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ANOINTED UNTRUTHS
The gospels say that Jesus ministered for a long time without going public on his doctrine that he was the Messiah or
Christ. When Peter told him that he believed him to be the Christ the Son of God in front of other apostles, Jesus swore
them all to secrecy (Mark 8:27-30).
Jesus denied that the Messiah would be the son of David for David called him Lord (Mark 12:35-37). Christians say he
only rejected the notion that the Messiah would be only the son of David - he would also be David's Lord. But in fact the
Jews did believe Messiah would be both son of David and ruler of David. David lived before the Messiah but in his poetry
he calls him Lord. It is just his way of saying Messiah will be better than he. The text says the Messiah will be Lord. If
Jesus is talking about the Messiah, then he denies the Jewish requirement that the Messiah must descend from David. Jesus
was not the Messiah nor did he claim to be and he did not understand Messiah correctly. The gospel of Matthew and the
gospel of Luke try to trace Jesus' descent from David and so contradict Jesus himself!
About the time Jesus was allegedly born, the Messiah claimant Athronges was brutally slain by the Romans in Israel simply
for claiming to be king. Like Jesus he had a menial job. He posed no bloodline threat. There was no evidence of Royal
blood in him. He claimed it seems to be more of a religious Messiah than anything else.
Pilate nailed a Samaritan to a cross for making Messiah claims with no political content.
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To claim to be the Messiah was a sure and rapid way to get killed. Tiberias had commanded that if anybody did that they
were to be killed on the spot (page 59, The Resurrection Factor). The Romans had control over the Holy Land and anyone
who tried to threaten that power and who willingly or unwillingly disturbed the ultra-fragile peace was put to death. The
Messiah means anointed one or king. It is a political title and Jesus had no need for it. If he claimed to be the Messiah he
would have been killed. And also, the Romans would have killed him if he hadn’t in case he was hiding his claim to be the
Messiah. They would have laughed at him if he really said he was not a political king (John 18:36) for he still had no need
to claim to be the Messiah.
Jesus by claiming to herald the kingdom of God and admitting to keeping secrets about it would have been hewn down for
it by the Roman authorities in the spot. Secrets about the kingdom of God in a culture that seen it about political
governance with theocratic overtones was going to attract immediate attention.

John the Baptist, Jesus’ precursor, did no miracles but merely preached a horrifying message of divine wrath and the more
benign baptism of repentance and yet he was suspected by all of the people who had some contact with him of being the
Messiah (Luke 3:15). Imagine what they would have thought of Jesus who was a more likely candidate in every way! They
would have been proclaiming him the Messiah with utter certainty whether he welcomed it or not. The Gospels say they
actually did that (John 7:41,42).

It would have been natural for Jesus who was, according to the gospellers, such an extremely good mixer to have been
bombarded day by day with the question, “Are you the Messiah?” He could deny it, affirm it or say nothing. But silence
would give consent so he must have said he wasn’t. The term Messiah denotes a warlike king who will save Israel from its
enemies – most Jews believed that he would be an ordinary warrior king while a handful thought that he would come on the
clouds of Heaven to fight (page 17, Christ and Violence). The seemingly peaceable biblical Jesus did not need to be the
Messiah or to be called the Messiah. God should not have forced him to lie for nothing by making him the Christ and then
sending him into an age in which he needed to do what he could to cover it up.
Jesus could have claimed to be God’s Son without bringing any messianic claims into it. The Messiah didn’t have to be
holy or the Son of God. If good he wouldn’t have believed himself to be or claimed to be the Messiah for that would only
lead to lying. His lying apostles may have turned him into one when he wasn’t around to speak for himself. Or maybe it
was Jesus who was doing the lying and introduced them to doing it for him.
If Jesus could be the Messiah or think he was and go around for three years, then he did a good job of hiding anything that
seemed to suggest that he thought himself to be the Messiah. He must have been a good liar, or an obscure prophet or myth.
But whatever Jesus was historically, it is of great importance to us that the biblical Jesus is presented as a Jesus who had to
have lied about not being God’s anointed king.
Jesus rode into Jerusalem on a donkey to fulfil an ancient prophecy that told Jerusalem that its king would do this. This
would have shown people that he was after political power for the prophecy would not have said Jerusalem would get its
king if it meant a spiritual king ruling a non-political kingdom. Jesus planned the entry not caring about the fact that Rome

