to be sons of God.
James 2:14-17 "What does it profit, my brethren, though a man say he has faith, and have not works? can faith save him? If a brother or sister be naked, and destitute of daily food, and one of you say unto them, Depart in peace, be warmed and filled; notwithstanding you give them not those things which are needful to the body; what doth it profit? Even so faith, if it hath not works, is dead, being alone."
2:19 "You believe that there is one God; you do well: the devils also believe, and tremble."
The first necessary act of faith is repenting (turning away from) of your sins (against God, yourself, and others). Read the following scriptures and the importance placed upon repentance:
Luke 24:46 "And [Jesus] said unto them, Thus it is written, and thus it was necessary for Christ to suffer, and to rise from the dead the third day: And that repentance and remission of sins should be preached in his name among all nations, beginning at Jerusalem."
Acts 2:38 "Then Peter said unto them, Repent, and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins, and you shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost." (Baptism is an act of repentance. Baptism of babies is useless because they don't/can't repent.)

Acts 3:19 "Repent therefore, and be converted, that your sins may be blotted out, when the times of refreshing shall come from the presence of the Lord". 
Repenting is just inwardly rejecting the sinful behavior that you are conscious of. If you are fat from being a glutton (pigging out on food) and you know that is displeasing to God because it is bad for the wonderful gift of a body that he has given you, then you mentally/emotionally turn away from that bad habit like you would turn away from anything else that is very undesirable to you. If you are selfish and never help others in their struggle for survival then turn from that selfishness and start giving others a helping hand. If your attitude towards others is anything other than loving and supportive, then you need to turn from that attitude and be more like Jesus. Without repentance there is no salvation!



Did Jesus "die for your sins" or did he 

"live to show you the way"?   
Believing that Jesus took the punishment due you for your sins is to believe that God isn't loving and forgiving of sins for those who repent (turn away from) them. It's the Jewish idea that God is cruel and dead-set on punishing all those who dare rebel against his laws. The cruelty is in God punishing his own son for our sins. Not even a sinful human father would punish his own son for the misdeeds of others. This idea was invented by the Jewish ex-Pharisee-turned-apostle (Paul) who wanted to blend Judaism with Christianity by showing that God is still the legalistic hell-bent-on-punishment heavenly dictator whose thirst for revenge was satisfied by the torture of Jesus, the "sacrificial lamb". Paul vindicated this idea by interpreting Isaiah 55 literally and not figuratively (as it was meant). Paul loved his Jewish religion and feverishly wanted the Jews to accept Jesus as the fulfillment and continuation of Judaism.
But this idea of Jesus “dying for our sins” isn't found in the four gospels (Matthew, Mark, Luke, John) or the book of Acts. Why? Because they obviously didn't believe that. In these 5 books salvation is always dependant on faith (manifested by goodness) and repentance. 
Luke 10:25-28 "And, behold, a certain lawyer stood up, and tempted him, saying, Master, what shall I do to inherit eternal life? He said unto him, What is written in the law? how readest thou? And he answering said, Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy strength, and with all thy mind; and thy neighbour as thyself. And he said unto him, Thou hast answered right: this do, and thou shalt live."
Luke 15:7 "I say unto you, that likewise joy shall be in heaven over one sinner that repents, more than over ninety and nine just persons, which need no repentance."
Luke 16:16 "The law and the prophets were until John: since that time the kingdom of God is preached, and every man presses into it." Notice how Jesus made John the Baptist the dividing line in the chronology of salvation. But the current false doctrine makes the death of Jesus the dividing line because they think that Jesus purchased salvation for all by his sacrificial death. (If he died for all sins then doesn't everybody have the right to go to heaven, bad people included?)
Luke 24:46 "And [Jesus] said unto them, Thus it is written, and thus it behoved Christ to suffer, and to rise from the dead the third day: And that repentance and remission of sins should be preached in his name among all nations, beginning at Jerusalem."
Acts 2:38 "Then Peter said unto them, Repent, and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins, and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost." He didn't say that Jesus had already remitted (erased) sins and that all you have to do is accept your remission. He said the remission is dependant on your repentance and baptism (an act of repentance). 

