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My parents raised me in a non-practicing Jewish household. My first Shabbat (Saturday) worship experience was when my older brother, by one year, became a Bar-Mitzvah. I attended Hebrew school at the local synagogue for five years to prepare for my Bar-Mitzvah. I came to know the Lord Jesus Christ when I was thirty-seven years old. This is important because it shows that I did not grow up in the Church. The Church’s doctrines were unknown to me, and I did not have a vested interest in them. Many Christians who have been in the Church their entire life feel that there is no need to question what the Church teaches. You do what the pastor or priest tells you, and most of the time, without question.

When I was in Seminary earning the Master of Divinity degree, I studied the results of the various church councils and learned what the different doctrines were. My fundamental question was, “where does it say that in the Bible?” Most of the time, the answer from the professors was, “it is not.” How can a religion that claims the Bible as its spiritual source not use that Bible for its doctrinal authority? Over the centuries, the Church has been associating its doctrine with some verses in the Bible. Still, most of the time, it is a manufactured answer. 

For example, Augustine’s doctrine on original sin is based on Satan being in the Garden of Eden. That is not biblical. Genesis states that a crafty serpent was in the Garden of Eden. Augustine decided that the crafty snake was Satan. It is interesting to note that Augustine was the playboy of his time until he became a Christian. Then, as Bishop, he outlawed just about everything he did. Besides Satan in the Garden, the doctrine of original sin states that all babies are born in sin, which was passed from Adam and Eve, and therefore, they have to be baptized almost immediately after their birth to wash away that sin. The method of procreation is what Augustine believed causes the original sin of Adam and Eve to be passed down throughout the generations. The LORD said to humanity to be fruitful and multiply. Why would the LORD give us the gift of procreation and tell us to procreate if it was producing babies born in sin? I have done many of the doctrines that the Church has developed over the past two millennia to allow the Church to control people’s lives. If parents have to bring their newborn babies to the Church for the priest to baptize them, then the Church controls the parents. 

So, my search for the original meaning of the Bible became paramount because the Church developed its interpretation of it to correspond to the Church’s doctrine. The bishops of the Chalcedon council (mid 400’s CE) selected the Gospels that best fit the Church’s doctrine. One can observe the rift between the western and eastern parts of the Church because the synoptic Gospels (Matthew, Mark, and Luke) are very different in their message from the Gospel of John. The synoptic Gospels best fit the belief system of the western Church, while the Gospel of John fits the eastern Church. Around 1096 CE, they divided the Church into the Catholic and Orthodox churches because of several differences in doctrine. 

Throughout the two millennia of the Church, it has collected numerous rituals and beliefs from the people it converted to Christianity. Examples are the evergreen tree used at Christmas, and the poinsettias and lilies used at Easter. The Church absorbed the religious culture of each group of people it converted. It made the conversion of the “pagan” peoples easier because they saw parts of their religious beliefs in Christianity. When Paul spread his form of Christianity to the north and west of Jerusalem, he had to deal with the problem of converting the pagan religion of the city or town to Christianity. 

Paul converted Mithras churches to Christianity. A comparison of the ancient Mithras' cult rituals and the rituals and beliefs of the Church offers striking similarities. The Mithras religion had other gods throughout history. When the god change occurred, the doctrines and rituals of the pagan faith remained in tack, but the “god’s” name changed. In Egypt, it was the Osiris cult. The Dionysus cult was prominent in Greece. In Persia, it became the Mithras cult, and from Persia, it spread throughout the Roman Empire. Therefore, based on its history, someone could have persuaded the Mithras cult to switch its "god" allegiance to a new deity, as long as they maintained the rituals. 

Paul said that when he was working with Jews, he became Jewish. When he dealt with pagans, he became pagan. Therefore, when he walked into a Mithras house church, he appeared as a follower of Mithras. The Christian churches started as small house churches. Mithras churches were small house churches. Christian churches had the sacrament of baptism and communion, sharing Jesus’ body and blood, and washing of sin by water. The Mithras churches shared the body and blood of Mithras and had the baptism ritual. The list is much more extensive than just these points. There is plenty of literature available for the comparison of Mithras and Christianity. 

Paul was very successful in converting Mithras' churches. He did such a great job at it that the converted Mithras churches became the proto-orthodox Church that developed into today’s church. The proto-orthodox Church decided from its beginning that it was the correct and only way to worship Jesus. It destroyed any competing Christianity, for example, the Gnostics in Northern Egypt and the Jerusalem church. Unfortunately, the Church not only destroyed these versions of Christianity but also destroyed their writings. Fortunately, the Gnostics hid copies of their writings discovered in 1948 CE. 

