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Evidence

Items 1-31: Evidence for the late appearance of Christianity

Evidence from church fathers

1 The list of Jerusalem bishops

By examining the list of the fourth century heresiologist Epiphanius!, we can see
that all early Jerusalem bishops had short careers (average 3 to 5 years) with the
sole exception of the second bishop named Symeon, who oddly has a career of at
least 30 years, and lived according to Eusebius, to the age of 120. We suggest that
this anomaly has been caused by the early church historians attempting to fit a

limited list of names into a long and artificial time frame.

According to Hegesippus, Symeon was betrayed by some heretics when he was 120
years old.? The number 120 seems to have been chosen for the lifespan of Symeon
from the post-diluvian upper limit of age referenced in Genesis, "My spirit shall not
abide in mortals forever, for they are flesh; their days shall be one hundred twenty

years." (Genesis 6:3)
Notes
1. Panarion, Book 2.v.20.

2. "Some of these heretics, forsooth, laid an information against Symeon the son of
Clopas, as being of the family of David, and a Christian. And on these charges he
suffered martyrdom when he was 120 years old, in the reign of Trajan Caesar, when
Atticus was consular legate in Syria." Hegesippus, *Commentaries on the Acts of the

Church, quoted in Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History*, Book 3.32.

This argument examines the Jerusalem Bishop List provided by early church

historians (Eusebius, Epiphanius, and Hegesippus) to demonstrate a chronological



anomaly. It suggests that the church "stretched" a small number of names across a
large historical gap to create a continuous lineage back to the time of Jesus,

resulting in the mathematically improbable lifespan of Symeon.

The strength of this argument is its statistical improbability. The list of the first
fifteen bishops of Jerusalem (all of whom were "of the circumcision") is forced to
cover the period from the Crucifixion (c. 30 CE) to the Bar Kokhba Revolt (135 CE).
To make the math work, church historians assigned almost all bishops incredibly
short terms, except for Symeon son of Clopas, who is credited with a reign of
roughly 30-40 years and a lifespan of 120 years. The choice of "120" is a "red flag"
for historians, as it is the exact maximum human lifespan decreed by God in Genesis
6:3. This suggests the number is a hagiographic trope used to fill a "chronological

hole" rather than a biological reality.

The weakness is that traditionalists view these long lives as a sign of divine favour
or "apostolic longevity," similar to the long-lived figures of the Old Testament. They
argue that the short terms of the other bishops were due to the extreme instability
and persecution in Jerusalem during the 1st and 2nd centuries. However, for a
historian, the "Symeon Anomaly" looks like a literary bridge constructed to link the

post-70 CE movement back to the era of James and Jesus.

If the orthodox thesis--that there was a continuous, unbroken succession of bishops

in Jerusalem from 33 CE onwards--were correct, we should see:

* Actuarial Consistency: A more natural distribution of lifespans and tenures.
Instead, we see a "cluster" of short-lived leaders and one "super-centenarian" who
conveniently fills the gap between the Fall of Jerusalem (70 CE) and the reign of

Trajan.

* Administrative Records: Contemporary records from the 1st century should
mention these bishops. Instead, they only appear in the writings of historians like
Eusebius (4th century) who were actively trying to construct a coherent "history" for

a now-dominant state religion.

* Separation from Mythology: The ages of leaders should not perfectly mirror

symbolic biblical numbers. The "120 years" of Symeon makes him a New Moses,

which is a theological statement, not a historical census.
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2 The unbelievable longevity of John

John is recorded in Galatians 2:9 along with Cephas and James as being one of the
pillars of the church in Jerusalem. Tradition would place John as being active from
about 30, that is the supposed year of Jesus' death. Notwithstanding the fact that
the average life expectancy in ancient Roman times was less than 30 years! we have
John (if it is the same "John") still active in the reign of Trajan, that is after the year
98.

Irenaeus says,

Then, again, the Church in Ephesus, founded by Paul, and having John remaining
among them permanently until the times of Trajan, is a true witness of the tradition

of the apostles.?

Eusebius records that John, after the death of Domitian in 96, was nimble enough to

ride a horse and chase down a youth who was attempting to flee from him.3

The legendary longevity of John has echoes in the fourth gospel, where the writer of
what appears to be an appendix, skilfully weaves the well-known "longevity" of John
into the story. (John 21:20-25) This also indicates that the gospel or at least the
appendix was written after John's death.

Notes
1. Stark, 1996, p.155.
2. Irenaeus, Heresies, Book 3.3.4.

3. Ecclesiastical History, Book 3.23.

This argument parallels the "Symeon Anomaly" (Item 1) by highlighting the
biologically improbable longevity assigned to the Apostle John. It suggests that, like
the Jerusalem bishop list, John's "90-year career" is a literary device used by late
first and early second century writers to bridge the historical chasm created by the

Jewish-Roman War.

The strength of this argument lies in the actuarial reality of the 1st century. In a
world where the average life expectancy was under 30 and reaching 60 was
considered extreme old age, a man active in AD 30 who is still "nimble enough to
ride a horse" and lead a major church in AD 98 is a statistical miracle. The appendix
of the Gospel of John (Chapter 21) actually admits that a rumour had spread that



this disciple "would not die," which implies the community was struggling to explain
how a man from the "Jesus generation" could still be alive so long after the fact.
From a revisionist perspective, this "longevity" is a narrative fix to connect the post-
war Church in Ephesus (Point 7) back to a legendary pre-war founder.

The weakness is the possibility of "The Two Johns." Even in antiquity, writers like
Papias distinguished between "John the Apostle" (the son of Zebedee) and "John the
Presbyter" (the Elder). It is possible that the long-lived leader in Ephesus was a
younger disciple who shared the name, and later tradition conflated the two to
create a direct apostolic link. However, the Church fathers (Irenaeus, Eusebius)
insist they are the same person to guarantee "Apostolic Succession."

If the orthodox thesis--that John the Apostle lived a natural 100-year life--were

correct, we should see:

* A Natural Decline: Instead of a "nimble" horseman at age 90+, we should see
records of a frail, perhaps incapacitated leader. Instead, the legends (like the one in

Eusebius) portray him with superhuman vitality to preserve his authority.

« Early 1st-Century Witnesses: There should be more secular or non-Christian

mentions of this "pillar" during the mid-1st century. Instead, John remains a shadow
in the historical record until he suddenly emerges as a powerhouse in Asia Minor

after the fall of Jerusalem.

* Consistency in Acts: The Book of Acts focuses almost entirely on Paul after
Chapter 15. The "Pillars" in Jerusalem (John included) vanish from the narrative

long before the war, only to "reappear" in tradition once the war is over.

3 Polycarp is instructed by the apostles

Polycarp, the bishop of Smyrna, was martyred in the year 155 at the earliest.!
Assuming he was 80 when he died, he would have been 20 in the year 95. This
dating places Polycarp as contemporary with the apostles at the end of the first
century. Irenaeus, bishop of Lyons in the latter half of the second century writes,

Polycarp, too, was not only instructed by the apostles, and conversed with many who
had seen Christ, but was also appointed Bishop of the Church in Smyrna by apostles
in Asia, whom I also saw in my early youth, for he tarried (with us on earth) a very

long time.?

Notes



1. Some have proposed later dates, for example Eusebius, 166-7CE. Parvis, 2006, p.
105ff.

2. Irenaeus, Against Heresies, Book 3.3.

This argument follows the pattern of the "Apostolic Bridge" seen in the cases of
Symeon (Item 1) and John (Item 2). It examines Polycarp of Smyrna, a pivotal figure
in the mid-2nd century, to show how early Church tradition used "cascading

longevity" to link the 2nd-century Church directly to the 1st-century apostles.

The strength of this argument lies in the chain of custody it creates. Irenaeus
(writing c. 180 CE) claims to have known Polycarp, who in turn allegedly knew the
Apostles. This creates a "three-handshake" link to Jesus: Jesus — Apostles —
Polycarp — Irenaeus. However, as the 4th point demonstrates, the math is
precarious. If Polycarp was martyred in 155 CE at age 86 (the age he cites at his
trial), he was born in 69 CE--the very height of the Jewish War. He would have been
an infant when Jerusalem fell and a young man in the 90s. While biologically
possible, the claim that he was "instructed by the apostles" (plural) relies on those

apostles (like John) having the "legendary longevity" discussed in Point 2.

The weakness is that, unlike the 120-year-old Symeon, Polycarp's lifespan of 86
years is entirely realistic. The tension arises not from Polycarp's age, but from the
identity of his teachers. If the "Apostles" were actually post-70 survivors in the
Decapolis or Asia Minor (Item 6), then Polycarp's education fits a revisionist timeline
perfectly. The "unbelievable" element only appears if one insists these Apostles were
already leaders back in the 30s CE.

If the orthodox thesis--that Polycarp was the final link in an unbroken chain from AD

30--were correct, we should see:

» Consistent Apostolic Presence in Asia Minor: There should be evidence of multiple

apostles living in Smyrna or Ephesus throughout the 60s and 70s. Instead, we see a
"vacuum" during the war years, with the apostles only "surfacing" in Asia Minor to

instruct Polycarp after the destruction of Judea.

4

4 The testimony of Quadratus

Quadratus who wrote an apology for Christians to the emperor Hadrian (117-138) is

quoted as saying,



But the works of our Saviour were always present, for they were genuine---those
that were healed, and those that were raised from the dead, who were seen not only
when they were healed and when they were raised, but were also always present;
and not merely while the Saviour was on earth, but also after his death, they were

alive for quite a while, so that some of them lived even to our day."!
Jerome concurs and adds that Quadratus was a disciple of the apostles.?
Notes

1. Ecclesiastical History, Book 4.3.

2. Jerome, De Viris Illustribus 19.

This argument utilizes the testimony of Quadratus to suggest that the gap between
the "time of Jesus" and the early second century was much shorter than the
orthodox timeline allows, or that the "miracle witnesses" are a literary device used
to stretch history.

The strength of this argument is its focus on a glaring chronological stretch.
Quadratus wrote his apology around AD 124-125. If Jesus died in AD 30, a person
healed by him (who was old enough to be "present" and "seen") would have to be
nearly 110 to 120 years old to be alive in "the day" of Quadratus. Like the cases of
Symeon and John, this relies on a recurring "120-year" motif that defies ancient
actuarial reality. It suggests that Quadratus was either using a rhetorical flourish or

that his "Jesus" existed much closer to his own time (post-AD 70).

The weakness is the ambiguity of the phrase "even to our day." In ancient rhetoric,
this could mean "within living memory" or "until very recently," rather than "they
are sitting in the room with me right now." Additionally, Jerome's later commentary
(4th century) often added "apostolic" pedigrees to earlier writers to bolster their

authority, which may not reflect Quadratus's actual historical context.

If the orthodox thesis--that Jesus's ministry occurred in the early 30s and his

witnesses naturally survived into the 120s--were correct, we should see:

» Identifiable Witnesses: Quadratus (or Eusebius) would ideally name these long-
lived individuals. In a community that prized "living voices," a 115-year-old witness
to a miracle would be a massive celebrity. Instead, they remain anonymous "some of
them".



* Medical/Historical Curiosity: Roman records or intellectual contemporaries (like

Pliny the Younger or Plutarch) would likely remark on a specific sect in Judea/Asia

Minor known for extraordinary longevity or "resurrected" elders.

» Earlier Attestation: If these witnesses lived until AD 125, they would have been in
their prime during the time of Nero (AD 60s). We should see them referenced in the
letters of Paul or other mid-first-century documents as the "living proof" of the

movement.

5 Those "raised" by Jesus alive after 117

Philip of Side quoting Papias, says, "Concerning those who were raised from the
dead by Christ, [he relates] that they lived until Hadrian."!

According to the gospel of Mark, Jairus' daughter who was raised from the dead by
Jesus, was twelve years old. (5:42) Assuming Jesus performed the miracle in the
year 30, she would have lived to be more than 99. Other adults such as Lazarus
(John 11) and the young man from Nain (Luke 7) would have been well over a
hundred when Hadrian became emperor in 117. While not accepting that anyone
was actually raised from the dead, the passage speaks of people much more recently
touched by Jesus, however that may be interpreted. It points to an origin or source
for the stories much more recent than 30 CE.

Notes

1. Philip of Side, Fragment 4.6.

This argument reinforces the "longevity anomaly" seen in the previous points,
suggesting that the legendary survival of Jesus's miracle recipients into the 2nd
century indicates a much later historical starting point than AD 30.

The strength of this argument lies in its biological absurdity. If Jesus raised Lazarus
or the daughter of Jairus in the early 30s, and they were still alive in the reign of
Hadrian (AD 117-138), they would have to be between 100 and 120 years old. Like
the claims about Symeon (120) and John (100+), this persistent "100-year gap"
across multiple witnesses suggests that early writers were desperately trying to
bridge a historical void. The more logical explanation--if we assume these traditions
contain a kernel of history--is that the events themselves were believed to have

happened much closer to the time of Hadrian.



The weakness is that Papias (and Philip of Side) may be engaging in hagiographical
hyperbole. In the 2nd century, claiming that "eyewitnesses survived until recently"
was a standard rhetorical tool used to validate oral tradition. Rather than proving a
late origin, it might simply prove that 2nd-century Christians felt a need to claim
"direct links" to a past that was rapidly fading, regardless of the mathematical

impossibility.

If the orthodox thesis--that Jesus died in AD 30 and these witnesses were truly

ancient survivors--were correct, we should see:

* A "Generation Gap" in Leadership: We should see a distinct secondary generation

of leaders who took over in the 60s and 70s. Instead, the tradition skips from the
Apostles directly to "living links" who magically survive until the 120s.

