
Early Christian 
Absence on the 

Crucifixion

Regarding Apostolic successor Ignatius’ epistles

Ignatius engaging in polemics with 1st century Judaic 
Christians who lacked the passion narrative crucifixion 
and resurrection. Ignatius falls short when Judeo 
Christians claimed the original gospels they have lack 
these narratives and accuse Ignatius of corrupting the 
Gospel.
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 In these letters Ignatius in (106-110 ad) is writing 
to Jewish Christian groups to stop believing in 
their heresy of Jesus not being truly crucified but 
only appearing so, the Islamic belief. These are the 
oldest letters of church writings we have and it 
reflects the earliest 1st century Judeo-Christian 
beliefs taught by James. I’ll further continue to 
show how who he's talking to are Jewish 
Christians and not docetists and some Christians 
will try to claim, and i'll also show how these early 
Jewish Christians did not have access to a 
crucifixion or resurrection narrative in their 
earliest ancient manuscripts, a possible Q source.

Early Islamic Belief on Crucifixion by the 1st century Majority Christians
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In his letter to 
magnesians right 
after stating that they 
deny the crucifixion 
in the very next 
chapter makes clear 
notion these groups 
he's referring too are 
Judaizing Christians 
and not docetists,

 Ignatius also never in his writings suggest that these groups 
believe in the docetists belief of their being a supreme God 
above the creator God which i'll refer to in The Formation of 
the Early Church by Matti Myllykoski.



Scholarly Commentary on Magnesians

Kenneth Howell,The Apostolic Fathers: A New Translation and Commentary
 Writes how Ignatius is addressing Christians with Judaic and Docetic like 
beliefs, however scholarship next slides explains the usage of Docetist.

Context of 
Who 
Ignatius is 
writing to

William Schoedel The Apostolic 
Fathers: Ignatius of Antioch
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Matti clearly displays the grouping problem 
of poorly referring to any christian who 
denies the crucifixion as a ‘Docetist’
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While we see scholars use the term 
docetists to refer to theses beliefs, 
scholars are criticized for their poor 
usage of grouping all the diversity of 
interpretations and referring to it as 
Docetism solely off the fact they deny 
the crucifixion. As we clearly have 
shown Ignatius never exhibits and 
clear Docetist belief-set. As I’ll 
continue to show how the classification 
of Docetists by scholars is a weak 
groupage of a variety of differences of 
beliefs and not just Docetism.
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Referring to the next Slide. 
After understanding 
Philadelphians is written 
towards Judaizing christians 
taught by James, we see these 
groups of people did not have 
access to any crucifixion or 
resurrection narratives in their 
MOST ANCIENT 
SCRIPTURES and accuse 
Ignatius of corrupting the 
gospels in 110 ad.
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Scholarly Commentary on Philadelphians
Kenneth Howell,The Apostolic Fathers: A New Translation and Commentary
 

Context of 
Philadelphian
s show strong 
Christian 
connection 
with Ignatius 
and the 
Philadelphian
s

William Schoedel The Apostolic 
Fathers: Ignatius of Antioch

Extremely important passage by Schoedel, he 
states the greek wording used by Ignatius is 
extremely rare and that he is potentially 
rephasing their actual quote as they would of 
used a more culturally and theologically 
significant phrase to reject the entirety of the 
Gospel, so Schoedel proposes they did 
believe in a gospel just no the one Ignatius has

Essentially to understand what Schodel is saying on the right
The difference of Greek with “EN” and “EIS” shows that the 
Philadelphians are not denying the gospel itself, but certain things within 
Ignatius gospels because of their foundational beliefs.



Scholarly Commentary on Philadelphians
Here Schoedel presents the formal 
scholarly position that they are 
referring to the gospels and rejects 
this based off a presupposition they 
are referring to the OT. However he 
notes that 1. My interpretation is 
more academically backed by 
scholars. 2. His own interpretation 
falls short as he makes it clear he 
believes the Philadelphians did 
indeed believe in a gospel as a source 
of information, therefore by his own 
logic the gospels the jews would of 
used for their source of day to day 
living and public records as the 
“archives” or “records.” Because of 
this it's more plausible to hold it is 
indeed referring to the Gospels since 
the greek wording indicates that they 
are not rejecting Ignatius’ gospel 
holistically only the parts that don't 
align with their Christology.



Scholarly Defense on Philadelphians
C.E. Hill: Who Wrote 
the Gospels?
The affirmation that 
the archives refers to 
the OT, isn't an 
academic fact, but is 
just backed by good 
faith of Ignatius and 
Biblical textual 
preservation. Scholars 
note that Ignatius lack 
of mention of what 
the gospels are other 
than a message lead 

to the belief of an oral narrative gospel sourced from the archives of the 
collective sayings gospels

Problems: These critics believe in a gospel already however have an issue with Ignatius’, since his is good news oral 
message and not archive that is contrary to their record. Since this is 100 ad it makes no sense for them to reject a 
historical event seen by 500 eyewitnesses that they themselves could still ask.
The acknowledgment of written gospels sources without the passion events show academic validity that the 
Philadelphians have access to early gospels that predate Ignatius and do not have these later inserted beliefs.



