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Welcome to the Global Watch Weekly Report
During the first half of the twentieth century, a number of liberal authors and professors claimed
that the New Testament teaching about Jesus' death and resurrection, the New Birth, and the
Christian practices of baptism and the Lord's Supper were derived from the pagan mystery
religions. Of major concern in all this is the charge that the New Testament doctrine of salvation
parallels themes commonly found in the mystery religions: a savior-god dies violently for those
he will eventually deliver, after which that god is restored to life.
Was the New Testament influenced by the pagan religions of the first century A.D.? These
issues are so important — especially for Christian college students who often do not know where
to look for answers — that there is considerable merit in addressing this question in a popular,
nontechnical format.

In this edition of the Global Watch Weekly due to the nature of the season we focus exclusively
on the concept of Christmas and the charge of paganism with a key focus on the following key
questions.
•
•
•
•
•

Should Christians celebrate Christmas?
Should Christians celebrate Jesus birthday?
Should Christians celebrate December 25th
Should Christians celebrate Santa Claus
Should Christians celebrate the Christmas Tree?

It would be interesting to hear responses from those of you who are pastors, ministers and
leaders of youth and children departments as to what your take is on this.
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CHRISTMAS CONTROVERSY
Christmas itself and many of the traditions
associated with it may be celebrated by Christians
with a clear conscience. Those who are inclined to
reject out of hand such a position might be
interested to know that at one time this writer would
have agreed with them. A closer examination of the
issues involved, however, leads to a different
conclusion.

Should Christians celebrate Christmas? A number
of unorthodox new religions which profess to follow
Christ insist that Christmas is a pagan festival to be
shunned by all true Christians. Probably the most
notable of these religions is the Jehovah's
Witnesses, who publish stinging attacks on the
celebration of Christmas year after year. Other
religions that take the same position include the
World Wide Church of God and the Assemblies of
Yahweh.

The most basic and common argument brought
against Christmas is that it is not found in the Bible.
Many Christians, as well as groups like the
Jehovah's Witnesses, feel that because Christmas
is not mentioned in scripture, it is therefore not to
be observed. In fact, the Witnesses argue that
since the only people in the Bible who celebrated
their own birthdays were Pharaoh (Gen. 40:20-22)
and Herod (Matt. 14:6-10), God takes a dim view of
celebrating birthdays in general. Therefore, they
feel, God would hardly approve of celebrating
Jesus' birthday.

However, these unorthodox religious groups are
not alone in their condemnation of this most
popular of religious holidays. Many evangelical
Christians also believe that Christmas is a pagan
celebration dressed up in "Christian clothes." While
many Christians mark Christmas as a special day
to worship Christ and give thanks for His entrance
into the world, they reject anything to do with Santa
Claus, Christmas trees, exchanging gifts, and the
like.

Are there biblical grounds for rejecting all or part of
Christmas? What should be the attitude of
Christians in this matter? That is the question
before us. The answer given here is that while
certain elements of Christmas tradition are
essentially pagan and should not be indulged at
that time of year),

In answer to these arguments, a few things need to
be said. First of all, the fact is that the Bible says
nothing against the practice of celebrating
birthdays. What was bad in the cases of Pharaoh
and Herod was not that they celebrated their
birthdays, but that they did evil things on their
birthdays (Pharaoh killed his chief baker, and
Herod killed John the Baptist). Second, what the
Bible does not forbid, either explicitly or by
implication from some moral principle, is
permissible to the Christian, as long as it is edifying
(Rom. 13:10; 14:1-23; 1 Cor. 6:12; 10:23; Col. 2:20
-23; etc.). Therefore, since the Bible does not forbid
birthdays, and they do not violate any biblical
principle, there is no biblical basis for rejecting
birthdays. For the same reason, there is no biblical
reason to reject entirely the idea of celebrating
Jesus' birthday.
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Another common objection to Christmas relates to
observing December 25 as the birthday of Christ. It
is frequently urged that Christ could not have been
born in December (usually because the shepherds
would supposedly not have had their flocks in the
fields at night in that month), so that December 25
could not have been his birthday. It is also pointed
out that December 25 was the date of a pagan
festival in the Roman Empire in the fourth century,
when Christmas began to be widely celebrated on
that day.
It is true that there
seems to be no
evidence
for
December 25 as
the actual birthday
of Christ. On the
other hand, it has
been shown that
such a date is not impossible, as is so commonly
supposed.
Nevertheless, it may be granted that it is highly
improbable that Christ was actually born on
December 25. Does this fact invalidate Christmas?
No. It is not essential to the celebration of
someone's birth that it be commemorated on the
same date as his birth. Americans commemorate
Washington's and Lincoln's birthday on the third
Monday of February, even though Washington's
was February 22. If it were to become certain that
Christ was actually born on say, April 30, should we
then celebrate Christmas on that day? While there
would be nothing wrong with such a change, it
would not be necessary. The intent or purpose is
what matters, not the actual date.
But what of the fact that
December 25 was the
date of a pagan festival?
Does this not prove that
Christmas is pagan? No,
it does not. Instead, it
proves that Christmas
was established as a
rival celebration to the
pagan festival. That is,
what Christians did was to say, "Rather than
celebrate in immorality the birth of Mithra, a false
god who was never really born and who cannot
save you, let us celebrate in joyful righteousness
the birth of Jesus, the true God incarnate who is the
Savior of the world."