* Veneration of the "Risen": Individuals like Lazarus, who supposedly conquered
death twice, would be the most famous figures in the early church. We should find

records of their travels, teachings, or tombs dating to the mid-to-late 1st century.

» Realistic Aging: Christian literature from the 90s (like 1 Clement) should mention
that the "last witnesses are now dying off." Instead, Quadratus and Papias claim

they are still around in the 120s.

6 Jerusalem falls, then Christians appear first in the 'Decapolis’

We can reasonably surmise that the first Christians were Jewish Christians who
were later labelled heretics--their name, Ebionites signifies "poverty". There was no
leader called "Ebion". But the other information provided by the Christian
heresiologist, Epiphanius is instructive. Epiphanius says,

Their origin [the Ebionites] came after the fall of Jerusalem. For since practically all
who had come to faith in Christ had settled in Peraea then, in Pella, a town in the
'Decapolis' the Gospel mentions, which is near Batanaea and Bashanitis---as they

had moved there then and were living there, this provided an opportunity for Ebion.
1

However, the Acts and the gospels paint an entirely different picture. They have
Paul and the other apostles preaching and establishing churches all around the
Mediterranean, converting swathes of Asia Minor well before Jerusalem was taken.
But Epiphanius records that practically all who had come to faith in Christ had



settled in Peraea, at the time of the fall of Jerusalem in 70. And not only this---the

Ebionites, that is the Jewish Christians, came after the Jewish War.

It is hardly coincidental that the region where Jesus allegedly preached and healed,
the setting for the gospel stories, the Decapolis in Galilee is the same region that
the very first Christians called home.

Notes

1. Epiphanius, Panarion 30.2.7.

This argument highlights a fundamental discrepancy between the Acts of the
Apostles (which describes a global, pre-70 CE expansion) and the records of early
Church historians like Epiphanius. It suggests that the "birth" of Christianity was
actually a localized, post-war phenomenon centred in the Decapolis--the same

region where the Gospel stories were later set.

The strength of this argument lies in its geographic and historical specificity.
Epiphanius, despite writing as a critic of "heretics", preserves a tradition that
"practically all" believers settled in Pella (Peraea) specifically after the fall of
Jerusalem. This aligns with the "Refugee/Survivor" model seen in a later item. If the
first Christians were essentially war refugees from Judea who regrouped in the
Decapolis, it explains why the Gospels (like Mark and Matthew) are so deeply rooted
in the geography of the Galilee-Decapolis corridor. It suggests the "Jesus of Galilee"
narrative was developed by people living in that region after 70 CE to make sense of

their displacement.

The weakness is the orthodox "Flight to Pella" tradition. Eusebius and other Church
fathers argue that the Christians left Jerusalem before the siege because of a divine
revelation. In this view, the move to Pella wasn't the beginning of the movement, but
a strategic survival tactic for an already established group. However, Revisionists
note that if a global Mediterranean mission were already underway as Acts claims,
there would be no reason for "practically all" believers to be huddled in a single

Decapolis town after the war.

If the orthodox thesis--that the Mediterranean mission preceded the war--were

correct, we should see:

e Thriving Diaspora Centres: After 70 CE, the centres of Christianity should be

Ephesus, Antioch, and Rome---the places where Paul allegedly spent decades.



Instead, early historians point to the Decapolis (Pella) as the primary hub of the
original faith in Christ.

* Ebionite Primacy: If the "Ebionites" (The Poor) were the original group in the
Decapolis, and they appeared after the war, then the "poverty" of their name likely
refers to their status as destitute refugees who lost everything in the Roman
destruction, rather than a voluntary spiritual choice made in the 30s.

7 The evidence of Jerome

A reading of Jerome implies that Paul was active *after the Jewish War. In his Lives
of Illustrious Men*, he declares that: "When this [town of Giscalis/Gischala] was
taken by the Romans (c. 67 CE)! he [Paul] removed with his parents to Tarsus in
Cilicia."? While scholars have attempted to interpret this passage as referring to an
earlier Roman occupation?, the following passage leaves little doubt as to which

Roman occupation Jerome is referring to.

They say that the apostle Paul's parents were from the region of Giscala in Judea;
and that when the whole province was laid waste by the hands of the Romans, and
the Jews were dispersed into the world, they were moved to the city of Tarsus in
Cilicia. (Commentary on Philemon)

If we accept the witness of Jerome, our scenario has Paul experiencing firsthand the
effects of the War on himself and his immediate family. Jerome's testimony written
from the safe distance of three hundred years after the religion's inception seems to
be drawing on an ancient but quite possibly true tradition.

Notes

1. Wars of the Jews, 4.84-120.

2. De Viris Illustribus, 5.

3. Murphy-O'Connor, 2007, p.16-20; Saffrey, 2007, p.314.

This argument utilizes a specific biographical tradition preserved by St. Jerome (c.
347-420 CE) to suggest that the Apostle Paul's origins and subsequent career are
inextricably linked to the Jewish-Roman War (66-70 CE). By placing Paul's

10



displacement in the context of the Roman conquest of Gischala, Jerome

inadvertently creates a timeline where Paul is a post-war figure.

The strength of this argument is its reliance on one of the most learned and
resourceful historians of the early Church. Jerome had access to libraries and oral
traditions now lost to us. His explicit statement that Paul's family was moved when
"the whole province was laid waste" and "Jews were dispersed" is a textbook
description of the aftermath of the Flavian conquest of Galilee (67 CE) and Judea. If
Paul were a young man during this displacement, his entire ministry would
necessarily fall between 70 and 100 CE, aligning perfectly with the Revisionist
thesis.

The weakness is the chronological tension with Jerome's other writings. Elsewhere,
Jerome adheres to the orthodox view that Paul was executed under Nero (d. 68 CE).
Standard scholarship views this "Gischala tradition" as a confused memory of an
earlier, unrecorded Roman skirmish or a simple error by Jerome. However,
Revisionists argue that Jerome was accidentally quoting a more primitive,
"uncensored" source that had not yet been fully harmonized with the 1st-century

"Neronian" dating.

If the orthodox thesis--that Paul's family moved to Tarsus decades before the Jewish

War--were correct, we should see:

* Vague Origins: Biographers would likely credit Paul's Tarsian citizenship to a long-
standing family residency rather than a specific, violent expulsion.

 Silence on Gischala: There would be no reason to link Paul to Gischala---a city
famous specifically for being the last stronghold of Galilee to fall to Titus in 67 CE.

* Consistency in Jerome: Jerome would not use the phrase "the province was laid
waste," which is the specific terminology used by Josephus to describe the total war
of the late 60s.

8 More evidence from Jerome

More evidence that the critical year for the founding of the cult was the year 70 is
provided by Jerome in his Letter to Marcella (386 CE):

The veil of the temple has been rent [Matthew 27:51]; an army has encompassed
Jerusalem; it has been stained by the blood of the Lord. Now, therefore, its guardian
angels have forsaken it and the grace of Christ has been withdrawn. Josephus,
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himself a Jewish writer, asserts that at the Lord's crucifixion there broke from the

temple voices of heavenly powers, saying: "Let us depart hence."!

But the holy site was abandoned not circa the year 30 but in the year 702. The same

idea is expressed by Justin Martyr: "... and after whose [Jesus'] crucifixion the land

was straightway surrendered to you [Romans] as spoil of war."3
Notes

1. Letter 46.

2. Wars of the Jews 6.300.

3. First Apology 32.

This argument utilizes Jerome and Justin Martyr to suggest that the central events
of the Gospel--the crucifixion and the divine abandonment of the Temple--were seen

by early Christians as simultaneous with the Roman siege of AD 70.

The strength of this argument is its identification of a "collapsed chronology" in
early patristic thought. Jerome explicitly links the rending of the Temple veil (a
Gospel event) with the Roman army encompassing Jerusalem and the "voices" of
departing angels recorded by Josephus during the siege of AD 70. If the "grace of
Christ" was withdrawn at the same moment the Romans arrived, it implies a
tradition where the life of Jesus and the fall of the city were not separated by a

forty-year generation, but were part of the same historical cataclysm.

The weakness is that these writers often employed theological shorthand. For an
apologist like Justin Martyr, the AD 70 destruction was the "proof" of the
crucifixion's significance. By saying the land was "straightway" surrendered, he is
likely making a causal argument (the land fell because of the crucifixion) rather than
a strictly chronological one. The argument assumes these writers were being

historically precise when they were actually being polemically dramatic.

If the orthodox thesis--that Jesus died in AD 30 and the Temple fell in AD 70--were
correct, we should see:

* A "Grace Period" in Literature: Early Christian writings should emphasize the
forty-year "waiting period" (a symbolic biblical number for testing) between the
Messiah's death and the Temple's fall. Instead, Jerome and Justin speak as if the two

events were a single, unified strike of divine judgment.

12



* Distinct Prophetic Markers: If Jesus predicted the fall of the Temple forty years in

advance, we should see the early church using that specific "forty-year gap" as their
primary proof of his prophetic accuracy. Instead, the timelines are often blurred
together.

* Josephus Identifying Jesus: If Josephus believed the "heavenly voices" at the

Temple in AD 70 were related to a crucifixion in AD 30, he should have made that
connection. Instead, Josephus records the voices as a portent of the current war,
and his only mention of Jesus (the Testimonium Flavianum) is famously disputed and
placed in a different chronological context.

4

9 Aphrahat: "from the time the new was given the old was abolished"

Aphrahat, a Syriac-Christian monk (c.280-c.345) says,

For the uses of the law are abolished by the advent of our Life-giver, and He offered
up Himself in the place of the sacrifices which are in the law, and He was led as a
lamb to the slaughter in the place of the lambs of propitiation, and He was killed for
us (as) a fattened bull, that there might be no necessity for us to offer the offspring
of cattle. He came and He was lifted up upon the cross; oblations and sacrifices are
not required from us; He gave His blood in place of all men, that the blood of
animals might not be required of us; He entered the sanctuary which was not made
by hands, and He became the priest and minister of the holy place. For from the
time in which He came He abolished the observances which are of the law, and from
the time that they bound Him the festivals were bound for them by chains; and
because they wished to judge the innocent One He took the judges away from them;
and because they rejected His kingdom He took away the kingdom from them, . . .,
and the works which are in the law have grown old and become antiquated and fit
for destruction, for from the time the new was given the old was abolished.!

In another place Aphrahat says, "But Daniel testifies that, when Christ comes and is
slain, Jerusalem shall be destroyed."? The sacrifices continued under the Mosaic
Law right up to the year 70 therefore Jesus "came" in the year 70, the same year
that Jerusalem was destroyed.

Notes
1. Demonstration 2.6, On charity.

2. Demonstration 17.10, On Christ the Son of God.
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This argument leverages the writings of the Syriac father Aphrahat to suggest a
synchronized timeline: that the "coming" of Jesus and the abolition of the Law were
not separated by forty years, but occurred simultaneously with the destruction of
the Temple in AD 70.

The strength of this argument lies in its causal immediacy. Aphrahat explicitly links
the arrival of the "Life-giver" with the immediate cessation of sacrifices and the
removal of Jewish judges and kings. In a historical sense, these things did not end in
AD 30 (sacrifices continued for four more decades); they ended abruptly in AD 70.
By reading Aphrahat literally, the "Old" was not abolished at a distant Crucifixion,
but at the moment the "New" was established--coinciding with the Roman
destruction of the sanctuary.

The weakness is that Aphrahat is likely writing theologically, not chronologically.
Like many Church Fathers, he views the AD 70 disaster as the material
manifestation of a spiritual reality that occurred at the Cross. To Aphrahat, the legal
"right" to sacrifice ended with Jesus, even if the "practice" continued until Titus
levelled the city. Using a 4th-century poet-theologian to redefine 1st-century dates is
a significant hermeneutical leap.

If the orthodox thesis--that Jesus ended the Law in AD 30 while the Temple stood
until AD 70--were correct, we should see:

* Clear "Transition" Instructions: Specific guidelines in the earliest epistles on how
to navigate a world where the Law is "void" but the Temple is still the center of
national life. Instead, we see intense, unresolved confusion in texts like Galatians
and Acts.

* A Non-Apocalyptic Gospel: If Jesus died in AD 30, his "Second Coming" and the
Temple's fall should be distinct events. Instead, the "Little Apocalypse" (Mark 13)

inextricably entangles the return of the Son of Man with the falling of the Temple
stones.

» Secular Evidence of a 40-Year Gap: Jewish records (like the Mishnah) reflecting a

forty-year period of "Christian" presence in the Temple courts before the war.
Instead, the rise of a distinct "Christian" identity appears to be a post-war

phenomenon.
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10 Heresies mentioned by Paul

Heresies mentioned by Paul were invented late first century or early second century

according to the church historians.
Irenaeus (c 130-c 200) says,

They [the heretics Basilides and Saturninus] declare also, that marriage and
generation are from Satan. Many of those, too, who belong to his school, abstain

from animal food, and draw away multitudes by a reigned temperance of this kind.!
Paul seems to be describing the same heresies in his letter to Timothy.

They forbid marriage and demand abstinence from foods, which God created to be
received with thanksgiving by those who believe and know the truth. (1 Timothy 4:3)

The Cerinthians believed that Jesus was crucified and buried but not yet raised.
Some believed that the dead will never rise.? Paul refuted these doctrines which

were extant in Corinth in his day. (1 Corinthians 15:12-34)
Epiphanius says,

Now this man [Cerinthus] is one of the ones who caused the trouble in the apostles'
time, when James wrote the letter to Antioch and said, 'We know that certain which
went out from us have come unto you and troubled you with words, to whom we
gave no such commandment.' (Acts 15:24)

Tertullian admits that the heresies existed in the time of Paul.