Acts 3:19 "Repent ye therefore, and be converted, that your sins may be blotted out, when the times of refreshing shall come from the presence of the Lord". Notice that the blotting out of sins is future tense, not in the past when Jesus died. 



pre-Tribulation Rapture? 

This doctrine (that Jesus raptures us before the tribulation) was invented by the founder of the 7th Day Adventist Church in the late 1800's. It's not based on scripture. It's based upon the love of comfort. No one naturally wants to hear they'll have to go through hard times. But let's see what the scriptures say:
Heb 1:13 (God said to Jesus) "Sit at my right hand, until I make thine enemies thy footstool." (see Rev 19:11-21 to read about when Jesus will get up and go down to Earth to squash his enemies.) God commanded Jesus to stay beside him until he is allowed to come down to destroy his enemies at the battle of Armageddon, the beginning of the "day of the Lord" at the end of the tribulation period. (also see Joel 2:30-31) If he came down to catch his people up (ie: the rapture) at the beginning of the tribulation period then he will of broken that command by God.
Matt 24:29-31 Jesus said: "Immediately after the tribulation of those days shall the sun be darkened...and they shall see the Son of Man coming in the clouds of heaven with power and great glory. And he shall send his angels with a great sound of a trumpet, and they shall gather together his elect from the four winds, from one end of heaven to the other." 
How much more does it have to be spelled out? Jesus himself said he, the "son of man", would come immediately after the tribulation to gather together his elect (his people). This isn't a second gathering (rapture), it is the one and only, and it's at the end of the tribulation period. 
1 Cor 15:51 "Behold, I show you a mystery; We shall not all sleep, but we shall all be changed, In a moment, in the twinkling of an eye, at the last trump: for the trumpet shall sound, and the dead shall be raised incorruptible, and we shall be changed." 
(See Rev 8:6-10:7 to read about the seven trumpet judgments during the tribulation. In order for a pre-tribulation rapture to be valid, this scripture would have to say "at the first trumpet" instead of "at the last trumpet".) 
Rev 10:7 "But in the days of the voice of the seventh angel, when he shall begin to sound [the trumpet], the mystery of God should be finished, as he has declared to his servants the prophets."
Rev 11:15 "And the seventh angel sounded; and there were great voices in heaven, saying, The kingdoms of this world are become the kingdoms of our Lord, and of his Christ; and he shall reign for ever and ever."
1 Thes 4:16-17 "For the Lord himself shall descend from heaven with a shout, with the voice of the archangel, and with the trump of God: and the dead in Christ shall rise first: Then we which are alive and remain shall be caught up together with them in the clouds, to meet the Lord in the air: and so shall we ever be with the Lord."
The only scripture that pre-Tribulation believers can quote is 1 Thes 5:9 "For God has not appointed us to wrath, but to obtain salvation by our Lord Jesus Christ", but the intelligent question is which/what "wrath" is being spoken about here? Is it the wrath of God during the Tribulation, or the wrath of the fierceness of God when Jesus destroys the armies around Jerusalem at the end of the Tribulation period? (see Rev 19:15) The clue is in the previous scriptures talking about "the day of the Lord". 
1 Thes 5:2-4 "For yourselves know perfectly that the day of the Lord so comes as a thief in the night. For when they shall say, Peace and safety; then sudden destruction comes upon them, as travail upon a woman with child; and they shall not escape. But you, brethren, are not in darkness, that that day should overtake you as a thief."
The seven verses previous to verse 9 are all talking about "the day of the Lord" when the wrath of God comes down onto the enemies of God. So, of course, we are not appointed to that wrath since we are devoted to God. So this deflates the only argument the pre-tribulation-rapture believers have.
2 Pet 3:10 "But the day of the Lord will come as a thief in the night; in the which the heavens shall pass away with a great noise, and the elements shall melt with fervent heat, the earth also and the works that are therein shall be burned up."
Isa 13:6 "Howl ye; for the day of the LORD is at hand; it shall come as a destruction from the Almighty."
Jer 46:10 "For this is the day of the Lord GOD of hosts, a day of vengeance, that he may avenge him of his adversaries: and the sword shall devour, and it shall be satiate and made drunk with their blood"
Joel 2:30-31 "And I will show wonders in the heavens and in the earth, blood, and fire, and pillars of smoke. The sun shall be turned into darkness, and the moon into blood, before the great and the terrible day of the LORD comes."
Joel 3:12-16 "Let the heathen be awakened, and come up to the valley of Jehoshaphat (Megiddo or Armageddon): for there will I sit to judge all the heathen round about. Put in the sickle, for the harvest is ripe: come, get you down; for the press is full, the fats overflow; for their wickedness is great. Multitudes, multitudes in the valley of decision: for the day of the LORD is near in the valley of decision. The sun and the moon shall be darkened, and the stars shall withdraw their shining. The LORD also shall roar out of Zion, and utter his voice from Jerusalem; and the heavens and the earth shall shake"
Most bible scholars are in agreement that "the day of the Lord" begins with the battle of Armageddon, at the end of the Tribulation period, and ends one thousand years later (Rev 20:4) when the Earth is renewed by fire and the new Jerusalem comes down to Earth (Rev 21:2).



