
JESUS VS. PAUL

	Muslims have always felt uneasy with the difficulty posed by Christian doctrines which, though they answer the more important questions faced by humanity, are diametrically opposed by the theology of Islam, namely; the problem of original sin, the atonement, and the person-hood of Jesus Christ.  This dilemma is compounded by the fact that the Bible, as the older and therefore presumably the more authoritative revelation contradicts the Qur’an on these very points.  To alleviate this situation a favourite ploy by Muslims has been to point the finger away from the originator of these doctrines, Jesus Christ, and towards a later figure, Paul, employing the axiom that Paul who comes later cannot be as authoritative as Jesus who came before.  Unfortunately the very premise for this assumption when applied to the context of the Bible vs. the Qur’an is seemingly lost on the Muslims in the process.
	This is not a new tactic, and al-Kadhi once again resurrects this favourite theme rather then dealing with the much greater difficulty concerning why the Qur’an has failed to answer the problems of sin, atonement, or the person-hood of Jesus Christ.
	In order to adequately provide answers concerning who can be credited for many of our foundational beliefs as Christians; Jesus or Paul, it might be helpful to summarize in two short paragraphs al-Kadhi’s essential themes.
	In his paper, Al-Kadhi contends that Christians interpret the words of Jesus within the context of Paul, and though Jesus is the greater, Christians continue to bypass his teachings in lieu of Paul’s teachings.  Jesus, he says never mentions 1) original sin, 2) the atonement, 3) the worship of Himself, or 4) that He was a part of the trinity.  These al-Kadhi believes are unique to Paul's teachings, which seem to centre around two further themes; that the law thru Moses is worthless (citing Romans 3:28), and that the only criteria for eternal life in heaven is a belief, or faith in the crucifixion of Christ.
	In comparison, Jesus he says, completely contrasts this view, demanding his followers to keep the commandments (Luke 18:20); and while Paul seeks to support the worship of Jesus as Lord, Jesus himself points away from worship of himself to the worship of God alone (citing Matthew 4:10; Luke 4:8; and John 4:21‑23).  In the end, al-Kadhi claims that not once does Jesus endorse the preachings of Paul, and therefore neither should we.
	Let’s take each of these challenges one-at-a-time.
----------
	Paul is used to interpret what Jesus said:
	It is true that many Christians interpret the words of Jesus within the context of Paul.  This is only natural, as Paul expounds more clearly the teachings which Jesus had initiated (examples will be forthcoming).  Paul takes the sayings of Jesus and applies them to the setting of the first century.  It is because he expounds on the teachings of Jesus that he is so practical, and therefore so attractive to Christians, even those of us living in the twentieth century.
	This should not be difficult for Muslims to understand.  They too have a similar scenario, for there are many ideas and stories in the Qur’an which cannot be understood or explained without referring to the subsequent Muslim traditions, particularly the compilation of Hadith, written hundreds of years later.
	There is much missing in the Qur’an; stories are left unfinished, others are interjected with little background narrative.  Many of the rules and regulations which dictate the lives of ordinary Muslims do not even exist in the Qur’an.  Therefore, in order to find out how they are to live, or what they are to do in a particular situation, the Muslims must refer to the traditions; made up of the Sira of the Prophet, the Hadith, the Tafsir and the Tahriq.  Yet, these traditions (especially the most authoritative Hadith, compiled by Bukhari, and Muslim) were not even compiled until the ninth and tenth centuries, a full 200-300 years after the fact!
	It is to them that the Muslims refer when there is a question of doctrine.  Take for example the five daily prayers (the ‘Salat’, made up of Fajr, Zuhr, Asr, Maghrib, and Isha prayers).  All Muslims are obliged to practice these five prayers as they belong to the second of the five pillars, or ‘Deen’ (practices) of Islam.  If one were to look in the Qur’an for these five prayers, for their names or even where they are listed they would be disappointed.  There are four passages which mention the prayers in the Qur’an: Suras 11:114; 17:78-79; 20:130; and 30:17-18.  When we look at each passage separately we find that they speak of three prayers and not five (though many Muslim commentators today try strenuously to pull five prayers out of these verses).  Knowledgeable Muslims know that in order to find the names for the five prayers, as well as the story which mentions how they were chosen (known as the ‘Mi’raj’), we need to go to the later Hadith written by al-Bukhari in the ninth century.
	Paul’s writings are similar.  They also fill in the small details, putting ‘body’ to the teachings of Jesus.  There are few Christians who would deign to throw out Paul’s epistles because they are so relevant to the context of the early church; much as there are few Muslims who consider the Muslim traditions to be non-authoritative.  The later writings for both faiths are essential to understand that which came before.
	Yet, when we compare the two sets of literature, Paul’s writings and the Muslim traditions, there is a troubling difference, for we can be sure that what Paul wrote was read by eyewitnesses who would have been quick to confront him if he was wrong.  The same cannot be said of the later Muslim traditions, written hundreds of years later by people who didn’t even know the prophet, nor lived in the same area.  Ironically, the accusation by al-Kadhi that Paul had his own agenda which he imposed on Christ’s teachings is an accusation which applies far better to the Muslim traditions than it does to the epistles of Paul; for Paul at least had a corrective, the disciples and believers in the early church who were eyewitnesses to everything Paul wrote about.  What corrective did the later compilers of the Muslim traditions have?  The eyewitnesses had been dead for hundreds of years, and no-one really knows whether the stories which had been passed down over the intervening time were authentic or not since we have no documents to which we can refer.  That is a question al-Kadhi would indeed have difficulty answering.
	It is reasonable therefore to go to Paul, because that which he speaks about expounds on the earlier teachings of Jesus Christ, but in more detail, and with greater application.