Besides all this, I add a review of the doctrines themselves, which, existing as they
did in the days of the apostles, were both exposed and denounced by the said
apostles.3

If these heresies existed in 40 to 50 why are there no documents relevant to these
heresies, either apologetic or polemic, from the mid first century? It is much more
likely that the heresies arose at the same time as the orthodox version of

Christianity did, not 40 years later.
Notes

1. Irenaeus, Against Heresies, Book 1.24.
2. Epiphanius, Panarion, Book 1.28.6.1-8.

3. Prescription against Heretics, 33.
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This argument suggests that the specific "heresies" Paul combats in his letters did
not exist in the AD 40s or 50s but are hallmarks of second-century Gnosticism. This
implies that either Paul's letters were written much later, or the "apostolic age"
itself is a post-AD 70 phenomenon.

The strength of this argument is its alignment with historical development. The
strict asceticism (forbidding marriage and certain foods) described in 1 Timothy 4:3
is characteristic of second-century groups like the Encratites or the schools of
Basilides and Saturninus. Similarly, the denial of the physical resurrection
mentioned in 1 Corinthians 15 mirrors the Gnostic belief that the "resurrection" was
merely a spiritual awakening. If these complex theological systems were fully
formed and "drawing away multitudes" during Paul's ministry, it suggests the
timeline for Christian development was much more compressed or shifted later than
traditionally taught.

The weakness is that asceticism and skepticism regarding the resurrection were not
exclusive to second-century Gnosticism. Philosophical traditions like Stoicism or
Epicureanism, and even certain Jewish sectarian movements already practiced food
restrictions or questioned physical resurrection. Paul could have been responding to

these existing cultural influences rather than a developed "Gnostic" system.

If the orthodox thesis--that these heresies were early "proto-Gnostic" deviations
occurring in the AD 50s--were correct, we should see:

* Non-Pauline Polemics: Other early writers or Jewish critics from the mid-first
century should mention these radical ascetic groups. Instead, the first detailed
descriptions of these "heresies" appear only in the works of late-second-century
heresiologists like Irenaeus.

* Evolutionary Intermediate Steps: We should see a progression from simple

disagreements to complex systems. Instead, Paul seems to be fighting a "mature"
enemy that looks remarkably like the Gnosticism of AD 130.

» Specific Nomenclature: If groups like the Cerinthians were active in the AD 50s,
we should see their names in the historical record. Instead, they appear as "silent"
opponents until much later church histories attempt to link them back to the

apostles.
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11 The first persecution of Christians

Portrait Bust of Emperor Domitian. Toledo Museum of Art.

The first general persecution of Christians seems to have occurred during the reign
of Domitian (81-96). (The so-called first persecution under Nero is spurious - see
Appendix.)

In Suetonius we have,

Domitian's agents collected the tax on Jews [the Fiscus Judaicus] with a peculiar
lack of mercy; and took proceedings not only against those who kept their Jewish
origins a secret in order to avoid the tax, but against those who lived as Jews
without professing Judaism.!

From Philip of Side, we have,

Domitian, the son of Vespasian, having demonstrated many wicked [qualities/acts] to
the Romans who were governmental officials, was the second [sic] to conduct a
persecution against the Christians.?

Church historian Orosius (c.375-c.418) declares,
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For fifteen years this ruler progressed through every degree of wickedness. Finally
he [Domitian] dared to issue edicts for a general and most cruel persecution to
uproot the Christian Church, which was now very firmly established throughout the

world.3
In Eusebius we read,

He [Domitian] was in fact the second [sic] that stirred up a persecution against us,

although his father Vespasian had undertaken nothing prejudicial to us.*

The reason Vespasian (or Titus) did not persecute Christians may have been because
the adherents were not numerous enough at that time (between 69 and 81) to
attract imperial attention or they may have felt some sympathy for the plight of Jews
and those with Jewish leanings in general. However, it is likely that there was
initially local opposition, from Jews and pagans (Acts 17:1-9). Where only Jews were
involved these matters may have been dismissed by Roman authorities as "questions
about words and names and your own law." (Acts 18:15)

The Romans would only have intervened if there were threats to public order.
Various incidents are recorded in Acts which may be based on actual events. By
analogy the Book of Mormon was published in 1830 and local persecution of
Mormons began almost immediately. The persecutors were "composed of various
religious parties, but mostly Campbellites, Methodists and Baptists."> These events
did not escape the notice of the media, and the general populace. In the same
fashion, we can rightly surmise that if Christians had existed between 30 and 70 the
reaction of orthodox Jews to their presence would have been noted by Josephus, and
other Jewish historians.

Paul records persecution which was probably local and not instituted by the
emperor. "We are hard pressed on every side, but not crushed; perplexed, but not in
despair; persecuted, but not abandoned; struck down, but not destroyed." (2
Corinthians 4:8-9) "In fact, when we were with you, we kept telling you that we
would be persecuted. And it turned out that way, as you well know." (1
Thessalonians 3:4)

Later in his career, Paul is on trial in Rome. (2 Timothy 4:16, Philippians 1:12-14,
4:22) Everything points to this occurring under Domitian. When Domitian was
murdered in 96 all records of his deeds were ordered to be destroyed by the Senate®
and this may explain why we do not have more information about persecution of

Christians at this time.

Notes
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1.Lives of the Twelve Caesars, Domitian in Graves & Grant, 2003, p.312.

2. Philip of Side Fragment 4.3

3. Historiae Adversus Paganos, Book 7.10. But see Jones, 1992, pp 114-7.

4. Ecclesiastical History, Book 3.17.

5. Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints & Roberts, 1902, Vol 1, p.265.

6. Suetonius, Domitian, 23.

This argument suggests that the lack of imperial persecution prior to the reign of
Domitian (AD 81-96) indicates that Christianity was not a distinct or significant
movement during the mid-first century. It posits that the "first" persecution under
Nero (AD 64) is a later legend and that the actual emergence of Christianity as a

visible, empire-wide entity occurred post-AD 70.

The strength of this argument lies in its historical silence. If a movement as
"threatening" as Christianity had been flourishing in the AD 40s and 50s, we should
expect more than just the vague, disputed mention of "Chrestus" in Suetonius. By
shifting the "Pauline trials" and imperial scrutiny to the reign of Domitian, the
argument aligns the movement's growth with its first clear appearance in the
Roman tax records (Fiscus Judaicus). The comparison to the Mormon movement is
an insightful sociological point: new religious movements usually trigger immediate,
documented public reaction. If Christians were active in the 30s, the "silence" of

Josephus and Roman officials is indeed a major anomaly.

The weakness is that Roman law often ignored "superstitions" until they caused
riots. The absence of state-sponsored persecution does not prove a movement's non-
existence; it may simply prove the movement was still viewed as a Jewish sub-sect
(as Acts 18:15 suggests). Furthermore, the argument relies on the destruction of
Domitian's records to explain the lack of detail, which is a "gap" argument that is

difficult to prove or disprove.

If the orthodox thesis--that Christianity was a massive, persecuted force by the AD

60s--were correct, we should see:

» Secular Records of the Neronian Persecution: Outside of Tacitus (writing 50 years
later), there are no contemporary Roman accounts of "Christians" being executed in

AD 64.
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* Josephus's Commentary on "Christian" Disturbances: Josephus is meticulous about

Jewish messianic pretenders and "prophets" who caused trouble before the war. If
Jesus's followers were active and causing "no little stir" (as Acts claims), his near-
total silence on them is statistically improbable.

* Pre-70 Apologies: Early religious movements usually produce defensive literature
during their first major conflict. We have no apologies addressed to Nero or

Vespasian; the genre only appears in the 2nd century (Quadratus, Justin Martyr).

4

12 Daniel, Tertullian and the coming of the "Leader”

Concerning the Old Testament Book of Daniel, Schurer says, "The high estimation in
which from the first this book was held by believing Israelites is best shown by the
fact that it always continued to retain its place in the canon."!

Daniel was quoted and referenced by both Jews and Christians in the first century
as predicting the imminent end-time.? For our purposes the relevant passage in the
context of a somewhat obscure prophecy is the following.

After the sixty-two weeks, an anointed one shall be cut off and shall have nothing,
and the troops of the prince who is to come shall destroy the city and the sanctuary.
(9:26)

The early Christian author, Tertullian (c.155--c.240) in arguing against the Jews for
the coming of Christ as a past event says that the "leader" is destroyed at the same
time as the city is destroyed. Everyone agreed that the city had been destroyed. He
says,

Accordingly, the times must be inquired into of the predicted and future nativity of
the Christ, and of His passion, and of the extermination of the city of Jerusalem, that
is, its devastation. For Daniel says, that "both the holy city and the holy place are
exterminated together with the coming Leader, and that the pinnacle is destroyed

unto ruin."3
He also says in another place,

For the Scripture says thus, that 'the city and the holy place are simultaneously
exterminated together with the leader,'--undoubtedly (that Leader) who was to
proceed 'from Bethlehem,' and from the tribe of 'Judah." Whence, again, it is
manifest that 'the city must simultaneously be exterminated' at the time when its
'Leader' had to suffer in it, (as foretold) through the Scriptures of the prophets.*

20



Although Tertullian in a contradictory fashion goes on to argue for the orthodox
chronology of the birth of the Christ it can be seen that an observer in the first
century would quite naturally link the destruction of the sanctuary (that is, the
Temple) with the death of the anointed one (that is, the Christ). There would have
been no reason from the point of view of Daniel's prophecy to backdate the death of
Jesus.

Notes
1. Schurer, 1972, p.53.

2. Quoted in Matthew as, "So when you see the desolating sacrilege standing in the
holy place, as was spoken of by the prophet Daniel (let the reader
understand)," (24:15)

3. Adversus Judaeos, 8.

4. Ibid., 13.

This argument utilizes the prophetic interpretation of Daniel 9:26 and the writings
of Tertullian to suggest that the "Anointed One" (Christ) was historically linked to
the immediate destruction of Jerusalem in AD 70, rather than a point forty years

prior.

The strength of this argument is its focus on contemporary prophetic expectations.
In the first century, the Book of Daniel was the primary lens through which Jews and
Christians viewed the "End Times." Daniel 9:26 explicitly states that the city and
sanctuary are destroyed together with (or "simultaneously with") the cutting off of
the Anointed One. Tertullian, despite elsewhere defending the orthodox AD
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exterminated." This implies a surviving tradition where Jesus was not a
figure of the distant past (the 30s), but the central figure of the AD 70

cataclysm itself.

The weakness is that Tertullian's primary goal was theological polemics, not
historiography. Like many Church Fathers, he sought to prove to Jews that
their Temple fell because they killed the Messiah. Using "simultaneously"
might be a rhetorical device to emphasize the causal link (crime and
punishment) rather than a chronological claim that the events happened in

the same month or year.

If the orthodox thesis--that Jesus died in AD 30 and Daniel's prophecy was
fulfilled forty years later--were correct, we should see:

e An Explanation for the 40-Year Gap: Early Christian writers should have

been forced to explain why Daniel says "together with" when there was
actually a four-decade delay. Instead, we see writers like Tertullian and

Aphrahat glossing over the gap as if it didn't exist.

e Non-Christian "Anointed Ones": If the prophecy was so clearly about AD
70, we should see Jewish records of a specific messianic figure (a "Leader")
who was "cut off" right as the walls fell. While we see rebel leaders like
Simon bar Giora, the Christian tradition's insistence on their leader fitting

this specific prophecy suggests a chronological overlap.

e Literal Prophetic Fulfillment: In a culture obsessed with the "letter of the
Law" and prophecy, the "40-year generation" (the time between AD 30 and

70) should be the most famous number in the New Testament. Instead, the

focus remains on the "simultaneity" of the destruction and the Christ-event.

13 The sign of a star
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Balaam (?) pointing to the Star of Bethlehem. Priscilla Catacomb, Rome (c. 160-230 CE).

The sign of a star (actually Halley's comet) appeared in 66 CE. Its previous
appearance had been in 12 BCE.! Josephus says,

... they [the Jews in Jerusalem] did not attend nor give credit to the signs that were
so evident, and did so plainly foretell their future desolation, ... Thus there was a
star resembling a sword, which stood over the city, and a comet, that continued a

whole year.?
Tacitus says that in Rome,

At the close of the year [64] people talked much about prodigies, presaging
impending evils. Never were lightning flashes more frequent, and a comet too
appeared, for which Nero always made propitiation with noble blood. Human and
other births with two heads were exposed to public view, or were discovered in
those sacrifices in which it is usual to immolate victims in a pregnant condition. And
in the district of Placentia, close to the road, a calf was born with its head attached
to its leg. Then followed an explanation of the diviners, that another head was
preparing for the world, which however would be neither mighty nor hidden, as its
growth had been checked in the womb, and it had been born by the wayside.?

An allusion to this portent has been written into Matthew's gospel as the heavenly
sign, the star that the wise men from the east observed and interpreted as heralding
the birth of the king of the Jews. (Matthew 2:2). That Jesus was "neither mighty nor
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hidden" and "born by the wayside" is also related in the second chapter of the
gospel.

Ignatius of Antioch says specifically that Jesus was revealed as a star, which

heralded the ruin of the ancient kingdom.