Scholarly Defense on Philadelphians
William Schoedel Ignatius and the Archives

In defense Schoedel states archives are used 
by jewish historians and philosophers to refer 
to historical records and genealogical elements 
that can also be extended to being referred to 
as scripture. The problem with this is that is 
exactly what we can argue a Q source is, as it 
would be a historical writing of the sayings of 
Jesus, and very well depending on the 
redaction which they use, could be referred to 
as a scripture. Therefore making the Q source 
a highly likely in this position if you were to 
hold the position that Ignatius has access to 
written materials as Schoedel does.

As to which Schoedel does acknowledge the 
ability of such a parallel.



17Ignatius Gospel is oral not written
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Alan F. Segal 
states that 
Jewish 
Christianity 
was the 
PREVALENT 
belief in the 
first century 
and “first 
generation of 
disciples.”
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Pauline Christianity is 
not widespread in the 
second century.



20Ignatius lacks knowledge on 
the Gospel of John despite 
being Peter's Successor

Despite Peter acknowledgment of Johns authority in 
the gospel of John, Ignatius seems to have no 
understanding from Peter that John ever had spread a 
gospel message and certainly doesn't know of his 
gospel messages.



In the final revelation of James, 2nd century, its clear second 
century Judaizing Christians held that James received 
revelation from Jesus informing him he did not actually suffer 
on the cross and rather it was inflicted upon a figure that was 
fitting for the event.
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Next we'll see how Gnostic 
Apocalypse of Peter 
(170-220 ad) holds that an 
apostolic belief of Peter is 
that Simon was crucified 
and not Jesus
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“We may leave aside at this point the 
very clear traces of heresy that can 
be found in Antioch during the 
period between Basilides and Origen. 
But it should be recalled in this 
connection that Syrian Antiochian 
heretics also had access to a gospel 
which suited their own approach and 
for which they claimed the authority 
of Peter, just as Basilides asserted 
that he had received revelations 
through Glaukias, an interpreter of 
Peter (Clement of Alexandria Strom. 
7.[17.] 106.4).”
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Eusebius claim is a deliberate change
Peter/Mark of Papias versus Peter/Glaucias of Basilides

Michael F. Bird
We can see 
here some 
scholars hold 
the opinion 
that the 
Mark-Peter 
Interpreter 
chain was a 
strategic 
moveset of 
Eusebius to 
counter 
Apostolic 
claims
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Eusebius claim is a deliberate change

Just because the Gospel of Basilides may be recognized heretical today, 
doesn't mean it always was viewed as such, and a heretical origin does not 
necessitate its false, as the Gospel of John began as a heretical Gospel.



In 250 AD Origen states Josephus

Eusebius insertion in Josephus 
Testimonium Flavianum

Did not believe 
Jesus as the Christ, 
however Eusebius 
in 325 AD states 
the opposite, a 
very clear 
interpolation of 
his historical 
testimony 
popularly used 
today.
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Eusebius Interpolation of Josephus Flavius Oldest 
Historical Testification of Crucifixion
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Church Traditions hold that 
figures like Ignatius and 
Irenaeus are Apostolic 
Successors of Disciple John 
without any first hand 
evidences, and rely on 

Apostolic Dilemma

Irenaeus Claims Apostolic Succession Through Polycarp, 
however none of Polycarp’s surviving writings indicate 
hes one. Our oldest testimony of Irenaeus having 
Apostolic Succession also comes from Eusebius who 
we've already deemed unreliable. This means Irenaeus’ 
claim of Apostolic Succession is just as valid as Basidilies 
claim on Apostolic Succession. And just as valid as 
Ignatius, who was first declared an Apostolic Successor 
200 years after he lived. As he himself never claimed it.

“Irenæus wrote several 
letters against those who 
were disturbing the sound 
ordinance of the Church 
at Rome… in which he 
shows that he himself had 
been acquainted with the 
first successors of the 
apostles.”

“At this time 
Ignatius was 
known as the 
second bishop 
of Antioch”

32First Explicit 
Mention of 
Succession (325 ad)
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“Early lists of 
bishops, identified 
by Walter Bauer as 
"literary 
propaganda," mark 
critical points in 
the development of 
the doctrine of the 
apostolic 
succession of 
bishops.”

Scholarly views on the earliest “Apostolic Successors”

Bauer holds the Apostolic succession of figures 
like Ignatius and Irenaeus are literary propaganda 
to support their heresy as orthodoxy

There is no credibility to the 
Apostolic Successors, as the 
concrete evidence for them is just as 
equal as the evidences for gnostic 
Apostolic chains like Basidilies claim 
of succession. The only reason 
Christians today take these figures as 
reliable is because they coincide with 
pauline beliefs today



34IIs Tacitus a Reliable Source?