In 2017, I was asked to develop a teaching video on the origin of the blood in the communion sacrament. The question that arose was how twelve devoted Jews could drink the blood of their teacher, Jesus of Nazareth? It was strictly forbidden to drink blood from any human or animal. The book of Leviticus is clear that this is against the LORD’s law. The Book of the Watchers narrates the story of the Watchers (found in Genesis chapter six) whose offspring drank human blood, and the LORD then stepped in to stop it. Devote Jews would not drink Jesus’ blood even symbolically. Therefore, the question raised is, “how did the church adopt something against the Bible?” It came from the Mithras religion. After extensive research, I found that the saying “eat my body and drink my blood” is a Semitic saying that means join my mission and realize that there is a danger to your life. Why did the Church never accept the Near Eastern understanding of this phrase? The early churches were converted to Mithras churches, where the drinking of Mithras’ blood was acceptable. 

When studying the rituals and beliefs of the Mithras cult and comparing them to the church rituals, the correspondence is too large to ignore. Was early Christianity a pagan religion in its belief system and practice? This was the question that was examined. In a search to learn the original interpretation of the Scripture in Jesus’ day, the question of paganism of the Church was explored. Initially, everything seemed to point to paganism. Paul’s letters to the churches appeared to be explanations of the injection of Jewish ethics into the converted Mithras churches. When Paul converted the Mithras churches to believe that Jesus of Nazareth was God and not Mithras, he had to leave some rituals and doctrine behind for the new Christian house churches to follow. He could not have converted as many churches as he claimed if he had to develop and teach rituals to the churches. He had no documents to leave behind. Therefore, it is logical that he left the Mithras rituals with the newly converted Jesus churches with adjustments to the moral and ethical code of the Church. 

Without the Mithras conversion, the Christian faith would have probably remained small and contained to the Jewish people who believed that Jesus was the true Messiah sent by the LORD. The rituals of that type of church would be foreign to today’s church. Accepting Jesus of Nazareth as the Messiah was not a massive success in the lands where Jesus did His work. The faith probably would have faded away.

To spread the faith quickly, Paul needed the Mithras church conversion. Christianity needed Mithras to survive. Christianity needed to absorb the beliefs and practices of many groups of people over the years to grow and survive. In this presentation, we will examine the debate over the closeness of Mithras and Christianity. Why did Christianity need Mithras? That will be the fundamental question to be explored.
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The Search for the Original Meaning 

of the Bible

Why have I included this? It is important to understand the difference between faith and academia (research). I do not expect you to accept everything that I have uncovered. The intent of research is to present material to the reader that makes the reader ponder. You will most likely not like a lot of material in this book. That is OK!! If I made you think then I did my job. There is a clear difference between research shows and what a faith in God, in any religion, is all about! The research into Mithras and its connection to the birth of Christianity is an ongoing subject for me. As I keep uncovering materials, I keep updating this book. 

In 2009, John Crosson published his book “Jesus A Revolutionary Biography.” Crosson is well known in the faith community for his academic work in Christianity. In this book, he has a chapter titled “Dogs under the Cross.” After reading this chapter, I came to realize that there was a difference between reading the Bible as faith and reading it as academia. Let me tell you, I was 35 when I came to understand Jesus as the Messiah. I grew up in a non-practicing Jewish household. My paternal grandmother made sure that I and my older brother studied in the local synagogue and were bar-mitzvah. For Clara, it was unacceptable to have grandsons that did not follow Jewish practices. She knew her son and his wife would not engage in Judaism beyond Rosh Hashanah, Yom Kippur, and one seder on the Passover. 

I want you to know this because it is important to understand that I do not have the paradigms that almost every Christian I have met have. A Christian who started attending church as a baby, was baptized, and sent to Sunday School was taught paradigms about the Bible and the faith that are deeply engraved on their souls.  I must say I do not have this problem since I started attending church at 35 years old. It is important to understand that if one is going to introduce new ideas, that if the idea is against a paradigm, some negative feedback will occur. 