How then, was he [Jesus] revealed to the ages? A star, brighter than all other stars,
shone in the heaven, and its brightness was ineffable and its novelty brought forth
astonishment. But the rest of the stars, together with the sun and the moon, formed
a choir around the star; but it exceedingly outshone them all with its light. Now it
was perplexing to know the origin of this novelty which was unlike anything else.
Thereupon all magic was dissolved, every bond of malice disappeared, ignorance
was destroyed, the ancient kingdom was ruined, when God appeared in the form of

a human to give us newness of an eternal life. (Letter to the Ephesians 19)

It would have seemed to those first century Jews primed to see it---if not
immediately then retrospectively---that Old Testament prophecy had been fulfilled
when the comet appeared. It was in their sacred writings. The divine seer Balaam*
is reported to have said, "I see him, but not now; I behold him, but not near---a star
shall come out of Jacob, and a sceptre shall rise out of Israel." (Numbers 24:17)

Justin Martyr makes the connection in his Dialogue with Trypho the Jew.

And that He [Jesus] should arise like a star from the seed of Abraham, Moses
showed beforehand when he thus said, 'A star shall arise from Jacob, and a leader
from Israel;' and another Scripture says, 'Behold a man; the East is His name.'
Accordingly, when a star rose in heaven at the time of His birth, as is recorded in
the memoirs of His apostles, the Magi from Arabia, recognising the sign by this,
came and worshipped Him. (106.4)

The star prophecy was also mentioned in the War Scroll (11) found at Qumran.
Notes

1. Cassius Dio, Roman History 54.29.8.

2. Wars of the Jews 6.288--289.

3. Annals, 15.47.

4. Puech, 2008, p.25ff.
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This argument identifies a specific celestial event--the appearance of Halley's Comet
in 66 CE--as the historical core of the "Star of Bethlehem" narrative. It suggests that
the star was not a silent marker of a birth in 4 BCE, but a loud, terrifying omen of
the Jewish War that was later reinterpreted by the Church as the "sign of the Son of
Man."

The strength of this argument lies in the unanimity of contemporary witnesses. Both
Josephus and Tacitus record celestial "prodigies" in the mid-60s CE. Specifically,
Josephus describes a "star resembling a sword" that hung over Jerusalem for an
entire year. Ignatius of Antioch (c. 35-107 CE) explicitly links this "ineffable" star to
the ruin of the ancient kingdom (Judea). This creates a direct causal link: the star
appeared, the kingdom fell, and "God appeared in human form" to replace it. From a
revisionist perspective, the "Star of Jacob" from Numbers 24:17 was fulfilled by the
comet of 66 CE, which announced the destruction of the old world and the birth of

the new "Christian" age.

The weakness is the Traditionalist Astronomer's view. Many scholars attempt to find
planetary conjunctions in 7-4 BCE to satisfy the Matthean timeline. However, these
conjunctions were often subtle and only visible to astrologers. The comet of 66 CE,
by contrast, was a "novelty" that brought "astonishment" to the entire Roman world,
matching the dramatic description given by Ignatius.

If the orthodox thesis--that the star was a private sign for Magi in 4 BCE--were

correct, we should see:

» Historical Mentions: A star significant enough to lead foreign dignitaries across
deserts should have been recorded by the court astronomers of Rome or China.

There is no major "new star" recorded in 4 BCE.

» A Peaceful Fulfillment: The "Star of Jacob" should have led to a restoration of the
Davidic throne. Instead, the 66 CE star led to the total "ruin of the ancient

kingdom," which is exactly what Ignatius says the star of Jesus achieved.

* Decoupling from "Impending Evils": Tacitus reports that the comet of the 60s CE

presaged "another head preparing for the world." This matches the birth of a new
"King" or "Head" (Jesus) appearing "by the wayside" (the manger/the poor).

4
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14 The sign of the sword

Josephus says, "So it was when a star, resembling a sword, stood over the city, and a

comet which continued for a year."!

Luke (2:34-35) links the sword metaphor with the sign of the child's coming into the
world.

Then Simeon blessed them and said to his mother Mary, "This child is destined for
the falling and the rising of many in Israel and to be a sign that will be opposed so
that the inner thoughts of many will be revealed--and a sword will pierce your own

soul, too."

The Old Testament prophet Ezekiel was instructed to warn Israel and Jerusalem of
God's sword.

In chapter 21 we read,

The word of the Lord came to me: Mortal, set your face toward Jerusalem and
preach against the sanctuaries; prophesy against the land of Israel and say to the
land of Israel, Thus says the Lord: I am coming against you, and will draw my sword

out of its sheath, and will cut off from you both righteous? and wicked. (1-3)

A sword, a sword is sharpened, it is also polished; it is sharpened for slaughter,
honed to flash like lightning! (9-10)

Remove the turban, take off the crown; things shall not remain as they are. Exalt
that which is low, abase that which is high. A ruin, a ruin, a ruin--I will make it!
(Such has never occurred.) Until he comes whose right it is; to him I will give it.
(26-27)

Although this was probably written during the siege of Jerusalem by the Babylonians
in the sixth century BCE it could have been interpreted by those who placed great
store in the holy writings as applying to events then current in the first century.
Note that the coming of the one whose right it was to govern is associated with the

appearance of the sword over the city.
Notes
1. Wars of the Jews 6.288-9.

This argument identifies the "Sign of the Sword" as a shared motif between the

historical record of the Roman destruction of Jerusalem and the theological birth
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narrative of Jesus. It suggests that the "sword" mentioned in the Gospel of Luke is
not a generic metaphor for sorrow, but a specific reference to the celestial omen

that Josephus says hung over Jerusalem during the Jewish War (66-70 CE).
The strength of this argument lies in the convergence of three sources:

1. History (Josephus): He records a literal "star resembling a sword" and a comet
that appeared over Jerusalem as a precursor to its destruction.

2. Prophecy (Ezekiel 21): The "Sword of the Lord" is sharpened for slaughter and
associated with a "ruin, a ruin, a ruin"---a state that lasts "until he comes whose
right it is."

3. Theology (I.uke 2): Simeon tells Mary that Jesus is a "sign that will be
opposed" (like the omen) and that a "sword will pierce her soul, also..." linking the

child's destiny to the falling and rising of many in Israel.

From a revisionist perspective, the "Sword" that Simeon predicts is the literal
Roman sword that destroyed Mary's homeland and the "sword-star" that announced
it. This allows the Gospel writer to frame the catastrophe of 70 CE as an event

predicted at the very moment of Jesus's birth.

The weakness is that traditionalists interpret Mary's "sword" purely as a metaphor
for the emotional agony she felt at the Crucifixion. They argue that the "Sword of
Ezekiel" was fulfilled by the Babylonians and that any 1st-century parallels are
merely archetypal. However, for a 1st-century reader, the "Sword over the City" was

a terrifyingly recent historical fact.

If the orthodox thesis--that Simeon's prophecy was about the events of AD 33--were

correct, we should see:

* A Non-Military Metaphor: The prophecy should likely focus on the cross or the
rejection of the message. Instead, it uses the language of "falling and rising," which

in the 1st century almost always referred to national/political upheaval and war.

» Separation of Omen and Child: If the "Sword" was purely spiritual, why did the

early Church preserve this specific prophecy in a Gospel written (most scholars
agree) in the aftermath of a war where a literal "Sword" was the primary omen?

* A "Ruin" in the 30s: Ezekiel says the sword brings "ruin" until the rightful ruler
comes. In the 30s, Jerusalem was a thriving metropolis. In the 70s, it was a literal

ruin.
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Evidence from the New Testament

15 Paul wrote after the Jews were punished

The humiliation and defeat of the Jews appears to be a past event in Paul's writings.
In Paul's first letter to the believers in Thessalonica, he writes:

...the Jews . . . killed both the Lord Jesus and the prophets, and drove us out; they
displease God and oppose everyone by hindering us from speaking to the Gentiles so
that they may be saved. Thus they have constantly been filling up the measure of

their sins; but God's wrath has overtaken them at last.! (1 Thessalonians 2:14-16)

Paul's letter to the Romans also appears to have been written after the year 70. In

this letter Paul says, regarding the Jews:
I ask, then, has God rejected [Greek: anwooato] his people? (11:1)

They [the Jews] were broken off [Greek: £é€ekAdoOnoav] because of their unbelief.
(11:20)

There will be anguish and distress for everyone who does evil, the Jew first and also
the Greek. (2:9) [my emphasis]

How would Paul have known what the order of punishment was unless the first

stage had already been determined?

Four years after the end of the Great War in 1918, Pope Pius XI issued his first
encyclical Ubi Arcano Dei Consilio. In this work of about 11,500 words the Great
War is mentioned 14 times. Nine years later the same term gets only one mention in
his much longer *Quadragesimo Anno*. Both encyclicals deal with similar themes.
Using the writings of the Pope as a guide and noting the indirect references to the
War in Paul, we can reasonably speculate that he starting writing about 10 years
after the event.

Another near contemporary ancient, Pliny the Younger was seventeen years old
when Mount Vesuvius erupted in 79 CE, an incident that killed his uncle and would
have been deeply traumatic. However, he only wrote about the event in two letters
to the historian Tacitus, approximately 25 years later and only in response to
Tacitus' specific request. In his extensive correspondence covering daily life, politics
and personal matters, it is noteworthy that Pliny neglects to mention this formative
experience. It should not be surprising therefore to find that Paul in respect of his

own trauma is equally silent.
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Notes

1. "The interpretation suggested by Baur and others is still valid: I Thessalonians

2:16c¢ refers to the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 A.D." Pearson, 1971, p.83.

This argument utilizes the internal language of the Pauline Epistles to suggest that
the Apostle Paul was writing in the wake of the Roman destruction of Judea, rather
than in the mid-50s CE.

The strength of this argument lies in the past-tense finality of the language used in 1
Thessalonians 2:16. The phrase "God's wrath has overtaken them at last" (or eis
telos---to the end/utterly) is notoriously difficult for orthodox scholars to explain as a
pre-70 statement. It strongly mirrors the "theology of punishment" found in post-war
literature, where the Temple's fall is seen as the final judgment on the Jews for
rejecting Jesus. Similarly, the "broken off" imagery in Romans 11 suggests a post-
catastrophe reflection on the Jewish nation's status. The comparison to Pliny the
Younger and Pope Pius XI provides a sophisticated sociological framework: it
explains Paul's "silence" on the war not as ignorance, but as the natural processing

of trauma and the fading frequency of a monumental event in discourse.

The weakness is the possibility of interpolation. Many critical scholars who hold to
the orthodox dating of Paul argue that 1 Thessalonians 2:14-16 was a later addition
by a post-70 scribe to align Paul with the fall of Jerusalem. Furthermore, "God's
wrath" could refer to earlier events, such as the expulsion of Jews from Rome under
Claudius (AD 49) or a contemporary famine, rather than the total destruction of the

city.

If the orthodox thesis--that Paul wrote in the 50s and died in the 60s--were correct,

we should see:

* A Present-Tense Temple: Paul should refer to the Temple and its sacrifices as a
functioning, daily reality that poses a current theological competition. While he uses

cultic imagery, he never addresses the logistical reality of the Temple's continued

existence in a way that anchors him clearly in the 50s.

k of " ment" Lan : 1 Thessalonians should focus on future judgment
rather than stating that wrath "has overtaken them." In prophetic literature, "has

overtaken" usually follows a visible, historical disaster.

» Earlier Secular Confirmation: If Paul were a pre-70 figure, his letters---which claim
to have reached "all the churches of the Gentiles"---should have left some footprint
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in the secular or archaeological records of the mid-1st century. Instead, the first
non-Christian mentions of these communities cluster in the early 2nd century.

+

16 Paul wrote after the Temple was destroyed

The Temple Warning Tablet, forbidding Gentiles from entering the inner courts on pain of death.

Istanbul Archaeology Museum / Wikimedia Commons.

Many New Testament scholars conclude that the letter to the Ephesians was written
after 70CE, because it refers to the destruction of the dividing wall between the
Court of the Gentiles and the Court of Israel in the Jerusalem Temple.! This letter
was recognised by the early church as authored by Paul.? Irenaeus c.170 declares it
is the work of Paul.® Eusebius writing about 320 CE declared that all of Paul's
fourteen epistles were well known and undisputed.* According to Josephus?® a five-
foot wall separated the Outer Court of the Gentiles from a set of stairs that led to
the sanctuary, the platform on which the Temple stood. Gentiles were warned by
Greek and Latin inscriptions fixed on pillars not to proceed beyond that point.® The
Romans had given permission to the Jews to execute any who transgressed the

prohibition.”
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The warning tablet found in Jerusalem bears the following inscription in Koine
Greek:

MHOGENA AAAOTENH EIZITIOPEYEZOAI ENTOX TOY ITEPI
TO IEPON TPY®AKTOY KAI ITEPIBOAOY OX A AN AHO®OH
EAYTQI AITIOXZ EXTAI AIA TO EEAKOAOY®EIN GANATON

"No foreigner is to enter within the barrier around the temple and the enclosure.
Whoever is caught will be responsible himself for the death that follows."

In Ephesians we read,

For he [Christ Jesus] is our peace; in his flesh he has made both groups [Jews and
Gentiles] into one and has broken down the dividing wall, that is, the hostility
between us. (2:14)

Barth notes that, "the (aorist) tense 'he has broken down' reveals that Paul wants to

speak of the factual, historical, completed destruction of the obstacle."8

The context of the passage is reconciliation of Jews and Gentiles and the
constitution of a new temple. (v. 19-20) The author of Ephesians is clearly alluding
to the wall which was broken down when the Romans destroyed the Temple at the
conclusion of hostilities. Paul tells the believers that they now constitute a NEW
temple, a new dwelling place for God. The passage could have been written before
70 CE but the context better suits a late date.

Notes

1. Kitchen, 2002, p.65. Also "It has further been argued that the readers of
Ephesians could understand the unique image of the broken wall in Eph 2:14 only if
it is an allusion to the destruction of Jerusalem in A.D. 70." Barth, 1974, p.12.