One Life to Live 

In Mark 8:27-28 Jesus asked his disciples "Whom do men say that I am? And they answered, John the Baptist: but some say, Elias; and others, one of the prophets." In other words, they believed that Jesus was someone great reincarnated. So reincarnation could of been a common belief held by the Jews. But it isn't held by modern Christians, probably to differentiate themselves from the religions of India which believe in reincarnation. In Matthew 17:10-13 there's this conversation between Jesus and his disciples that shows the master himself believing in reincarnation; "And his disciples asked him, saying, Why then say the scribes that Elias must first come? And Jesus answered and said unto them, Elias truly shall first come, and restore all things. But I say unto you, That Elias is come already, and they knew him not, but have done unto him whatsoever they listed. Likewise shall also the Son of man suffer of them. Then the disciples understood that he spake unto them of John the Baptist."
To me a belief in reincarnation is just common sense. It makes no sense to believe our good and merciful God (Jer 33:11) will judge people who have had little or no time to chose his side. Many kids die right at the age of reason (around 12). Let's say someone lives only one month as a twelve year old human with the ability to chose right from wrong. Would it be right for God to judge that person to hell because he didn't immediately get saved? The question is a ridiculous one but shows how ridiculous people are in their belief systems. It is no sweat off God's back for him to let us reincarnate as a human over and over again until we make a fully informed decision to live in the light or the darkness. Nothing else would be fair. Only the terrible Old Testament God of the Jews could be so quick to send people to hell. I don't believe in that God. He was invented by the Jews to keep people in line and to try to strike fear in the hearts of their enemies. Religion is famous for using fear of judgment and hell to keep people from misbehaving. But my God, Jesus' God of love, doesn't use scare tactics. He just keeps loving us all and giving us as many opportunities as we all need to make the right decision and stick to it. I believe that we come back here time and again until we make a final decision. I believe that God, in all his longsuffering and kindness, lets us reincarnate.
The Catholic Church formulated its position against reincarnation in response to the controversy surrounding the Christian scholar Origen. He believed the human soul exists before it is incarnated into a physical body and then passes from one body to another until it is reunited with God. (Eccl 12:7 "the spirit shall return unto God who gave it."), after which it no longer takes on a physical form. He thought that while Christ could greatly speed the reconciliation with God, such reconciliation would not take place without effort by the individual. Although Origen died in 284 A.D., debate over his theories continued until 553 when he was officially cursed by the Second Council of Constantinople. Catholics were not to believe in the pre-existence of souls, the existence of consciousness as a spirit without a body, or that a person has any more than this one lifetime to turn to the Christian God without being subject to eternal damnation. Unfortunately, this Catholicism has permeated the Protestant world as well.


All the "unsaved" go to hell 

Rom 2:13-16 "For not the hearers of the law are just before God, but the doers of the law shall be justified. For when the Gentiles, which have not the law, do by nature the things contained in the law, these, having not the law, are a law unto themselves: Which show the work of the law written in their hearts, their conscience also bearing witness, and their thoughts the meanwhile accusing or else excusing one another in the day when God shall judge the secrets of men by Jesus Christ according to my gospel."
This scripture itself refutes the idea that only the "saved" go to heaven. Jesus said, in Matthews 25:31-46, that the main criteria for the judgment day is whether or not people acted compassionately on the behalf of believers, not whether or not they had ever prayed a salvation prayer. Matt 25:34-36 "Then shall the King say unto them on his right hand, Come, you blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world: For I was hungry, and you gave me meat: I was thirsty, and you gave me drink: I was a stranger, and you took me in: Naked, and you clothed me: I was sick, and you visited me: I was in prison, and you came unto me."