Let me give you an example. Oh, but first I should tell you that after coming to an understanding of Jesus, I was called by him to preach the original meaning of the Bible. At 35 years old, I had not touched a Bible since I was 13 (that’s Bar-Mitzvah age), and definitely not a New Testament. The paradigms from the church about the Bible were not burned into my soul. Perhaps that is why Jesus called me. The vision led me to an ordained ministry, which involved earning a master’s in divinity degree. I am an ordained Elder. I pastored churches for 25 years. Oh yeah, I have a Doctor of Ministry degree and am a Doctor of Philosophy. The D. Min is in Christian leadership. The PhD is in Hebraic understandings in Christianity, the search for the original meaning of the Bible. Ever since I started seminary, I questioned everything. I always tried to keep to my calling and learn the original meaning of the Bible. This was not a simple task, but I did it. Now you should know where I come from. 

So, here is the first example. I attended a lay member led men’s Bible study while at one church. I will not mention church names, and especially people’s names, for obvious reasons. I was new to Bible study and thought Bible study meant that we could explore new ideas. One night, I attended the lesson and introduced different thoughts. The text the group was examining was the murder of Abel by Cain. Seems like a simple passage. Right? There are potential nuances to this story. The leader said that Cain killed Abel because the LORD rejected his offering. Yes, I agreed with that. But then he said that Cain was angry after the murder because the LORD rejected his offering. I then chimed in. How about the idea that after the murder, Cain became angry with himself because he knew what he had done was sinful? It is a fair question to ask. Wow, the leader’s face turned red and his response was definitely not Christian. It turned out that his father was a Baptist preacher and how dare I question what his father taught him? I was not questioning it. I was offering alternative understandings. Isn't that what Bible study is all about? In that setting, it was not. I ran into the leader’s unmovable paradigm.

Allow me to continue with Bible study by expanding it to Sunday School. I mean no offense to the multitude of volunteers who teach Sunday School. Every church I pastored had such a group of people. However, none of them had training. In fact, my home church would let anyone teach the lesson. The teacher would be given the teacher’s guide with all the questions and answers and they would offer the lesson in verbatim from the book. One church I pastored had a wonderful gentleman who ran his Sunday school class using a purchased curriculum. That’s cool. Each book had 12 chapters. His class would run in 12-week cycles. He covered one chapter in the book every week. I sat in the class as the new pastor to get a feel of what was happening. He reminded me of my English literature professor in College. The class started with prayer. He then said “pull out your book and turn to page 35.” He then read the questions that were at the end of the chapter he was on and gave the people the answer from his teacher’s guide. So, stupid me asked about the answer. He felt dumbfounded when I asked a question about the book’s answer. In his twenty-five years, that never happened to him. Well, because of my question, we never got through all the questions in the book. He said at the end of the class that the class would move to the next chapter in the book next Sunday. Again, not being too smart, I asked why he would not continue in the chapter that we did not finish. I was strongly told that he did one chapter a Sunday, period!

He and his class learned whatever the author of the study believed and wrote. There was no room for any kind of discussion or expansion of knowledge. His understanding of Christian theology was extremely thin. When I said I would help him learn a more in-depth understanding of theology, he was quick to tell me he had been doing these studies, his way, for twenty-five years, and who did I think I was to offer a different way. Duh, I was ordained with a Master of Divinity degree. That’s why. Then I backed off because he was not looking thrilled. Another paradigm.

I could easily continue with stories like these two. My guess is that you could easily do the same thing. I have also listened to preachers who do not have the faith or academics of the Bible correct. One lady named “the angel lady” said some very interesting things in a sermon about the Trinity. I cannot remember exactly what she said but I say that she was 100% incorrect. More than likely, most of the people in the pews did not know that she was presenting a heresy, according to the accepted church doctrine. This example, and there are plenty of others, shows that there are people out there preaching the Word of the LORD with no education and training. Therefore, they should not be expected to get it right. However, the congregations they are preaching to don’t know that. From their point of view, the preaching is correct. People in the pews do not question what they hear. Perhaps it is unfortunate that I listen. 

I have been in retirement for two years and can only listen to one preacher on Sunday. This person is my pastoral mentor. We have had conversations about faith and academia. He is very well-educated in the faith, the Bible, doctrine, and most important he knows church and biblical history. If I disagree with something he said, I can converse with him about it. He wants me to bring any thoughts to him. So, there are at least two of us who love to engage in doctrinal, biblical theologies. He has been extremely helpful to me in my quest to understand the original meaning of the Bible. I can even surprise him now and then with discovered insights.

What does my quest to recover the original meaning of the Bible mean? When Jesus spoke, what did the people think he meant? Some readers will stop after this next point. The church has many things wrong. Please don’t stop reading. Allow me to explain why. The first question to you is which English Bible version are you using? It matters!!! The translation committee of your English Bible, apart from the King James and early English translations, have a preface describing their translation process. For example, the New International Version (NIV) translation committee stated that the translation was true to the original language except where church tradition is strong. 