2. Muratorian fragment dated c.170.
3. Against Heresies, Book 5.

4. Ecclesiastical History, Book 3.3.
5. Wars of the Jews 5.193-194.

6. Philo, Embassy to Gaius, 31.

7. "Have not you [Jews] been allowed to put up . . . at due distances, and on it to
engrave in Greek, and in your own letters, this prohibition, that no foreigner should
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go beyond that wall. Have not we given you leave to kill such as go beyond it,
though he were a Roman?" Wars of the Jews 6.124-126.

8. Barth, 1974, p.263.

This argument utilizes the specific imagery of the "dividing wall" in Ephesians 2:14
to suggest that the letter--and by extension its author, Paul--must date to the post-
AD 70 period.

The strength of this argument lies in its historical and archaeological specificity. The
Soreg (the stone balustrade) was a physical reality in the Jerusalem Temple that
strictly separated Jews from Gentiles, under penalty of death. Josephus and
archaeological finds (like the Warning Tablet) confirm its existence. For the author
of Ephesians to state that Christ has "broken down" this wall in the past tense
(aorist) strongly implies a post-70 perspective. While a pre-70 Paul might speak of
"spiritual" barriers being removed, the physical destruction of the Temple by the
Romans provided a "factual, historical" realization of this theology that would be

immediately recognizable to a late-first-century audience.

The weakness is the question of authorship. Many modern scholars agree that
Ephesians is "deutero-Pauline" (written by a disciple after Paul's death). However,
the argument notes that the early church (Irenaeus, Eusebius) was unanimous in
attributing it to Paul himself. If we accept the early church's witness that Paul wrote
it, and we accept the archaeological allusion to the Temple's fall, we are forced to

move Paul's entire career into the post-70 era.

If the orthodox thesis--that Paul wrote Ephesians in the early 60s while the Temple

was still standing--were correct, we should see:

* Present-Tense Warnings: Paul should warn Gentile converts not to cross the
physical wall in Jerusalem to avoid execution (as he was accused of doing with
Trophimus in Acts 21:28). Instead, he speaks of the wall as a defunct obstacle of the
past.

 Literal vs. Metaphorical Clarity: If the wall were still standing, Paul's metaphor

would be dangerously misleading, potentially encouraging Gentiles to risk their
lives. If the wall were already rubble, the metaphor becomes a powerful theological
reflection on a visible historical event.

* A Future-Tense "New Temple": In a pre-70 context, the "New Temple" (the Church)

would be a rival to the existing one. In a post-70 context, the New Temple is the
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successor to the destroyed one, which fits the rhetorical flow of Ephesians 2:19-22
much more naturally.

17 Paul and the prominent Gospel character, John the Baptist

Paul never mentions a forerunner to Jesus; he never mentions John the Baptiser,
although he must have heard of him. John the Baptiser seems to have had no
theological significance for Paul. This is odd because John the Baptiser is a central
character in the Gospel narratives, and the baptism of John is also mentioned in the
book of Acts. We can explain the lack of interest by Paul by noting that John the
Baptiser died about 36 CE! and the rumour of Jesus appearance, in line with our
argument, began about 70 CE. Hence there would have been no reason for Paul and
the earliest Christians to connect John to Jesus.

However, we read in the gospels that the disciples of John fasted while the followers
of Jesus did not?, so it may be true that John's teaching or a variation of it survived
into the 90's. Disputation about the status of John can be found in the gospels. See
John 5:36. The ancient sect of the Mandaeans honoured John and rejected Jesus as
the Messiah.3

We submit that Matthew, the writer of the first gospel, was responsible for
connecting the two lives as the contrived fulfilment of some passages from the
prophets--or perhaps Matthew was reporting what had become a common belief.
Either way it served a theological purpose to have John meet Jesus so that the
superiority of Jesus could be demonstrated. The existence of John in history also

served as an anchor for stories about Jesus.
Notes
1. Antiquities of the Jews, Book 18.109--119.

2. Mark 2:18, Matthew 9:14.

W

. Buckley, 2002..

4. Matthew 3:1-3 from Isaiah 40:3.

This argument highlights the silence of Paul regarding John the Baptist to suggest
that the two figures belonged to entirely different eras, and that their "connection"
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was a late literary invention by the Gospel writers to ground the Jesus story in
history.

The strength of this argument lies in the total absence of John the Baptist from the
Pauline epistles. If Paul was writing in the 50s CE and John was the famous
"forerunner" who baptized Jesus only 20 years prior, it is historically remarkable
that Paul never uses John as a witness, a theological foil, or a point of reference. By
placing John's death in the mid-30s (as per Josephus) and the start of the "Jesus
rumor" around AD 70, the argument provides a clean explanation for this silence:
for the earliest Christians, the two men were simply unrelated. The connection only
became necessary later to subordinate John's surviving sect (the Mandaeans) to
Christianity.

The weakness is that Paul's letters are "occasional"---they address specific
congregational problems, not a complete biography of Jesus. Paul also fails to
mention Jesus's parables, his miracles, or the Virgin Birth, yet scholars don't usually
conclude Paul hadn't heard of them. Additionally, Acts 19:1--7 explicitly depicts Paul
encountering disciples of John in Ephesus, which contradicts the idea that Paul was
unaware of him, though revisionists often view Acts as a late first century attempt to

harmonize these disparate traditions.

If the orthodox thesis--that John the Baptist was the widely recognized herald of

Jesus in AD 30--were correct, we should see:

* Apostolic Citation: Paul should appeal to the authority of John the Baptist when
defending Jesus's messiahship to Jewish audiences. Instead, Paul relies exclusively
on Old Testament scripture and personal revelation.

 Unified Sects: If John explicitly pointed to Jesus, his followers should have logically
merged into the Christian movement immediately. Instead, history shows the
Mandaeans and other "Baptist" groups remaining distinct and even hostile to the
Christian claim.

* Contemporary Synchronization: Secular writers like Josephus, who writes

extensively about John the Baptist, should mention his link to a famous "Jesus" if
that link were common knowledge in the first century. Instead, Josephus discusses

them in completely separate contexts.
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18 The witness of James as recorded in Acts

The witness of James as recorded in Acts, appears to make the mission to the

Gentiles contingent on the rebuilding of Jerusalem.

After they finished speaking, James replied, "My brothers, listen to me. Simeon has
related how God first looked favourably on the Gentiles, to take from among them a
people for his name. This agrees with the words of the prophets, as it is written,
'‘After this I [the Messiah] will return, and I will rebuild the dwelling of David, which
has fallen; from its ruins I will rebuild it, and I will set it up, so that all other peoples
may seek the Lord--even all the Gentiles over whom my name has been called. Thus
says the Lord, who has been making these things known from long ago.' (15:13-18)

The rebuilding of the city of David (that is Jerusalem) can only occur after its
destruction. It was destroyed in the year 70, hence the Gentiles were called after 70
CE.

This argument focuses on the Apostolic Decree in Acts 15, highlighting a specific
prophetic citation by James that logically requires the destruction of Jerusalem to
have already occurred.

The strength of this argument is its logical sequencing. James quotes Amos 9:11-12,
which speaks of rebuilding the "dwelling [tabernacle] of David" which has fallen and
is in ruins. In the context of first-century Judea, the "dwelling of David" was
synonymous with Jerusalem and its sacred institutions. If the mission to the Gentiles
is scripturally justified by the need to rebuild these ruins, the ruins must exist. Since
the city was not in ruins in AD 50 (the traditional date of the Council of Jerusalem),
but was a smoking ruin after AD 70, the speech--and the Gentile mission it

authorizes--fits a post-70 historical setting much more naturally.

The weakness is the metaphorical interpretation of "the dwelling of David."
Orthodox scholars argue that James was referring to the dynasty or the spiritual
lineage of David, which had "fallen" into obscurity under Roman rule, rather than
the physical buildings of Jerusalem. In this view, the "rebuilding" is the resurrection
of Jesus and the establishment of the Church, not a construction project following
the Jewish War.

If the orthodox thesis--that this speech was delivered in AD 50--were correct, we
should see:
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» A Different Prophetic Choice: James would likely have quoted a prophecy about
the "Light to the Nations" (like Isaiah 49:6) which does not depend on themes of

"ruin” and "rebuilding"”. Choosing a "ruins" prophecy while the Temple stood in its
greatest architectural glory would have been confusing to his audience.

» Clarification in the Text: The author of Acts should provide a note explaining that
"ruins" refers to the spiritual state of Israel. Instead, the text leaves the quote as a

literal justification for the inclusion of Gentiles.

* Contemporary Jewish Usage: We should see other mid-first-century Jewish groups
using Amos 9 to describe their current situation. Instead, "rebuilding the ruins"

becomes a dominant theme in Jewish and Christian literature specifically after the
catastrophe of AD 70.

19 The parable of the widow and the unjust judge

Berenice co-ruled with Agrippa II, often appearing in public and inscriptions as
"queen" (basilissa) or "ruler." She was involved in diplomacy and showed piety:
Josephus notes she took a Nazarite vow (a Jewish ascetic practice) and shaved her
head in fulfillment. Her first marriage (around age 13-15) was to Marcus Julius
Alexander (nephew of Philo of Alexandria), but it was short-lived as he died soon
after. After her father's death in 44 CE, she married her uncle Herod of Chalcis (her
father's brother), with whom she had two sons (Berenicianus and Hyrcanus). He
died in 48 CE.

A dramatic moment came in 66 CE during the early stages of the First Jewish--
Roman War. Under the corrupt procurator Gessius Florus, Roman troops massacred
Jews in Jerusalem. Berenice, barefoot and dishevelled (in mourning or Nazarite
mode), repeatedly begged Florus from his tribunal to stop the slaughter, sending
messengers and risking her own life---she nearly faced assault by soldiers and had
to flee to safety. Florus ignored her, and the violence escalated, helping spark the

full revolt.!

A parable which appears in the gospel of Luke contains many clues that show that it

was most likely based on these events.

He [Jesus] said, "In a certain city there was a judge who neither feared God nor had
respect for people. In that city there was a widow who kept coming to him and
saying, 'Grant me justice against my opponent.' For a while he refused; but later he

said to himself, 'Though I have no fear of God and no respect for anyone, yet
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because this widow keeps bothering me, I will grant her justice, so that she may not
wear me out by continually coming.'" And the Lord said, "Listen to what the unjust
judge says. And will not God grant justice to his chosen ones who cry to him day and
night? Will he delay long in helping them? I tell you, he will quickly grant justice to
them. And yet, when the Son of Man comes, will he find faith on earth?" (Luke
18:2-8)

» The city is Jerusalem

* The unjust judge is the procurator, Gessius Florus (64-66) who was renowned for

being thoroughly unscrupulous, corrupt and impious.

e The widow is Berenice, widow of Alexander (44 CE) and widow of Herod of Chalcis

(48 CE), who tried by constant efforts to relieve the plight of the Jews.

* The chosen ones are the Jews, suffering injustice and oppression from the Romans
under Florus.

* But they received no political justice, no political help from God.

The Son of Man, Jesus, did come, but as the unexpected suffering servant--hence he
was unrecognized. When he came as the parable says, he found no faith on the
earth.

Notes

1. Wars of the Jews 2.271ff.

This argument connects the Parable of the Unjust Judge to the historical encounter
between Queen Berenice and the procurator Gessius Florus in AD 66. It suggests
that the "parables of Jesus" are actually allegorical reflections on the specific
political disasters that led to the Jewish War.

The strength of this argument lies in the striking historical parallels. Gessius Florus
(procurator from AD 64-66) was described by Josephus in terms almost identical to
the judge in the parable: a man who "neither feared God nor had respect for
people." Furthermore, Berenice was a twice-widowed queen who famously stood
before Florus's tribunal in a state of mourning (barefoot and dishevelled) to plead
for justice for her people during the Jerusalem massacre. If the parable is a "thinly
veiled" commentary on these events, it places the composition of the Gospel of Luke
firmly in the post-AD 70 era, looking back at the failed pleas for mercy that
preceded the total destruction of the city.
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The weakness is that the parable in Luke ends with the judge eventually granting
justice, whereas the historical Gessius Florus refused Berenice and escalated the
violence. To reconcile this, the argument must posit that the parable is an
"inversion" or a theological promise--suggesting that while the earthly judge
(Florus) failed the widow (Berenice), the Heavenly Judge will not fail His "chosen

ones."

If the orthodox thesis--that Jesus told this parable in AD 30 to a Galilean audience--

were correct, we should see:

* Generic Contextual Details: The parable should use standard ancient tropes about
widows and judges that apply to any era. Instead, the specific pairing of a
"shameless judge" and a "widow of high persistence" matches the unique political

drama of AD 66 with startling accuracy.

» Earlier Attestation of the Parable: We should find this specific parable in the
earliest layers of tradition (like the hypothetical Q source or the Gospel of Mark).
Instead, it appears only in Luke, the Gospel most frequently cited by scholars as

having a sophisticated, post-70 "historical" perspective.

* A Lack of Connection to "The Son of Man": The parable's conclusion (v. 8) ties the
"justice" to the "coming of the Son of Man." In a pre-70 context, this is a vague
prophecy. In a post-70 context, it is a direct commentary on why the "divine
justice" (the destruction of the Temple) was not recognized as the arrival of the Son
of Man.

20 "Save us from the Romans"

Matthew reports on Jesus' triumphal entry into Jerusalem at the climax of his

mission.

A very large crowd spread their cloaks on the road, while others cut branches from
the trees and spread them on the road. The crowds that went ahead of him and
those that followed shouted,

Hosanna to the Son of David!
Blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord!!
Hosanna in the highest heaven! ...