All those in Hell burn forever? 

This is another area that stretches the common man's sensibility to believe that a loving God could sentence non-believers (both the ignorant and willful) and both the slightly bad and terribly bad people to an eternity of suffering. I reviewed all the scriptures on the subject and was not convinced that people, other than the pure enemies of God who are killed at the end of the tribulation period, are condemned to such a prolonged and agonizing punishment. 
Rev 20:10 "And the devil that deceived them was cast into the lake of fire and brimstone, where the beast and the false prophet are, and shall be tormented day and night for ever and ever."
Also, there is a holy book that was excluded from the bible that impressed me with its prediction of Arabian nations coming out to war in the end times (in 2 Esdras 15:28). Well, I believe we are in the end times, and that "Christian" George Bush, the rider on the white horse (white symbolizing the presumed righteous reasons he has for his aggression) of Rev 6:2 "And I saw, and behold a white horse: and he that sat on him had a bow; and a crown was given unto him: and he went forth conquering, and to conquer.", has started the events of the tribulation period rolling. The next things, according to Revelation 6, for us to experience as a result of his imperialistic aggression are economic depression (which began in 2008), disease, and death to hundreds of millions. Anyway 2nd Esdras, in 7:61, said that those in hell burn till there's nothing left. In other words they "burn to extinction". I see that as more in line with the nature of a loving God. That would be punishment that befits the crime. Limited punishment for limited maliciousness.


God created everything 6000 years ago? 

Anyone who has studied geology and the different epochs of plant and animal life on this planet can only conclude that the Earth has been around for billions of years, and that it is just not possible that the whole universe was created 6000 years ago at the time of Adam and Eve (around 4000 BC). Some bible defenders, realizing the truth of this, have come up with a screwey theory that God created everything 6000 years ago with all the fossils in place to fool the scientists into believing that the Earth is billions of years old. Jesus has already revealed to us the nature of God, and that he isn't a trickster. He's very upfront and honest. And you can see errors in the creation story too. Light was created (Gen 1:3), and then the sun, moon, and stars (Gen 1:14-18). Duhh?! A source of light has to exist before light can exist! Giving the benefit of the doubt, I would concede that maybe the initial light was that of the Big Bang, at the start of the universe that we live in. But wait, there was only one day between each creation event, but the expansion of the universe took billions of years. So either way there is an error there. This error, and the error of Eve being the mother of all living, the error of Cain finding another group of people to live with, and other errors can only leave us with the idea that the creation story is metaphoric and not literal.



The USA was founded by Christians?
Fundamentalist Christian are always talking about how the United States of America was founded by a group of church-going Christians. That's the hype, but here's the facts:

Something like 98% of the Founding Fathers of the United States were MASONS. Their main religious affiliation was UNITARIAN. The rest were either Catholic or Church of England. If you will look at the Masonic rolls of Boston (MA), New York (NY), Philadelphia (PA), Richmond (VA) and a dozen other cities lining the east coast, it reads like a Who's Who in American History. Many of the historical figures who came to help The Colonies in their break from England (e.g. Lafayette from France and Polaski from Poland) were also Masons. Masons, at that time, were DEISTS. A deist is one who believes that a God created the world but that same God doesn't interfere with it. Most Christians are theists. A theist sees God interfering with, or can interfere with, what's happening in the world. (This isn't any different than the Pagans who believed that the gods interfered with the lives of humans.) In other words, the Founding Fathers of this country saw that what happens here was up to them. In their minds it wasn't God's will that The Colonies break away from England. It wasn't God's will that there be a United States of America. Nor was Manifest Destiny God's will. It wasn't God's will that the United States eventually become a world power. They just didn't believe that God was exerting his will upon the world. The main author of the Declaration of Independence, Thomas Jefferson, was a Deist but worded his document to also be acceptable to Christians by referring to the supreme deity not only as "Nature's God" but also as "Creator", "Supreme Judge of the World", and "Divine Providence". 