What does that mean? Here is an example, Isaiah 7:14: 


4 “Therefore the Lord Himself will give you a sign: Behold, a virgin will be with child and bear a son, and she will call His name Immanuel.



Sorry reader, this is a BAD translation. The Hebrew word in the verse is: עַלְמָה

This word means “young woman.” It does not mean virgin. So, when people heard this verse originally read, they thought “the young woman will be with child and bear a son.” This verse has nothing to do with Mary being a virgin. How did the church come to say something different, you may ask? The Bible the church used for centuries was the Vulgate. The Vulgate is the Latin translation of the Bible. When the Vulgate was written the translator named Jerome made a few changes. For those who are unaware, the Vulgate is the Latin approved translation of the Bible. Saint Jerome did the translation under the order of the Pope around 350 CE. Jerome left notes of things he changed as he made his translation. Therefore, the Catholic church is based on a Bible that is actually partly commentary. The commentary is from Saint Jerome, and he changed verses he did not agree with. The idea of Mary being a virgin is a foundation of the church by 350 CE and, yes, still today. Jerome had to change the Isaiah verse that the church was using as proof that Mary was a virgin. So, he changed it. Now you know where this translation came from. Please remember that I am not disputing whether Mary was a virgin. I have academically proved that Isaiah 7:14 is not a verse which proves the church’s position. Oh yes, there are plenty more where this one came from. 

Even my favorite English version, the New American Standard Bible 1995, has the wrong translation. The translation committee said they were stuck to the original text. Obviously, they did not here. Why? In all honesty, publishers publish Bibles to make lots of money. After all, the Bible is a best seller. The publisher would lose sales if they correctly translated Isaiah 7:14 and other verses of the Bible. So, money is an issue here. That’s not really a surprise. 

So a lot of faith in the Christian religion is not biblically based. Rather, it is based on tradition. Wait, a moment. For those who are not Catholic, you need to know that the Catholic and Orthodox church base their faith doctrines on traditions. The virgin Mary from Isaiah 7:14 is one of them. Let me show you a bit of academia here. St. Augustine said that Satan was in the Garden of Eden and tricked Eve. Please pull out any Bible you have and find this. You cannot! You might believe the serpent was Satan because the church told you so. That’s what Augustine decided. He also added that children are created in sin. The “original sin” of Adam and Eve is passed down through the act of procreation. That’s why Mary had to be a virgin so Jesus would not be born in sin. Oh yes, take it one step further because he also said that Anna, Mary’s mother, was a virgin when Mary was born. You never heard this? That’s because the Church banned the Gospel of Mary (not the Gnostic version). That book was supposed to be the first book of the New Testament until the Bishops in 456 CE decided to toss it. Did I just give another academia point? I did. People called Bishops determined what the Bible would contain. They selected the books of the Bible to match the traditions that had been established. Sounds backward, yes it does.

A fantastic book to read is the “Book of the Watchers” which is the first thirty-six pages of 1 Enoch. Many are thinking, what book is this? Your Sunday School teacher and probably pastor or preacher have no clue about this book. Jesus quotes it, approximately 1/3rd of Jude is directly from 1 Enoch. The reason you don’t know about it is because around 600 CE the church banned it. The most read books in Jesus’ day were Isaiah and 1 Enoch. More copies of these two books have been discovered by archeologists at sites dating back to Jesus’ day than any other books. 

Do you believe Satan is a fallen angel from Heaven? Most Christians say “yes.” Guess what? That is from the Book of the Watchers. You know a little about the Watchers from Genesis 6:1-6. They appear just before the Noah flood narrative. So, Satan cannot be in the Garden because Aziel, the fallen angel, has not fallen from Heaven yet. So, Augustine was wrong. But the church adopted his position and made it tradition. Today, almost every Christian denomination and group believe in the doctrine of Original Sin. Oh yes, the LORD said to Noah to repopulate the Earth. Why would the LORD tell us to commit a sin to have children? The church tradition of original sin just does not hold up when placed against academia. However, since those who attend church have had this tradition drilled into their brains, they will fight you even though the academic proof is airtight. 

The church liked to burn the writings of any Christian expression that did not follow their traditions and doctrines. There were several expressions of Christianity after Jesus’ ascension. Why? A simple answer is that Jesus did not tell us what everything meant, like communion and baptism. Jesus did not want a new religion. He wanted Judaism to reform. So, we have to examine what happened
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