Do you hear what these children are saying? they asked him.

38



Yes, replied Jesus, have you never read, From the lips of children and infants you,
Lord, have called forth your praise?? (21:8-9,16)

What does Hosanna mean? Hosanna [Greek: Qoavva transliterated from the

AVACA

Hebrew] comes from the Hebrew phrase §&j nuwin (h6si‘a-na’), or the shortened form

~ <

83 vin1 (hosa‘-na’). It literally means: "Save (us), please!" or "Save now!" or "Please

deliver us!"3
Hosanna in the highest! [Greek: Qoavva €v Toig DyioToG]

As it stands this phrase makes little sense. Why would the Jews in Jerusalem be
crying out for help "in the highest?" There are no connecting words in the phrase
such as "you who are", which would make the sentence meaningful.

A solution presents itself if we assume that the acclamation was originally made in
Hebrew. Then translating back into that language from the Greek, we get
bammeromim from 037 (marém) meaning "height" or "elevation." ( 2 ba- is the

standard preposition meaning "in or at.") But the phrase still lacks an object.
Was the original expression "Save us from the Romans"?

The Hebrew for this is Hoshi'einu min ha-Roma'im [ow2i77 1 10°win] This phrase is
remarkably similar to our reconstruction and could have been corrupted in
translation or the Hebrew spoken by the crowd could have been based on the
ancient psalms and used with a double meaning so as to not offend the Romans. The
Psalms referenced by the evangelist are situated in a context where military victory
is being pursued.

Between 66 and 70 CE the Romans prosecuted their campaign first in Galilee and
then in Judea, and finally in the siege of Jerusalem. This urgent appeal to God to be
saved from the Romans makes sense if we fit the phrase to the context of the siege

of Jerusalem.
Notes

1.Psalm 118:25,26 Lord, save us! Lord, grant us success! Blessed is he who comes
in the name of the Lord. From the house of the Lord we bless you [plural].

2. Psalm 8:2 Through the praise of children and infants you have established a
stronghold against your enemies to silence the foe and the avenger.

3. Ziffer notes that, "It is used to this day in the synagogue in the special collection
of Psalms found in all Jewish prayer books under the title of 'Hallel!' that consists of
Psalms 113-118. These psalms are chanted on certain festival days." (2006, p.102)
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This argument proposes that the "Triumphal Entry" into Jerusalem--specifically the
cry of "Hosanna"--is a linguistic and historical fossil of the Siege of Jerusalem (AD

70), rather than a peaceful procession in AD 30.

The strength of this argument lies in its philological reconstruction. The Greek
phrase Hosanna en tois hypsistois ("Hosanna in the highest") is notoriously
awkward and has no clear precedent in Jewish liturgy. However, as the argument
notes, the Hebrew for "Save us from the Romans" (Hoshi'einu min ha-Roma'im)
sounds phonetically similar to the Greek transliteration and the reconstructed
Hebrew for "in the heights" (bammerémim). If the original cry was a desperate
prayer for military deliverance during the Roman siege, it transforms Jesus's entry
into an allegory of the city's final days. Furthermore, the use of Psalm 8:2 regarding
"silencing the foe and the avenger" fits a military siege far better than a religious
festival.

The weakness is that "Hosanna" was already a standardized liturgical shout derived
from Psalm 118, used during the Feast of Tabernacles. While "in the highest" is
unusual, it likely reflects a Hellenistic Jewish desire to direct the prayer to God's
heavenly throne. To accept this argument, one must assume a massive "translation
error" or a deliberate "coding" of the text by the author of Matthew to hide its

original revolutionary meaning.

If the orthodox thesis--that Jesus entered Jerusalem in AD 30 to a peaceful,

religiously motivated crowd--were correct, we should see:

* Roman Indifference: If the crowd was merely shouting religious slogans from the
Psalms, the Roman garrison in the Fortress Antonia should have ignored it. Instead,
the Gospels describe the "whole city being stirred" (Matthew 21:10), a reaction

more consistent with a political or military uprising.

* A Lack of Military L.anguage: The citations used by the Gospel writers (Psalms 8
and 118) should be purely devotional. Instead, both Psalms are situated in contexts

of crushing national enemies and "establishing strongholds" against foes.

» Clearer Liturgical Continuity: The phrase "in the highest" should appear in other
Jewish literature from the period if it was a standard religious greeting. Instead, it

appears almost exclusively in the Christian "Triumphal Entry" narrative, suggesting
it may be a corruption of a different, more urgent phrase.

4
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21 The gate of Nain

We are told in the gospel of Luke that Jesus raised from the dead a young man who

had lived in a town called Nain.

Soon afterwards he [Jesus] went to a town called Nain, and his disciples and a large
crowd went with him. As he approached the gate of the town, a man who had died
was being carried out. He was his mother's only son, and she was a widow; and with

her was a large crowd from the town. (7:11-12)!

Josephus describes Nain (Greek: Nadiv; Hebrew: Nein) as a village in lower Galilee,
which appears to agree with archaeological surveys. Conder and others who visited
the site in 1882-8 say that "there are numerous traces of ruins extending beyond the
boundary of the modern hamlet to the north, showing the place to have been once
larger . . . There is a small spring north of the village; a second, 'Ain el Baz, exists on

the west, and beside it are rock-cut tombs, much defaced, and a tree."?

Prior to the Jewish War it appears that the town had no wall as Josephus says that
the infamous leader of the revolt, Simon bar Giora "built a wall at a certain village
called Nain, "built a wall at a certain village called Nain," using it as a fortress
during the revolt.? Luke says that Jesus and his party approached the gate of the
town.# Clearly there could only have been a gate if there had been a wall. Hence the
story appears to be set in a time after June 68 when, with Nero dead and the Roman
campaign temporarily halted due to the confused state of affairs in Rome, the rebel
leader Simon bar Giora set up a wall around the town and used it as a fortress.
Furthermore the apocryphal Gospel of Barnabas connects the Roman occupation
with this miracle. Barnabas says, "At that time the army of the Romans was in Judea,

our country being subject to them for the sins of our forefathers." (48.1)
Notes

1. This story bears many similarities to a story related by Apuleius; the saving of a
man in a funeral procession, dressed ready for the funeral pyre and snatched from
the jaws of death by the skill of the physician Asclepiades. (Florida 19)

2. Conder et al, 1998, p.86.
3. Wars of the Jews 4.503.

4. Cities were surrounded by walls, to defend them from their enemies. They were
entered through "gates" placed at convenient distances from each other. In most
cities it was not allowed to bury the dead within the walls; hence, they were carried
to some convenient burial-place in the vicinity of the city. Barnes' Notes on the
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Bible, accessed at [Luke 7 Barnes' Notes](https://biblehub.com/commentaries/
barnes/luke/7.htm)

This argument provides a striking "archaeological anachronism" that challenges the
traditional setting of Jesus's ministry. It suggests that the Gospel of Luke
inadvertently describes a version of the town of Nain that only existed after the
outbreak of the Jewish War (66-70 CE), specifically under the command of the rebel
leader Simon bar Giora.

The strength of this argument lies in its reliance on military architecture. Luke
7:11-12 explicitly mentions the "gate of the town." In 1st-century Judea, a gate
implies a defensive wall. According to Josephus (who was the military governor of
Galilee at the start of the war), Nain was a mere village--typically unpaved and
unwalled. Josephus records that it was Simon bar Giora who "built a wall at a
certain village called Nain" to convert it into a fortress around 68 CE. If Jesus
approached a "gate" in Nain, he was walking into a fortification that did not exist in
the 30s CE, but was a prominent landmark of the late 60s. This suggests the author
of Luke was using the post-war landscape as the backdrop for his narrative.

The weakness is that "gate" (pylé) can sometimes be used loosely to describe the
entrance to a town or a gap between buildings. However, Luke's description of a
funeral procession exiting the gate to a burial place (consistent with the rock-cut
tombs found by Conder) strongly implies a formal, walled boundary. Traditionalists
might argue there was an earlier wall Josephus failed to mention, but Josephus is
usually meticulous about Jewish fortifications.

If the orthodox thesis--that the miracle at Nain happened in the 30s CE--were
correct, we should see:

» A Pre-War Wall: Archaeological evidence should show a fortification layer from the
Herodian era. Instead, surveys show Nain was a small hamlet that only expanded
into a fortified position during the revolt.

» Josephus Mentioning "Restoration": When Josephus describes Simon bar Giora at

Nain, he says Simon built the wall (oteichisen), not that he repaired or strengthened
an existing one.

* A Narrative without "Gates": The Gospel should describe Jesus meeting the
procession on the "road" or "at the entrance" of the village. The specific mention of
a pylé suggests the author was familiar with the fortified Nain of the war years.
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22 Jesus reports a murder that occurred in the year 69

According to Josephus, Zechariah, the son of Baruch was murdered by Zealots in a
show trial in the Temple court in the year 69.! Jesus appears to refer to the same
incident at Matthew 23:34-36.

Therefore I [Jesus] send you prophets, sages, and scribes, some of whom you will kill
and crucify, and some you will flog in your synagogues and pursue from town to
town, so that upon you may come all the righteous blood shed on earth, from the
blood of righteous Abel to the blood of Zechariah son of Barachiah, whom you
murdered between the sanctuary and the altar. Truly I tell you, all this will come

upon this generation.
Notes

1. Wars of the Jews 4.334-344.

This argument identifies a specific historical event--the murder of Zechariah, son of
Baruch, in AD 69--as the definitive chronological anchor for the Gospel of Matthew,

suggesting the "Jesus" character is speaking from a post-AD 70 perspective.

The strength of this argument is its historical precision. Josephus records that
during the civil strife in Jerusalem (c. AD 68-69), a prominent and "righteous" man
named Zechariah, son of Baruch (or Baris), was brought before a mock trial by the
Zealots and subsequently slain "in the middle of the Temple." In Matthew 23, Jesus
explicitly names "Zechariah son of Barachiah" as the final victim in a line of
righteous blood. If Jesus is referencing a murder that occurred in AD 69, he could
not be speaking in AD 30. This makes the statement an "anachronism" that exposes

the text as a post-war composition.

The weakness lies in a potential identity confusion. Traditional scholars argue Jesus
was referring to the Old Testament figure Zechariah, son of Jehoiada, who was
stoned in the Temple court (2 Chronicles 24). However, that Zechariah's father was
Jehoiada, not Barachiah. Others suggest he meant the prophet Zechariah (son of
Berechiah), but there is no biblical record of that prophet being murdered in the
Temple. The match with Josephus's Zechariah (AD 69) is the only one that fits both
the location (between the sanctuary and altar) and the father's name (Baris/Baruch),
but it requires acknowledging that the Gospel writer attributed the memory of a

recent war crime to Jesus.
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If the orthodox thesis--that Jesus spoke these words in AD 30--were correct, we

should see:

» A Clear Old Testament Reference: Jesus should have named a victim whose death
was well-known from the Hebrew Scriptures to emphasize his point to his
contemporaries. Instead, the name he provides creates a "chronological knot" that

only resolves when looking at the events of AD 69.

» Correction by Early Scribes: If this were a simple mistake by Matthew, we might

expect early manuscript variants to "fix" the father's name to Jehoiada to match 2
Chronicles. While some later manuscripts do omit "son of Barachiah," the earliest

and most reliable ones retain the name that links the event to the Jewish War.

» Separation of the "Generation": Jesus says these crimes will come upon "this
generation." If he spoke in AD 30, the "generation" that killed a man in AD 69 is

indeed the one that saw the Temple fall in AD 70. However, the use of the past tense
("whom you murdered") implies the act had already occurred when the words were

written.

23 Jesus and familial division

Jesus preaches,

Do you think that I have come to bring peace to the earth? No, I tell you, but rather
division! From now on five in one household will be divided, three against two and
two against three; they will be divided: father against son and son against father,
mother against daughter and daughter against mother, mother-in-law against her
daughter-in-law and daughter-in-law against mother-in-law." (Luke 12:51--53)

Jesus says "From now on..." indicating that this generational division would come
into effect immediately. However, when we search the gospels and Acts we do not
find this. We do find division but it is never along the lines described in the

prophecy. (Luke 12:13, John 10:19, Acts 14:4, Acts 23:7)

However, Josephus records demographic strife and division within families in

Jerusalem about the year 68--as described by Jesus.

There was also a bitter contest between those that were fond of war, and those that
were desirous for peace. At the first this quarrelsome temper caught hold of private
families, who could not agree among themselves; after which those people that were
the dearest to one another brake through all restraints with regard to each other,

44



and everyone associated with those of his own opinion, and began already to stand
in opposition one to another; so that seditions arose everywhere, while those that
were for innovations, and were desirous of war, by their youth and boldness, were

too hard for the aged and prudent men.! [italics added]

Jesus' saying accurately describes the demographic strife (young versus old) that

attended the period of turmoil in Jerusalem about the year 68.
Notes

1. Wars of the Jews 4.128.

This argument connects the specific prophecy of familial and generational division
found in Luke 12 to the documented civil strife in Jerusalem around AD 68,
suggesting the "sayings of Jesus" are actually post-war reflections on the internal

collapse of Judean society.

The strength of this argument lies in its sociological specificity. While general
religious conflict is common, Jesus' prophecy specifically highlights a mathematical
and generational breakdown ("three against two," "father against son"). Josephus
records that in AD 68, Jerusalem was consumed by a "bitter contest" between the
young (pro-war) and the aged (pro-peace). He explicitly notes that "quarrelsome
temper caught hold of private families" and that the "youth and boldness" of the
innovators overwhelmed "aged and prudent men." This provides a literal historical
fulfillment for the "From now on..." warning that is conspicuously missing from the
narratives of the AD 30s, where disciples usually left their families entirely rather

than engaging in internal domestic sedition.