The Masonic tradition at that time was highly steeped in OCCULTISM. The Masons were all practicing CEREMONIAL MAGICIANS. George Washington, wearing a Masonic apron, actually performed a Masonic (occult) rite when the cornerstone of the capital was laid and he placed a box containing Masonic medallions in that cornerstone. The signing of the Declaration of Independence was based on astrological timing worked out by one of the Founding Fathers. July 4th, 1776 at 12:00 noon at Philadelphia (PA) was very significant. That very time is when John Hancock placed his signature on the Declaration. They wanted to make sure that all of the "signs" were propitious for this infant country. Would Christians go to this trouble? Absolutely NOT! Consequently, the United States was founded by occultists based on occult principles.

The Founding Fathers did NOT care for people who would manipulate The Bible for their own purposes. Their disdain for manipulative Christian religious philosophies and manipulative preachers is well-documented. People like Jerry Fallwell, Billy Graham, Oral Roberts, Kenneth Copeland, Gene Scott, Jimmy Swaggart, Peter Popov, Benny Hinn, and others of their kind would bring out their anger. Read the works of Thomas Paine ("Common Sense") and Thomas Jefferson. (Fundamentalists conveniently over-look Jefferson's scathing attacks on these kinds of preachers.) Jefferson, himself, was so angry with these kinds of philosophies and people that he even wrote his own New Testament Gospel with a Unitarian perspective that excluded most of the miracles of Jesus, the virgin birth, and the resurrection. The Bible that George Washington and many of the presidents took the oath of office on was, in fact, a Masonic Bible. That Bible is now in the Smithsonian. 

The Masonic tradition at that time was a powerful influence on the world. For centuries just about every Pope, Cardinal, Bishop, nobleman, the royalty, and many generals were Masons. Many important people were also Masons. Joseph Smith, the founder of the Mormons, was a Mason, as were many of the Baroque and Classical composers. Daniel Boone, Davy Crockett, Sam Houston, and more than half of the U.S. presidents were Masons. It was in the middle of the 19th century that THE CHURCH condemned the Masonic tradition and said they were all a bunch of devil worshippers. After The Church's condemnation of the Masonic tradition, the manipulative branches of Christianity took up the banner to promote their own cause.
In 1785 Thomas Jefferson said "Millions of innocent men, women, and children, since the introduction of Christianity, have been burnt, tortured, fined, and imprisoned; yet we have not advanced one inch towards uniformity." In 1796 George Washington said "The government of the Untied States is not, in any sense, founded on the Christian religion."

It's time that the facts be presented. Most people will not take the time to research and find the truth. Fundamentalists are always going around talking about The Truth, but when they are confronted by it they refuse to accept it. There are two types of ignorance: The first type of ignorance is that brought about by nature where an individual doesn't have the mental capacities to seek and/or understand it. The second type of ignorance is chosen ignorance. This is the byword of fundamentalist Christianity. Through half-truths (half-truths are whole lies), purposeful semantic manipulations, and feigned knowledge and wisdom they "trapped you with gile (lies)" (as Paul said to the Corinthians). 



God wants you to be materially prosperous?
The truth is more like that the pastors want you rich so that they can get more money from your tithes. Jesus said, in Matthew 6, that you can't serve both God and material wealth (mammon). 
Matt 6:19-21 "Lay not up for yourselves treasures upon earth, where moth and rust corrupts, and where thieves break through and steal: But lay up for yourselves treasures in heaven, where neither moth nor rust corrupts, and where thieves do not break through nor steal: For where your treasure is, there will your heart be also."
Matt 6:24 "No man can serve two masters: for either he will hate the one, and love the other; or else he will hold to the one, and despise the other. You cannot serve God and mammon."
Mark 10:25 "It is easier for a camel to go through the eye of a needle, than for a rich man to enter into the kingdom of God."
James 2:5 "Hearken, my beloved brethren, Has not God chosen the poor of this world rich in faith, and heirs of the kingdom which he has promised to them that love him?"
1 John 2:15-17 "Love not the world, neither the things that are in the world. If any man love the world, the love of the Father is not in him. For all that is in the world, the lust of the flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life, is not of the Father, but is of the world. And the world passes away, and the lust thereof: but he that does the will of God abides for ever."
Hebrews 13:5 "Let your conversation be without covetousness; and be content with such things as you have: for he has said, I will never leave you, nor forsake you."
1 Timothy 6:8-10 "And having food and clothing let us be therewith content. But they that will be rich fall into temptation and a snare, and into many foolish and hurtful lusts, which drown men in destruction and perdition. For the love of money is the root of all evil: which while some coveted after, they have erred from the faith, and pierced themselves through with many sorrows."