would fear a rebellion and slaughter the people. It looked like a takeover bid!
There is no hint of Jesus meaning a spiritual non-political king by Messiah until near his death in John 18:36 when he said
that his kingdom was not one of this world. (But even then it could be a spiritual kingdom that needs political power and
clout.) Therefore, nobody can say the Romans ignored him because he was a spiritual kind of king. If he had claimed to be
the Messiah he would have been questioned long before that. He would not have been secretive if it was okay to claim to be
a king of souls. A spiritual king commands authority over people’s consciences and so is far more of a threat than a political
one and spiritual and political cannot be separated. The Bible says Jesus taught with authority and not like the scribes and
the Pharisees. In other words, they reasoned from the Law what people are to do and told them why. Jesus gave no whys or
hows but just told them what to do. This is a sanction for the authoritarianism that has riddled Christianity from the start.
The historical Pilate was more a monster than a man but the gospels say he was anxious to get out of being forced by the
Jews to execute Jesus Christ because he thought that Jesus was innocent. He would have killed Jesus without a second
thought and the gospel is whitewashing him. Jesus might have made him behave out of character but that is unlikely. The
mystery is not why Pilate wanted to save Jesus but why he didn't have him at least brought in for questioning long before.
However, we know from Pilate's character and Roman law, Jesus would have been cut down early in his ministry as a
suspected Messiah or claimant to the throne.
The gospels claim that Jesus claimed to be political king or Messiah and also spiritual king. In other words, his claim to be
Messiah was more dangerous than that made by any other claimant. None of them claimed to be a spiritual authority as
well as a political one. Rome knew the Jewish religion as a religion justified violence under certain circumstances and that
the scriptures endorsed violence. The reality is that Jesus' own Bible was the Old Testament and there is nothing in the Old
Testament about loving enemies and non-violence - instead it demands that God's enemies such as fortune-tellers be put to
death and commands genocide of pagans. Jesus claimed to be a prophet Messiah - he would have been seen as another in
the long line of blooddrinking prophets.
If Jesus claimed to be a spiritual king as the gospel of John says, he thus claimed to have more right to obedience than
Caesar or Pilate so Pilate would have lost everything mainly his head for standing between Jesus and Jesus’ death. Caesar
commanded by law that his rivals must be slain and if before they had a chance to cause trouble all the better. Jesus called
himself the Messiah which meant a political king. If Pilate was willing to die for Jesus then he would have made it look like
he had Jesus killed. The Gospels were lying when they said that Pilate publicly admitted he wanted to let Jesus go for he
would have kept that to himself.
In reality, Jesus never claimed to be Messiah and that was a lie put out after he allegedly died. Whether he claimed to be
Messiah or not he was still a liar.
A Jesus who tells lies about his place with God cannot be trusted at all. He would just as easily try to convince the gullible
that he was the Son of God or even, perish the thought, God himself.
The gospel of Mark and Matthew presents Jesus as being secretive about miracles and his claim to be the Christ or
Messiah. It is entirely possible that the early Church for some reason thought that he secretly rose from the dead too.
CONCLUSION
Christians offer us a Jesus who is untrustworthy to be our God. It is a religion of deceit. The deceit must stop.
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This particular issue says that Herod was not a king though the New Testament says he was for the Roman tetrarchs were
the rulers. It says Matthew’s story that Herod massacred the boys of Bethlehem to get rid of the baby Jesus is false for
Josephus liked to bring up the terrible things that Herod did and never mentioned this one. It also says that the story of
Jesus being nailed between two thieves is fiction because theft was not a capital crime. It argues that when Luke said about
Augustus decreeing that the whole world must engage in a census it was a lie for Augustus never had the results which he
would have done. Genesis 11:26 says that when Teran was 70 he sired Abram and Nahor and Haran. The trouble is it says
Abram was 75 when his father died and yet his father died at 205. The Christians argue that Genesis 11:26 does not say
Abram’s dad was 70 when he was born though the passage cannot mean anything else. They fudge the problem by saying
that just because Abram was mentioned first that does not mean he was born first. It does in the way the verse is written for
why say Terah became a father at 70 and list the sons if you don’t mean one of them was born that year and it would
naturally have to be the first one mentioned Abram. Pity he didn’t point out that when the fundies cannot agree among
themselves how to reconcile Bible contradictions that it shows that their solutions are just contrived and fraudulent.