The weakness is that Micah 7:6 contains almost identical language ("For son
dishonours father, daughter rises against her mother..."). A traditional scholar would
argue Jesus was simply quoting Old Testament "apocalyptic tropes" to describe the
general cost of discipleship. In this view, the similarity to Josephus is not an
anachronism, but rather a case of both authors using the same biblical vocabulary

to describe social chaos.

If the orthodox thesis--that Jesus spoke these words in AD 30 regarding religious

conversion--were correct, we should see:

* Evidence in Acts: The Book of Acts should contain stories of Christian converts
engaging in "three against two" household battles. Instead, Acts typically shows
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whole households converting together (e.g., Cornelius, the Philippian jailer) or

individuals being cast out of synagogues, not domestic civil war.

» A Distinction in the Conflict: Jesus' warning about "five in one household" suggests
a deadlock within a family unit. This fits the political polarization of a city under
siege (to fight or to surrender) much more precisely than the choice to follow a new
itinerant preacher.

» Contemporary Usage: If this was a standard spiritual teaching, it should appear in
the letters of Paul as a regular part of church life. Instead, it appears in the Gospels,
often grouped with other "signs of the end" that align with the Jewish War.

<+

24 Baptised by fire

David Roberts (1796-1864), The Siege and Destruction of Jerusalem under the Command of Titus, AD
70.

In the gospel story, Jesus declares, "I came to bring fire to the earth, and how I wish
it were already kindled!" (Luke 12:49) John the Baptist says of Jesus that he, "will
baptize you with the Holy Spirit and fire." (Matthew 3:11)

It is significant that the outpouring of the Holy Spirit, the power that energised the

first believers, is linked to the theme of fire.
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To explain the link, the writer of Acts has Peter quote the Old Testament prophet,
Joel. Peter allegedly spoke these words to explain the phenomena of Pentecost

witnessed in Jerusalem after the ascension of the saviour.

In the last days it will be, God declares, that I will pour out my Spirit upon all flesh,
and your sons and your daughters shall prophesy, and your young men shall see
visions, and your old men shall dream dreams. Even upon my slaves, both men and
women, in those days I will pour out my Spirit; and they shall prophesy. And I will
show portents in the heaven above and signs on the earth below, blood, and fire, and
smoky mist. The sun shall be turned to darkness and the moon to blood, before the
coming of the Lord's great and glorious day. (Acts 2:17-20)

The portents of blood, fire and smoke are designated signs of the last days and
actually appeared when Jerusalem was consigned to the flames. Peter's speech
refers to a contemporaneous event. The baptism by fire was experienced by
believers who were trapped in Jerusalem.

Josephus says,

Yet was the misery itself more terrible than this disorder; for one would have
thought that the hill itself, on which the temple stood, was seething hot, as full of
fire on every part of it, that the blood was larger in quantity than the fire, and those
that were slain more in number than those that slew them; for the ground did
nowhere appear visible, for the dead bodies that lay on it. ...but they [the Romans]
ran everyone through whom they met with, and obstructed the very lanes with their
dead bodies, and made the whole city run down with blood, to such a degree indeed
that the fire of many of the houses was quenched with these men's blood. And truly
so it happened, that though the slayers left off at the evening, yet did the fire greatly
prevail in the night.!

Indeed, what Isaiah had prophesied was fulfilled.

And they shall go out and look at the dead bodies of the people who have rebelled
against me; for their worm shall not die, their fire shall not be quenched, and they
shall be an abhorrence to all flesh. (66:24)

Notes

1. Wars of the Jews 6.403--408.
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This argument identifies the "Baptism by Fire" and the Pentecostal portents of
"blood, and fire, and smoky mist" not as metaphors for spiritual fervour, but as

literal descriptions of the Burning of Jerusalem in AD 70.

The strength of this argument lies in its historical literalism. While the "fire" of
Pentecost is traditionally viewed as the tongues of flame in Acts 2, the citation of
Joel 2:30 specifically lists "blood, and fire, and smoky mist" as signs of the "Day of
the Lord." Josephus's account of the Temple Mount "seething hot" and the city
"running down with blood" provides a visceral, one-to-one correspondence with the
imagery in Peter's speech. If the "Baptism by Fire" refers to the literal conflagration
of the city, it positions the birth of the "Spirit-energized" Church not in a peaceful

upper room in AD 30, but in the traumatic survival of the AD 70 siege.

The weakness is that in Matthew 3:11, John the Baptist contrasts water baptism
with a personal baptism of fire, which is usually interpreted as internal purification
or judgment. To accept the revisionist view, one must see the Gospel and Acts
narratives as "theological journalism" that took the literal fire of the Roman war and
re-cast it as the mystical fire of a new religion.

If the orthodox thesis--that the "fire" of Acts 2 occurred in AD 30--were correct, we
should see:

* A Lack of Physical Catastrophe: In AD 30, there was no "blood, fire, and smoky

mist" in Jerusalem. If Peter quoted Joel to explain a few men speaking in tongues,
the quote is an immense rhetorical overreach. However, if he spoke it while the city

was actually burning, the quote is an accurate description of his surroundings.

* Distinct Symbolism: Early Christian art and writing should distinguish between
the "Good Fire" of the Spirit and the "Bad Fire" of the Temple's destruction. Instead,
we see Jesus in Luke 12:49 wishing for the fire to be already kindled, suggesting the
destruction was the goal of his mission.

* The "Sun and Moon" Omens: Joel (and Peter) mentions the sun turning to darkness
and the moon to blood. Josephus and Tacitus record exactly these types of celestial

portents during the Jewish War (as discussed in Item 13).

4

25 Poverty in Palestine

Paul collected money from the diaspora Church to help the poor saints in Jerusalem.
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They [the Jerusalem elders] requested only that we remember the poor, the very

thing I also was eager to do. (Galatians 2:10)

For Macedonia and Achaia are pleased to make some contribution for the poor

among the saints in Jerusalem. (Romans 15:26)

Poverty would have been the norm in Jerusalem and indeed throughout Palestine
after the War. Wilson names economic collapse as one result of the War,

"exacerbated by the awarding of lands to Roman veterans."!
Notes

1. Wilson, 1995, p.3.

This argument suggests that the famous "collection for the saints" mentioned in
Paul's letters reflects the widespread economic devastation in Judea following the
First Jewish-Roman War (AD 66-73), rather than a localized famine in the AD 40s.

The strength of this argument is its alignment with macro-economic reality. While
the Book of Acts mentions a famine under Claudius (c. AD 46), the destruction of
Jerusalem in AD 70 caused a total societal and economic collapse. The Romans
confiscated ancestral lands to reward veterans, effectively turning the surviving
Judean population into a class of destitute tenant farmers or urban paupers. If Paul's
primary mission was a massive, multi-province fundraising effort for "the poor in
Jerusalem," it matches the scale of the post-war humanitarian crisis much more

logically than a mid-century regional drought.

The weakness is that the "poor" (ptochoi) in Jerusalem often referred to a specific
sectarian identity (the Ebionites, or "The Poor") rather than just a socioeconomic
status. Paul's collection could have been a "temple tax" equivalent intended to
support the leadership of the movement in Jerusalem, regardless of the general
economic climate. Furthermore, if Paul was writing in the 80s or 90s, the "Jerusalem
Church" he was supporting would have to be the community in exile (likely in Pella

or the Decapolis), yet he specifically names "Jerusalem."

If the orthodox thesis--that Paul's collection occurred in the AD 50s--were correct,

we should see:

* Evidence of a Self-Sustaining Community: A pre-war Jerusalem church should

have been able to support itself through the "sharing of all things" mentioned in
early Acts. A sudden, desperate need for international aid suggests a catastrophic

event that wiped out their internal resources.
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» Specific References to the Famine: Paul's letters to the Romans or Corinthians

should mention the "famine of Claudius" as the reason for the collection. Instead, he
speaks of the "need" in general terms, which fits a permanent state of post-war

poverty better than a temporary weather event.

4

26 Taking the kingdom by force

There is a passage in Matthew (11:12), where Jesus is reported to have said:

From the days of John the Baptist until now the kingdom of heaven (BaoiAeia tdOv
ovpav®v) has suffered violence, (BidCetan -is forcibly seized) and the violent take it

by force (Braotol apmdCovoly adTAY -violent men seize or snatch it by force).

According to Josephus the first futile and violent attempt to set up a Jewish kingdom
after the death of John the Baptist (c. 36 CE) was the movement led by Theudas,
which occurred around 44-46 CE.! The Book of Acts at 5:36 appears to mention the
same incident and oddly describes it as occurring "some time ago..." (Ip0 TOOTWD
TGOV Nuep®v) before the present that is before the martyrdom of Stephen and the
conversion of Paul which are popularly dated to c. 35 CE. After the incident with
Theudas came the "Egyptian" who is also referred to in Acts though much later at
21:38. This attempt occurred, according to Josephus, during the procuratorship of
Antonius Felix (c. 52--60 CE).2

The pattern of these insurrections culminated in the general rebellion of 66-70, and
effectively ceased when the Temple was destroyed and Jerusalem was taken. Other
attempts at setting up a Jewish kingdom occurred after this--in 115 and 130, but
assuming the gospel of Matthew was written before 115, we can adduce this
passage to confirm that Jesus did not "appear" until much later than the traditional
30-33 AD and most probably at or after the full scale rebellion was crushed in the
year 70.

Notes

1. Antiquities of the Jews 20.97--98. According to the historian, Theudas persuaded
a large number of followers to take their possessions and follow him to the Jordan
River, promising that he would divide its waters at his command---echoing the
biblical miracle of Joshua and implying a new exodus and liberation of the people.

2. The Jewish War 2.261--263 and Antiquities of the Jews 20.169--172.
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This argument focuses on a cryptic saying in Matthew 11:12 to suggest that the
"Kingdom of Heaven" (the Jewish messianic movement) was being seized by literal,
violent revolutionaries in a sequence that only began after the traditional life of

Jesus.

The strength of this argument is its alignment with the historical timeline of Jewish
insurgency. Josephus provides a clear list of "violent men" (biastai) who attempted
to forcibly establish the Kingdom of God through armed revolt: Theudas (c. 44--46
CE), the "Egyptian" (c. 52--60 CE), and finally the Zealot factions of the Great Revolt
(66--70 CE). If Jesus says the Kingdom has been suffering violence "from the days of
John the Baptist until now," and those violent attempts only began in the mid-40s,
the "now" of the speaker must be significantly later than 33 CE. The passage in Acts
5:36 further complicates the orthodox timeline by placing Theudas before the 30s
CE, a chronological blunder that revisionists argue reveals the text's late, confused

attempts to retro-date these events.

The weakness is that many theologians interpret "suffering violence" in a spiritual
or metaphorical sense. They argue Jesus was referring to the enthusiastic, perhaps
over-eager, crowds "pressing in" to the kingdom, or the spiritual opposition from the
establishment. However, the Greek verb harszpazousin (to snatch or seize) almost
always implies a predatory or forceful taking, which supports the idea of literal

rebels trying to "force" the arrival of the messianic age.

If the orthodox thesis--that Jesus spoke these words in 30 CE--were correct, we
should see:

* A Lack of Pre-30 Insurgents: Between the death of Herod the Great (4 BCE) and
the 30s CE, Judea was relatively stable under Roman prefects like Pilate. There
were no major "violent men" attempting to seize the kingdom during this window.

The "violence'" Jesus describes has no historical referent in the 20s CE.

» Chronological Accuracy in Acts: If the author of Acts were a contemporary of Paul,
he would not place the revolt of Theudas (44 CE) before the speech of Gamaliel

(early 30s CE). This error suggests the author was writing much later and was

poorly informed about the specific dates of the mid-century.

* Contextual Clarity: If Jesus meant "spiritual violence," we would expect the
surrounding verses to explain this unique concept. Instead, the passage stands as a
jagged historical fragment that matches the "Sign of the Sword" (Item 14) and the
general chaos of the 60s CE.
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27 "I will destroy this temple"

At Jesus' trial before the Council, Matthew says,

Now the chief priests and the whole council were looking for false testimony against
Jesus so that they might put him to death, but they found none, though many false
witnesses came forward. At last two came forward and said, "This fellow said, 'l am
able to destroy the temple of God and to build it in three days." (26:59-61)

This so-called "false" testimony contains a kernel of truth. The destruction of the
physical temple created the conditions for the building of a new temple, the church.!
And the temple "made without hands" (Mark 14:58) was planted in the same place
as the old temple was destroyed, Jerusalem. (Acts 6:7) The "three days" refers to the
time Jesus was in the grave. When he rose from the dead, the church was
symbolically founded. The falsity of the claim lies in a misunderstanding on the part
of the witnesses. The linking of the two events in time and place is significant.

Notes

1. Paul says, 'For God's temple is holy, and you [plural] are that temple.' (1
Corinthians 3:17)

This argument explores the "destruction/reconstruction" paradox central to the
Gospel narrative. It suggests that the "false testimony" regarding Jesus's threat to
destroy the Temple is a literary device used to reconcile the historical trauma of 70
CE with the emergence of the Church.

The strength of this argument is its metaphorical resolution. In the trial scene, the
witnesses are labeled "false" not because Jesus didn't talk about Temple destruction,
but because they understood it as a literal threat by a single man rather than a
divine "re-planting" of the faith. By linking the destruction of the physical stones to a
"three-day" resurrection, the Gospel writers (writing after 70 CE) provided a
theological "why" for the ruins of Jerusalem. The "temple made without
hands" (Mark 14:58) is the ultimate answer to the "Prophetic Vacuum" (Item 49)---it
explains that the destruction was not an end, but a necessary step to create the
"living stones" of the Church (Item 48).