Sometimes it is urged that to take a pagan festival
and try to "Christianize" it is folly. However, God
Himself did exactly that in the Old Testament.
Historical evidence shows conclusively that some
of the feasts given to Israel by God through Moses
were originally pagan agricultural festivals, which
were filled with idolatrous imagery and practices.2
What God did, in effect, was to establish feasts
which would replace the pagan festivals without
adopting any of the idolatry or immorality
associated with them. It would appear, then, that in
principle there is nothing wrong with doing so in the
case of Christmas.

Perhaps the thing that bothers Christians about
Christmas more than anything else is the Santa
Claus tradition. Objections to this tradition include
the following (1) Santa Claus is a mythical figure
endowed with godlike attributes, including
omniscience and omnipotence; (2) when children
learn that Santa Claus is not real, they lose faith in
their parents' word and in supernatural beings; (3)
Santa Claus distracts children from Christ; (4) the
Santa Claus story teaches children to be
materialistic. In the face of such weighty objections,
can anything good be said about Santa Claus?
Before examining each of these objections, let it be
noted that Christmas can be celebrated without
Santa Claus. Take Santa out of Christmas and
Christmas remains intact. Take Christ out of
Christmas, however, and all that remains is a
pagan festival. Whatever our individual differences
however best to handle Santa Claus with our
children may be, as Christians we should be able to
agree on this much.
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There is no doubt that Santa Claus in its present
form is a fairy tale or myth. However, there really
was a Santa Claus. The name "Santa Claus" is an
Anglicized form of the Dutch Sinter Klaas, which in
turn meant "Saint Nicholas."
Nicholas
was
a
Christian bishop in the
fourth century about
whom we know little for
sure. He apparently
attended the Council
of Nicea in A.D. 325,
and a very strong
tradition suggests that
he did show unusual
kindness
toward
children. While the redsuited old man in a
sled pulled by flying
reindeer is a myth, the story of a children-loving old
man who brought them gifts probably is not -- and
in many countries, that is all there is to "Santa
Claus."
Telling children that Santa can see them at all times
and that he knows if they have been bad or good,
etc., is wrong. Parents should not tell their children
the Santa Claus story as if it were literal truth.
However, children under seven or eight years of
age can play "let's pretend" and derive just as much
fun from it as if they thought it was real.

1. When children learn that Santa Claus is not real,
this will upset them only if they have been told by
their parents that he really exists and does all that
he is purported to do. Therefore, children should be
told that Santa is make-believe as soon as they are
old enough to ask questions about reality. Rather
than a stumbling block to belief in the supernatural,
Santa can be a stepping stone.
Tell your children that while Santa Claus is makebelieve, God and Jesus are not. Tell them that
while Santa can only bring things that parents can
buy or make, Jesus can give them things no one
else can -- a friend who is always with them,
forgiveness of the bad things they do, life in a
wonderful place with God forever, etc.
2. Follow the suggestions above, and Santa Claus
will not be a distraction from Christ. Tell your
children that the reason "Santa" gives gifts is
because God gave us the wonderful gift of Jesus.
3..On the contrary, the Santa Claus story is best
told when it is used to encourage children to be
selfless and giving. For an example of how to teach
your inquiring child about Santa Claus, see the
book, Santa Are You for Real? by Harold Myra
(Thomas Nelson, 1977).
One of the few elements of the traditional
celebration of Christmas, which those opposed to it
claim is spoken of in Scripture, is the Christmas
tree.
Specifically, it is thought that in Jeremiah 10:2-4
God explicitly condemned Christmas trees:
Thus says the LORD...
"For the customs of the people are delusion,
Because it is wood cut from the forest,
The work of the hands of a craftsman with a
cutting tool.
They decorate it with silver and with gold,
They fasten it with nails and with hammers
So that it will not totter."