WHY THE GOSPEL OF JOHN IS NOT ACCEPTED BY MANY THEOLOGIANS

1. It proposes that Jesus in the beginning was both “with God” and “was God” which leans toward the polytheism of Trinitarian belief. Throughout the book Jesus is presented as divine which is in contrast to his presentation in the synoptic gospels as a messiah but not God.

2. It shows Jesus as giving long winded talks about himself which is opposite of the self-effacing Jesus of the synoptic gospels who was a humble servant wanting only to exalt God the Father. 

3. It promotes the easy-believism of being “saved” by believing in Jesus without mention of repentance and commitment to a life-long pursuit of devotion and good works.


Two Gospels

Percival Everett, in his introduction to "The Jefferson Bible" (biblical excerpts of Jesus' life and teachings), wrote "For Jefferson, Paul was the villain of Christianity, reducing the religion to the worship of a man as God rather than focusing on the teachings of Jesus; this hardly sat well with rational thought and led to the superstitious character of Christianity that Jefferson detested."
Obviously, Thomas Jefferson believed that Jesus' teachings were supposed to be the focus of Jesus' disciples and not on Jesus himself. Actually that is a very reasonable assumption when the synoptic gospels are thoroughly studied. Jesus was always a signpost pointing toward God the Father. In Luke 4:8 he quoted the Old Testament when he said "You shall worship the Lord your God, and him only shall you serve." And in Mark 12:29 "And Jesus answered him, The first of all the commandments is, Hear, O Israel; The Lord our God is one Lord". Jesus never called himself "God" or "God the Son" or asked people to worship him or pray to him. In Luke 11:2 he taught the disciples to pray to God our father in heaven. The closest he ever got to assuming deity is accepting the term “son of God” which was synonymous to Christ/Messiah (neither of which implied deity). Jefferson knew that the idea of the Trinity wasn't orthodox doctrine before 325AD and that it was the single doctrine that Catholics claimed as their own and identified them.
Additionally Thomas Jefferson wrote to William Short in 1820; "It is the innocence of His [Jesus] character, the purity and sublimity of His moral precepts, the eloquence of His inculcations, the beauty of His apologues in which He conveys them, that I so much admire; sometimes, indeed, needing indulgence to eastern hyperbolism. Among the sayings and discourses by His biographers [the gospel writers], I find many passages of fine imagination, correct morality, and of the most lovely benevolence; and others, again, of so much ignorance, so much absurdity, so much untruth, charlatanism and imposture, as to pronounce it impossible that such contradictions should have proceeded from the same Being. I separate, therefore, the gold from the dross; restore to Him the former, and leave the latter to the stupidity of some, and roguery of others of His disciples. Of this band of dupes and imposters, Paul was the great Coryphaeus, and first corruptor of the doctrines of Jesus. These palpable interpolations and falsifications of His doctrines, led me to try to sift them apart. I found the work obvious and easy, and that His past composed the most beautiful morsel of morality which has been given to us by man."
Bible scholars have already coined the term "Pauline Christianity" as a label separate from original discipleship as taught by Jesus. Is there an important difference between the two? Let's see what Paul and Jesus taught as requirements to enter heaven (the kingdom of God):

Jesus: 

Matt 5:20 your righteousness must be more than just a good appearance like the Jewish religious leaders, Luke 6:35 love your enemies and do good, Matt 6:24 don't live for materialism, Mark 3:35 do the will of God, Luke 13:5 repent, Matt 18:3 be converted and become as little children, Luke 10:25-28 love the Lord ... and thy neighbor as thyself, Matt 19:17-19 keep the [moral] commandments, Matt 25:31-46 do good to spiritual brothers

Paul:

You must trust Jesus for salvation to be "saved" because Jesus died for your sins. Rom 1:16 there’s salvation to every one that believes, Rom 3:24-25 Being justified freely by his grace through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus: Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation through faith in his blood, Rom 3:26 that he (God) might be just, and the justifier of him which believes in Jesus, Rom 5:10 when we were enemies, we were reconciled to God by the death of his Son, Gal 2:16 Knowing that a man is not justified by the works of the law, but by the faith of Jesus Christ, Eph 2:8 For by grace are ye saved through faith; and that not of yourselves: it is the gift of God

Paul, the self-named apostle, in essence said that there were different gospels because in 1 Cor 1:12 he wrote "Now this I say, that every one of you says, I am of Paul; and I of Apollos; and I of Cephas [Peter]; and I of Christ.", and in Gal 1:8 he wrote "But though we, or an angel from heaven, preach any other gospel unto you than that which we have preached unto you, let him be accursed." Isn't this type of narrow-minded "only listen to me" preaching typical of cult leaders? Paul really thought he was better than the other "unlearned" apostles with his new version and interpretation of the gospel. He never even met Christ when he walked the Earth whereas the others learned from him directly.
Paul really seems to be sincere and well-meaning but many people like that have also been leaders of all kinds of crazy cults. He admits that he was very zealous for the Jewish religion (in Gal 1:14 Paul said he was "more exceedingly zealous of the traditions of my fathers") and therefore could of reinterpreted what happened to Jesus in terms of Judaism which externally was all about sacrificing for sins. It was a religion obsessed with sin, its punishment, and its cure. So Paul, apart from any confirming teaching of Jesus, said that Jesus died as a Jewish sacrifice for the peoples sins. The real truth is that Jesus wasn’t focused on sin and sacrifice, but came along as a prophet to bring the focus back to the true intent of the law and that was to love God and our fellow man. (Like the old prophet Hosea who wrote in Hosea 6:6 "For I desired mercy, and not sacrifice; and the knowledge of God more than burnt offerings".)

Paul should of seen the error of his idea of salvation by faith, apart from the salvation by goodness that Jesus taught, because of all the problems he had with his converts. For example, in 1 Cor 5:1 he mentioned a man having sex with his stepmother that needed to be delivered to Satan for destruction although he still believed he would be saved (1 Cor 5:5). James, the brother of Jesus, refuted this idea of salvation by faith alone. He was known as James the Just and he was the leader of the Christian Church in Jerusalem after the crucifixion of Christ. (see book "The Brother of Jesus" by Hershel Shanks). Here's the scriptures by James on this subject: 
James 1:22 But be doers of the word, and not hearers only, deceiving your own selves.

1:25 But whoever looks into the perfect law of liberty, and continues therein, he being not a forgetful hearer, but a doer of the work, this man shall be blessed in his deed. 

2:8 If you fulfill the royal law according to the scripture, You shall love thy neighbor as thyself, you do well

2:14 What does it profit, my brethren, though a man say he has faith, and have not works? can faith save him?

2:17-19 Even so faith, if it has not works, is dead, being alone. Yes, a man may say, You have faith, and I have works: show me your faith without your works, and I will show you my faith by my works. You believe that there is one God; you do well: the devils also believe, and tremble.

(Ha! What beautiful sarcasm, saying that believing isn't sufficient because the devils believe but aren't going to be saved from judgment.) 

You might say that "salvation by goodness" is impossible because our "goodness" is as filthy rags (Isa 64:6). This is true, but Jesus didn't teach that we could truly do good without Gods help. The repentance and devotion to God that he emphasized makes sure that any goodness we exhibit is the result of our association with our good God. He taught that the first commandment was to love God, and that the second was to love your neighbor as yourself. Of course the love relationship with God allows an overflow of love to our fellow man. Those without that love relationship with God can only manifest impure and weak goodness. I've known people who "try" to be good but always failed miserably because the god of love didn't occupy their hearts. And I am surrounded by unloving "Catholic" (which includes Protestants who also believe on the Catholics "Apostles Creed" as their basis of religion) Christians who stink to high heaven with their spiritual pretenses and lack of any true spirit of God. Belief and faith is not enough! Without love and devotion there is no true discipleship. (I don't even like to use the word Christianity because that implies what Paul created and which dominated after the Roman destruction of the Jerusalem church in 70AD along with the city.) History proves that Pauline Christianity leads mostly to hypocrisy and all manner of evil by the "church".
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