Eliminating Mara Bar Serapion



Theirs obv much more sources, but by now it's clear their all second hand sources and not reliable



41While the Q does not contain any explicit information on a 
passion narrative, crucifixion, or resurrection, Smith holds

That it is highly 
unlikely the 
framers of Q were 
unaware of the 
‘violent end’ of 
Jesus. From here I 
am not arguing 
that the crucifix 
event never took 
place, but we can 
see clearly the 
framers of Q did 
not find any of 
these events 
important enough 
for their message 
to be included. 
Showing their 
core message of 
Jesus differs.
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Gospel of Thomas (30-140 AD (Redactional Stages))

Mainstream scholarly consensus pushes back Thomas 
before Mark by 10 years and has no mention of

The Passion narrative, 
Crucifixion, or 

Resurrection. Once again 
I'm not stating the 

Crucifixion event never 
happened, its just clear 

the author of Thomas did 
not find it important for 

his message of the Gospel

This leads us to question 
if the Jewish Christians 

before the Gospel of 
Mark believed in the 
suffering for our sins, 

and the resurrection of 
Christ after his true 

death.



44Q and GOT are proof of an 
Islamic following of Jesus in 
early Christianity

The gospel of Thomas shows an early 
tradition of Q prior to any importance of 
a Crucifixion or Resurrection, which 
evidently proves Q’s theology comes 
from a non pauline  background where 
the law and salvation where not key 
concerns. And that later redactors in 
influence with each other put Mark John 
and Q into their final redaction narrative 
style we see today.
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Paul is clearly trying to persuade the Galatians into 
believing in his theology in the crucifixion as we can 
see expressed throughout the chapter and exegesi

Paul engages in polemics of 
Crucifixion in 45 ad
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Galatians 3.1 was to be understood even by the early 
church as a persuasion to stop believing in their 
perversion of the suffering of Christ.

Orthodox Exegesis (390 ad)

Homily 3



47



OBJECTIVES
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Gospel of John written by multiple authors

From john 21.24 we see it clearly written that multiple 
authors are testifying to what John said and writing 

the gospel



49



50

The large amount of textual 
discrepancies between the Gospels in 
these events we see do raise concerns 
on the validity of the events as it 
would logically most probably 
conclude that the textual 
discrepancies found, is due to the 
writers trying to insert their own 
theological impression on the events 
without having access to any previous 
collections sayings text like Q.



51Academia acknowledges all 
structural and redactional 
problems found within the 
passion and resurrection 
narratives.



Jewish 
Christianity 
was prominent 
in the 1st 
century (Alan F. 
Segal)

Early Christian 
Gospels did not 
find it relevant to 
include a passion, 
death, and 
resurrection 
narrative, indicating 
a they didn't hold 
those messages 
important for their 
message of Jesus

Not all the suffering 
deniers Ignatius 
referred to in his 
letters were 
referred to 
Docetists, but 
rather Judeo 
Christians (Matti 
Myllykoski)

With all this in mind 
this would induce 
the majority belief 
of Christianity in the 
1st century, even in 
the first generation 
of Disciples, That 
Jesus did not suffer 
on the cross

Jewish Christians in 
110 ad accuse 
Ignatius of having a 
corrupted Gospel 
according to the 
original scripture to 
which he cannot 
disprove. (Rev. J.H. 
Strawley, D.D.)

We also clearly see that 
the early Christian’s did 
not find it relevant to add 
the passion narrative or 
crucifixion account as 
seen in Q and G.O.T. 
indicating Christian’s main 
message of Jesus was not 
him suffering on the cross 
for our sins

Lots of Jewish 
Christians held 
that Jesus was 
not Crucified, 
Basilides, F.R. 
of James, 
A.O.P, G.O.T, Q.

Based off 
Philadelphians ch 8 it 
is clear Ignatius is 
unable to refute the 
Judeo Christian claims 
that the original 
scriptures they have 
access to do not have 
any of the events and 
instead relies on faith

Multiple Scholars hold 
Basilides claim on 
apostolic succession 
was strategically 
counter-narrated by 
Eusebius to promote 
orthodoxy (Michael F. 
Bird)

It is clear the prominent 
Christianity in the 1st 
century is much closer 
aligned to Islamic 
theology than current 
day Christian thought 
regarding salvation, the 
suffering of Christ, his 
death, and the 
resurrection event (not 
existing).
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What we can take away from this
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If the oldest (majority of) 
Christians didn't have 
the crucifixion or 
resurrection events in 
their Bible and refused 
to believe in them.

How do we know 
the Bible is True?

Questions to take away

If the majority of 
Christians from its 
earliest beginnings 
denied the crucifixion 
and resurrection of 
Christ, which teachers 
taught them that?

If there's no conclusive 
proof other than much 
later responses by 
unreliable historian 
Eusebius, and heretics 
the same time where 
making the same claims.

If the earliest Gospel 
writers didn't feel the 
need to add it to their 
main message, and the 
earliest Christians 
denied it of taking place. 

If it was a miraculous 
event over 500 eye 
witnessed viewed, and 
why didn't Jesus tell 
them to believe Jesus 
died for their sins, so 
they could include his 
death in the gospels.

Who taught 
Christianity from 
45-110 ad?

Why did the earliest 
Gospels not include 
his Resurrection

How can we trust 
Apostolic Succession?

How do we know the 
Crucifixion and 
Resurrection Happened?