Indeed, at that age they are learning the difference
between make-believe and reality. Much younger
children will be fascinated by presents that are
discovered Christmas morning under the tree that
they are told are from "Santa," but they will not
draw any conclusions about the reality of Santa
Claus from those discoveries.

There certainly is a resemblance between what is
described in Jeremiah 10 and the Christmas tree.
Resemblance, however, does not equal identity.
What Jeremiah described was an idol -- a
representation of a false god -- as the next verse
shows (Jer. 10:5):
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"Like a scarecrow in a field are they,
And they cannot speak;
They must be carried,
Because they cannot walk!
Do not fear them,
For they can do no harm,
Neither can they do any good."

The parallel passage in Isaiah 40:18-20 makes it
clear that what Jeremiah 10 has in mind is an
actual objection of worship:
To whom then will you liken God?
Or what likeness will you compare with Him?
As for the idol, a craftsman cast it,
A goldsmith plates it with gold,

And a silversmith fashions chains of silver.
He who is too impoverished for such an
offering
Selects a tree that does not rot.
He seeks out for himself a skilled craftsman
To prepare an idol that will not totter.

Once again, there is nothing essential about the
Christmas tree to the celebration of Christmas.
Like the modern Santa Claus myth, it is a relatively
recent tradition; people celebrated Christmas for
centuries without the tree and without the semidivine resident of the North Pole.

Thus, the resemblance is merely superficial. The
Christmas tree does not originate from pagan
worship of trees (which was practiced), but from
two explicitly Christian symbols in medieval western
Germany. The Encyclopaedia Britannica explains
as follows:

What is essential to Christmas is Christ. Yet that
does not mean that we must throw Santa and the
tree out altogether. In this matter we have Christian
liberty to adopt these traditions and use them to
teach our children about Christ, or to celebrate
Christ's birth without them. For that matter, there is
no compulsion to celebrate His birthday at all, since
it is not commanded of us in Scripture.
Nevertheless, it would be strange indeed if
someone saved by the Son of God would not
rejoice in thinking of the day that His incarnation
was first manifested to the world on that holy night.

The modern Christmas tree, though originated in western Germany.
The main prop of a popular medieval play about Adam and Eve was
a fire tree hung with apples (Paradise tree) representing the Garden
of Eden. The Germans set up a "Paradise tree" in their homes on
December 24, the religious feast day of Adam and Eve. They hung
wafers on it (symbolizing the host, the Christian sign of
redemption); the hosts eventually became cookies of various shapes.
Candles, too, were often added as a symbol of Christ. In the same
room, during the Christmas season, was the Christmas pyramid, a
triangular construction of wood, with shelves to hold Christmas
figurines, decorated with evergreens, candles, and a star. By the
16th century, the Christmas pyramid and Paradise tree had merged,
becoming the Christmas tree.
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THE HISTORICAL JESUS
Prominent global conspiracy
researcher
David
Icke
believes that historically a few
have controlled the many
through religion. For those
who are Christian, you are
actually according to Icke
worshipping Horus along with
all of the other Babylonian
theological figures. Additionally, Icke traces
theology through modern times via symbolism and
secret societies. One of his works explains how
the Bible was part of a process called "Pious
Fraud." Pious Fraud by his definition is: "Pious
fraud was a common technique employed by early
Christian writers to make a point. Their intention
was to convert anyone and everyone by any means
available."
David Icke a number of years ago publicized an
article called "The Origins of Christianity and the
Quest for the Historical Jesus Christ" by Acharya S/
D.M. Murdock who along with the Zeitgesit
movement have been prominent in their attack on
the authenticity of the historical Christ.
It is important as Christians that we mount a
defense of our faith against those who also are in
opposition to a new world order but who have very
different belief systems about Jesus Christ. We
address some of the key points in this article which
Icke uses to question the origin of Christianity.
THAT JESUS NEVER EXISTED
The first quote to analyse from this article is as
follows:
“the most enduring and profound controversy in this subject is
whether or not a person named Jesus Christ ever really existed.”