The weakness is the internal logic of the trial. If the testimony was truly "false" in a
literal sense, then Jesus never made the claim at all. However, the Gospel of John

(2:19) has Jesus openly say, "Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it
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up,"” though the narrator clarifies he was speaking of "the temple of his body." This

suggests that the "falsehood" was a matter of interpretation, not existence.

If the orthodox thesis--that this was a pre-war prediction made in the 30s CE--were

correct, we should see:

* A Non-Destructive Reform: Jesus's teachings should have focused on how to save
the Temple from corruption while keeping the building intact. Instead, the Gospels

are saturated with the inevitability of its total ruin (Matthew 24:2).

* Immediate Reconstruction: If the "new temple" was built in three days in AD 33,
the followers of Jesus should have stopped caring about the Herodian Temple
immediately. Yet Acts 3:1 shows the apostles still attending the physical Temple for
prayer decades later.

* The Markan Clarification: Mark's addition of "made without hands" vs. "made with
hands" is a highly sophisticated Greek philosophical distinction. It is the language of
a post-70 CE diaspora community trying to explain to a Roman audience why their
religion has no physical headquarters.

28 The consolation of Israel

Now there was a man in Jerusalem whose name was Simeon; this man was
righteous and devout, looking forward to the consolation of Israel, and the Holy
Spirit rested on him. (Luke 2:25)

This consolation would have been sought AFTER 70 CE, that is after the city, the
temple and the country had been laid waste.

This argument focuses on the term "The Consolation of Israel" (paraklésin tou
Israel), suggesting that the specific hope expressed by the character Simeon in the

Nativity narrative is a post-war sentiment rather than a pre-war expectation.

The strength of this argument lies in its contextual resonance. While the
"consolation" of Israel is rooted in the "Comfort" passages of Isaiah (e.g., Isaiah
40:1), the desire for such comfort reached its historical zenith only after the
catastrophic loss of the Temple and the Jewish state in AD 70. In Jewish liturgy and
literature of the late first century (such as 2 Baruch and 4 Ezra), "consolation"
became a technical term for the mourning over Jerusalem's ruins. By placing this
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longing in the mouth of Simeon at the beginning of the Gospel of Luke, the author
effectively signals to a post-70 audience that the birth of Jesus is the divine response

to the national grief they are currently experiencing.

The weakness is that the hope for a Messiah ("the consolation") was already a staple
of Jewish thought during the Roman occupation under the Herods. A traditional
scholar would argue that the "righteous and devout" in the 4 BCE-30 CE period
were looking for consolation from the general "shame" of being ruled by pagans,

even if the Temple was still standing.

If the orthodox thesis--that Simeon's hope was a generic pre-war messianic

expectation--were correct, we should see:

* A Focus on "Restoration" vs. "Consolation": Pre-war expectations usually centred
on the Restoration (apokatastasis) of the Kingdom---a proactive, political triumph (as
seen in Acts 1:6). "Consolation" is the language of a funeral; it implies a loss has
already been sustained.

* The Absence of Post-War Vocabulary: If Luke were writing in the 60s, we should

not see him using the specific "comfort" themes that define post-70 rabbinic and
apocalyptic literature. Instead, Luke 2 mirrors the tone of the "Lamentations" over
the fallen city.

* A Simeon with Immediate Impact: In the narrative, Simeon says his eyes have

seen salvation, yet in the orthodox timeline, the city is destroyed forty years later.
This creates a paradox where the "consolation" arrives, but the greatest tragedy in
Israel's history follows immediately after.

29 The Acts of the Apostles is out of sync with its literary setting

Luke has the disciples say, "Lord, is this the time when you will restore the kingdom
to Israel?" (Acts 1:6) This passage would only have made sense in the 70s, that is

after Israel had been destroyed as a political state: not the 30s.

This argument highlights the anachronism of political restoration in the early
chapters of Acts. It suggests that the disciples' primary concern--the "restoration of
the kingdom"--only becomes a logical and urgent question once that kingdom has
been physically annihilated.
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The strength of this argument lies in its political logic. In the AD 30s, the "Kingdom
of Israel" (as a concept of self-rule) was certainly under Roman prefecture, but the
Jewish social, religious, and political infrastructure---the Sanhedrin, the High
Priesthood, and the Temple---was fully intact. The desperate question, "Will you *at
this time* restore the kingdom?" carries the weight of a people who have recently
lost everything. In the wake of AD 70, when the Jewish state had been completely
liquidated, the hope for a miraculous "restoration" (as seen in contemporary works

like 4 Ezra) was the defining obsession of the survivors.

The weakness is the Zionist expectation common throughout the Second Temple
period. Many Jews in the 30s viewed Roman rule itself as a state of "exile" and
"destruction," even with the Temple standing. For them, restoration meant the
removal of the Roman eagle and the return of a Davidic monarch. Therefore, a
traditional scholar would argue the question is perfectly consistent with the
messianic fervour of the AD 30s.

If the orthodox thesis--that this conversation happened in AD 30--were correct, we
should see:

* A Focus on Reform, Not Restoration: If the kingdom existed but was merely
"occupied," the disciples should have asked about "cleansing" or "liberating" the
current state. "Restore" (apokathistaneis) implies bringing something back that has
been lost or broken.

* A Pre-70 Footprint for the Book of Acts: If Acts was written by a contemporary of
Paul in the 60s, it should not be so deeply coloured by the "post-apocalyptic"

language of the 70s and 80s. Instead, Acts ends abruptly without mentioning the
war, which revisionists argue is a deliberate literary choice to maintain the
"synced" (but artificial) timeline of the AD 30s.

* Contextual Alignment with the 70s: The question in Acts 1:6 is immediately
followed by the promise of the Holy Spirit and "witnessing" in Jerusalem. As seen in

Item 24, this "Spirit" and "Fire" are tied to the literal ruins of AD 70.

4

30 Paul quotes from a text that was written after 70

Paul quotes from an anonymous text called Biblical Antiquities that was written

after the year 70, as it refers to the date Jerusalem was taken by Titus.!

This is the passage in Paul's first letter to the Corinthians:
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But, as it is written, 'What no eye has seen, nor ear heard, nor the human heart
conceived, what God has prepared for those who love him' -- these things God has
revealed to us through the Spirit. (2:9-10)

This passage does not occur in the Old Testament? but does occur in Biblical
Antiquities®.

The phrase as it stands could have been in common use before the year 70, but why

would Paul say, "as it is written" if he did not have in mind a particular written text?
Notes

1. "I will show thee the place wherein the people shall serve me 850 (MSS. 740)
years, and thereafter it shall be delivered into the hands of the enemies, and they
shall destroy it, and strangers shall compass it about; and it shall be on that day like
as it was in the day when I brake the tables of the covenant which I made with thee
in Horeb: and when they sinned, that which was written thereon vanished away.
Now that day was the 17th day of the 4th month." Dr. Cohn's comment is: "These
words are meant to signify that Jerusalem was taken on the 17th of Tamuz, on the
same day on which the Tables of the Law were broken by Moses. The capture of
Jerusalem by the Babylonians, however, took place on the 9th of Tamuz (Jer. 52:6;
Cf. 2 Kings 25:3). The . . . 17th of Tamuz can relate only to the second temple (read
capture) as it is expressly mentioned in the Talmud (Taanith IV. 6, cf. Seder Olam
Rabbah, cap. 6 and 30) that on that date the Tables of the Law were destroyed and
Jerusalem was taken by Titus. Thus the author betrays himself by giving as the date
of the capture of Jerusalem by the Babylonians what is really the date of the capture
by Titus." The Biblical Antiquities of Philo -- M. R. James, 1940.

2. A similar but different passage is found in Isaiah 64:4. "From ages past no one
has heard, no ear has perceived, no eye has seen any God besides you, who works
for those who wait for him."

3. "And then will I take them and many other better than they, from that place which
eye hath not seen nor ear heard neither hath it come up into the heart of man, until
the like cometh to pass unto the world, and the just shall have no need for the light
of the sun nor of the shining of the moon, for the light of the precious stones shall be
their light." (26:12)

This argument provides a potential "literary smoking gun" by identifying a source
for Paul's writing that contains an internal date post-dating the fall of Jerusalem in
AD 70.
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The strength of this argument is its focus on the specific phrase "as it is written." In
the New Testament, this formula almost always introduces a formal citation of a
written text, yet the quote in 1 Corinthians 2:9 is nowhere to be found in the
Hebrew Bible or the Septuagint. It does, however, appear in Biblical Antiquities
(Pseudo-Philo). Crucially, Biblical Antiquities (19:7) contains a chronological
calculation for the destruction of the Temple that aligns perfectly with the 17th of
Tammuz---the specific date the Talmud records for the breach of Jerusalem's walls
by Titus in AD 70. If Paul is quoting this text as an established authority, his letters
must have been composed late enough for Biblical Antiquities to have been written,

circulated, and recognized as "Scripture."

The weakness is that many scholars believe both Paul and *Biblical Antiquities*
were drawing from a now-lost Jewish apocryphal work (such as the Ascension of
Isaiah or the Apocalypse of Elijah) or a common oral tradition. If such a common
source existed before AD 70, then Paul's use of the phrase doesn't necessarily
anchor him to the post-70 era. Additionally, the similarity to Isaiah 64:4 leads many
traditionalists to argue Paul was simply providing a "loose" or "paraphrased"

combination of Old Testament verses.

If the orthodox thesis--that Paul wrote 1 Corinthians in the mid-AD 50s--were
correct, we should see:

* A Clear Old Testament Citation: Paul usually cites the Law or the Prophets with
precision. If he meant Isaiah 64, he likely would have stayed closer to the
Septuagint text. His departure suggests he is looking at a different, specific scroll.

» The Absence of Post-70 Synchronicities: We should not find Paul consistently using

the vocabulary and "secret wisdom" motifs that defined Jewish literature after the
disaster of AD 70.

* A "Pre-70" Version of Biblical Antiquities: If the text Paul quoted was truly ancient,

we should find versions of Biblical Antiquities that do not include the specific "Titus"
date (17th of Tammuz). Instead, the date appears central to the work's historical

perspective.

31 Christ is "born"” when Titus is powerful

Counting from Augustus, the seventh emperor in Rome was Titus if we leave out the
three who reigned briefly in 68-69. (Galba, Otho and Vitellius) The great red dragon

of Revelation chapter twelve has seven heads and ten horns. The reference could be
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to Titus, who was responsible for the destruction of Jerusalem and the Temple. John
says, "His tail swept down a third of the stars of heaven and threw them to the
earth." (v.4) Then the dragon stands before a pregnant woman who is about to give
birth in order to devour the child of the woman. The child is born and is snatched
away to God and to his throne. It is clear from the context that the child is the

potential political Messiah, Jesus.
Later we are told that:

. .. the dragon was angry with the woman, and went off to make war on the rest of
her children, those who keep the commandments of God and hold the testimony of
Jesus. (v.17)

The woman's other children are Christians persecuted by the Roman authorities.
The imagery suggests that Jesus is born during the reign of the dragon which has
seven heads, that is Titus.

This argument utilizes the apocalyptic symbolism of Revelation 12 to propose a
radical chronological shift: that the "birth" of Christ is a mystical event occurring

during the reign of Titus (AD 79-81), the conqueror of Jerusalem.

The strength of this argument lies in its historical numerology. If one excludes the
three "usurper" emperors of the chaotic civil war of AD 68-69 (Galba, Otho, and
Vitellius), the sequence of Roman Emperors is: 1. Augustus, 2. Tiberius, 3. Caligula,
4. Claudius, 5. Nero, 6. Vespasian, and 7. Titus. In Revelation 12, the Great Red
Dragon has seven heads, often interpreted as the Seven Hills of Rome or its seven
kings. If Titus is the "Seventh Head," and the Dragon is poised to devour the child at
the moment of birth, the text implies that the "Jesus event" is a phenomenon
contemporary with the Flavian dynasty. This would explain why the "child" (Jesus) is
immediately "snatched away to God"--it reflects a movement that exists primarily in
heaven/spirit because its physical manifestation (the Jewish state) was devoured by
Rome.

The weakness is the highly interpretive nature of Revelation. Apocalyptic literature
is notoriously flexible. Traditionalists argue the "woman" is Israel or the Church,
and the "birth" is the historical Nativity in the time of Augustus, with the Dragon
representing the Roman power in a general sense (or specifically Herod).
Furthermore, excluding three emperors to make the math fit "Titus as the seventh"
can be seen as "data mining" to fit a specific theory, although the Romans

themselves often viewed the Flavians as the true successors to the Julio-Claudians.
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If the orthodox thesis--that Revelation 12 is a symbolic retelling of a birth in 4 BCE--

were correct, we should see:

» A "Sixth Head" Context: The text says, "five [kings] have fallen, one is, the other
has not yet come" (Rev 17:10). If the "one who is" was Nero (the 6th), the "Seventh"
who is to come would be Vespasian or Titus. If the birth happens under the

"Seventh," it must be post-Nero.

* Herodian Imagery: If the birth were in 4 BCE, we would expect symbols of the
Judean monarchy. Instead, the enemy is a "Great Red Dragon" with specifically
Roman attributes (seven heads/ten horns), suggesting the primary threat at the time

of "birth" was the Imperial power that destroyed the Temple.

* The "War on the Rest of her Children": Verse 17 mentions the dragon making war
on those who "hold the testimony of Jesus." This implies that the "testimony" and the
"birth" are happening in the same historical window of Roman persecution (late 1st
century).
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