First of all, there is no controversy whatsoever
among legitimate scholars on whether the man
Jesus of Nazareth ever lived. We have it on good
authority from a number of non-Christian historians
of the first and early second centuries, including
Tacitus, Pliny, Josephus and many others, that
Jesus was a very real person. Tacitus includes the
information that "Christus" (as he calls him) was put
to death by Pontius Pilate. Even the Jewish writers
of the Talmud do not deny the reality of Jesus--and
they would certainly know if he were a real person.

In the Babylonian Talmud (2nd century AD) the
writer confirms that "Yeshu" (his Hebrew name)
was hanged on the eve of the Passover.
We know for a fact from nonChristian authorities that
there were many thousands
of believers in Jesus Christ,
who accepted the literal fact
of his life, his miracles and
his resurrection within the
first century. It is beyond
reason to believe that these
people were completely
bamboozled into believing in
a mythical man who did not
even exist, when there were
literally thousands of eye-witnesses living in the
area at that time.
TAKING OTHERS OUT OF CONTEXT
Below is the second quote taken from this article:
This controversy has existed from the very beginning, and the
writings of the "Church Fathers" themselves reveal that they were
constantly forced by the pagan intelligentsia to defend what the nonChristians and other Christians ("heretics") alike saw as a
preposterous and fabricated yarn with absolutely no evidence of it
ever having taken place in history. As Rev. Robert Taylor says,
"And from the apostolic age downwards, in a never interrupted
succession, but never so strongly and emphatically as in the most
primitive times, was the existence of Christ as a man most
strenuously denied." Emperor Julian, who, coming after the reign of
the fanatical and murderous "good Christian" Constantine, returned
rights to pagan worshippers, stated, "If anyone should wish to know
the truth with respect to you Christians, he will find your impiety to
be made up partly of the Jewish audacity, and partly of the
indifference and confusion of the Gentiles, and that you have put
together not the best, but the worst characteristics of them both."
According to these learned dissenters, the New Testament could
rightly be called, "Gospel Fictions."

This is a blatant example of use of logical fallacies
to make arguments. For example, Acharya S
makes a straw man argument by quoting Mr. Taylor
out of context. What he (Mr. Taylor) is saying is that
the early church argued over the nature of Jesus.
Some said that he was entirely human and entirely
divine. Some said he was entirely divine (the
gnostics, for example). Still others said that he was
entirely human.
What no one ever argued EVER was whether or
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not he really existed. The author is trying to make
someone say something which he never said.
Taylor is not saying that people have argued over
whether Jesus was real. Such manipulative abuse
of a person's statement to prove a point is
inexcusable. Second, she takes a quote from Julian
"The Apostate" to prove that he said Jesus never
existed.
The problem with this is
that Julian does not say
in this quote that Jesus
did not exist. We are
confident that Julian
believed
that
Jesus
Christ was a real person.
If you look carefully at
her argument that it was
commonly believed back
then that Jesus did not
live, you will see that she
cannot give a single
example.

This fragment of John has been dated to around
AD 125. Other fragments of all four gospels have
been found from a period before Acharya claims
these books were written. Actually, this is not even
the strongest evidence that these books were
written in the first century. The fact is that a number
of church fathers, including Polycarp, Ignatius,
Clement of Rome, the writer of the Didache and
others quote extensively from all four gospels, as
well as almost all of the New Testament books, all
before AD 120; some even wrote before AD 100.

THE GOSPELS ARE WORKS OF FICTION

Acharya tries to create the impression that the
apocryphal gospels (such as the pious fraud
Gospel of Thomas) are of about equal worth to the
canonical gospels. This is not just an unsupported
opinion. It is an outright lie. None of the apocryphal
gospels is ever quoted by the very early church
fathers. This is mainly because they were not even
written yet. It is settled fact that all four gospels
were written before AD 90. Almost certainly they
were written at least twenty years before that, with
the possible exception of John. This argument does
not hold water at all. Yet, the author speaks as if
she had authority.

Let us analyse a third quote from this article:

DOCUMENT FORGERY

“A century ago, mythicist Albert Churchward said, "The canonical
gospels can be shown to be a collection of sayings from the
Egyptian Mythos and Eschatology." In Forgery in Christianity,
Joseph Wheless states, "The gospels are all priestly forgeries over a
century after their pretended dates.”

“Forgery during the first centuries of the Church's existence was
admittedly rampant, so common in fact that a new phrase was
coined to describe it: "pious fraud."“

First of all, simply telling us that "mythist" Albert
Churchward said that the gospels are a collection
of myths is not evidence that this is so.
Acharya S. and many of the articles by David Icke
try to prove something is fact by quoting a number
of people who say it is so. This is not evidence. A
quote from an eminent scholar in the field may
carry some weight, but who is Albert Churchward?
Now, the claim here is that the gospels were all
written more than a century after their "pretended
dates." In other words, this person has the audacity
to claim that the gospels were all written after AD
150. What she refuses to notice is that there is not
a single serious scholar who would support this
opinion. The reason is that the evidence is
absolutely overwhelming that it is not true. For
example, one papyrus fragment of the book of John
is known as the Rylands Papyrus.

Of the four claims, this is the only one which is at
least in part true.
It is true that by the middle of the second century
AD a number of "pious fraud" apocryphal letters
came to be written and to circulate. Most or more
likely all of them were produced by members of
heretical sects. Most commonly, they were
produced by Gnostic groups. Such heretical
teachers promoted ideas that Jesus was a spiritual
but not a human person. They believed in special,
hidden knowledge which was only available to the
initiates of their individual groups.
Gnosticism was even becoming a problem in the
first century, as can be seen by the book of first
John which is clearly written, at least in part, to
oppose gnostic influence "(him) which we have
seen with our eyes, which we have looked at and
our hands have touched" (1 Jn 1:1).
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The claim of Acharya S. and of David Icke is that
the canonical gospels of Mark, Luke, John and
Matthew are also pious frauds. What they lack is
evidence to support this contention. We know for a
fact that the church accepted these letters as being
inspired writings in the first century. We know that
the very early church believed these were factual
accounts of real events at a time when those who
were eyewitnesses to the events were still alive.

State University and the M.A. from the University of
Detroit. He has authored, co-authored, or edited
thirty-six books and contributed more than sixty
chapters or articles to other books. He has also
written well over one hundred articles and reviews
for journals and other publications. While his chief
areas of research (and the topic of eighteen of his
books) are issues related to Jesus' resurrection, he
has also published frequently on the afterlife as
well as the subjects of suffering and religious
doubt. professor, having taught courses at some
fifteen different graduate schools and seminaries in
the United States and abroad. He and his wife,
Eileen, have seven children and ten grandchildren,
all of whom live in Lynchburg, Virginia.
Habermas provides evidence that a man named
Jesus really did live in Palestine in the first century,
using the ordinary canons of historical research
(artifactual evidence, inscriptional evidence, and
literary evidence). Because Habermas concludes
that Jesus was a real person in history, many
atheists will be offended by this book (as evidenced
by the negative reviews). However, the evidence
that Jesus lived is actually better than the evidence
that Mark Antony or Cleopatra lived.

This is absolutely not the case with the Gospel of
Thomas or any of the dozens of other apocryphal
gospels. None of the church fathers in the first two
centuries ever quoted from any of these pious
frauds. If you struggle with this claim, the solution is
simple. Read these "gospels" for yourself. Study
what honest scholars say about these books.
Compare the evidence to the four gospels. You will
find that the claim that the book of Matthew is a
pious fraud does not stand up to the facts. In fact,
the only way to support this claim is to either avoid
looking at the evidence or to purposefully cover up
the truth in order to deceive the reader.
Dr. Gary R. Habermas is
Distinguished Research Professor
and chair of the Department of
Philosophy and Theology at
Liberty University. He also teaches
in the Ph.D. program in theology
and apologetics at Liberty Baptist
Theological Seminary. He earned
the Ph.D. at Michigan

In one long negative review of this book, the
reviewer embraced many statements by sceptics
and critics exercising much less critical
discernment than he used in evaluating the book.
Also, the reviewer made statements like "it is
virtually universal" when the statement being made
actually is not. Do not be put off by negative
reviews. Read this book and make up your mind for
yourself.
Another book on the same topic is Josh McDowell,
"He Walked Among Us." Try stacking up the
evidence these two books provide against, say,
whether Mark Antony ever really existed. (E.g.,
were the ancient people that wrote about Mark
Antony's life either eyewitnesses of Mark Antony, or
did they at least have access to people who were
eyewitnesses? This kind of corroboration in ancient
history is rare indeed, but that is precisely the kind
of corroboration one finds in both the Gospels and
Paul). Of course, there will never be a debate about
Mark Antony because there isn't as much at stake.
Keep this in mind when you read negative reviews.
Neither negative reviews nor positive ones are
completely objective, a fact that is clearly evident in
both types of reviews for this book.
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