	Paul changed the gospel of Jesus later on:
	We now move on to the second contention by al-Kadhi and others; that Paul changed the gospel later on to introduce his own agenda.  There are certain patent problems with this contention.  The most obvious concerns the position Paul held at the beginning of his ministry within the early church community.  In Galatians 2 we read that the disciples were suspicious of Paul because he had persecuted them.  But when they heard his gospel, they told him to go and preach the same gospel to the gentiles (Galatians 2:9).  Why would they welcome him as one of them if he was preaching something contrary to what they were preaching?
	It is unthinkable that an invention of Paul, who was not one of the Twelve and whose apostolic credentials were so often questioned could succeed in becoming a part of the narratives of the Synoptic Gospels.
	Could, as some Muslims claim, Paul have misled all of Jesus's disciples later on?  Could he have taken their writings and changed them, so that they coincided with his own?  Outside the fact that we have no evidence for earlier writings which may have differed from that which is in our possession today, it is incredulous to believe that Paul would want or even dare to conspire against all the other disciples, and change that which they had given their lives to uphold.
	Furthermore, John outlived Paul, and Peter lived another 30 years after Jesus.  They were there during all of Paul's teaching.  If Paul had set about creating a new gospel, how did he influence all of Jesus's disciples, without either Peter or John or the other disciples who had been with Jesus hearing or knowing about it, or objecting to it?
	The finest proof that it was Jesus and not Paul who introduced the Gospel comes from the similarities found between the Gospels and Paul's writings.  Christianity basically has two trends or sources from which it derives its theology:
		a) the first are the writings of the disciples,
		b) the second is Paul's writings.
	The disciple’s writings are independent of Paul's writings.  They use different expressions, yet they all teach the same ideas about Christ.  Where, then, did the disciples get their ideas?  They couldn't have borrowed it from Paul, as they preceded him.  Obviously their ideas, like Paul’s came from Jesus himself.
	So where did Paul say he got his teaching from?  We find the answer clearly in Galatians 1:11-12, where he states, “the gospel I preach is not something that man made up.  I did not receive it from man, nor was I taught it; rather, I received it by revelation from Jesus Christ”.
	In 1 Corinthians 15:3-4 he speaks of receiving from the Lord that which he passes on to them, the Gospel (see also 1 Corinthians 11:23).  He carefully points out that these are not things which he invented.
	Did Paul create his ideas in a void?  If so, his beliefs couldn't have been there beforehand.  Yet, in the book of Acts, chapter 2, Peter, one of Jesus's closest disciples for three years, addresses the gospel directly, speaking and witnessing the fact of Jesus, his death and resurrection.  He continues this witness in Acts 3 and 4, long before Paul even comes onto the scene.
	In fact, Paul does not enter into the picture until Acts 7, where he witnessed the stoning of Stephen, and then became the persecutor of those who were establishing the church.  He admitted putting many saints in prison, and casting the vote for their death (Acts 26:9-11); and even tried to destroy the church (Galatians 1).  
	How can someone become the persecutor of a religion which he is responsible for, or the founder of?  If he established a religion, it couldn't have been there beforehand.

	Paul’s Epistles contradict the Gospels:
 	Al-Kadhi continues by maintaining that the Gospels are diametrically opposed to the material found in the letters of Paul.  To support his assertions he points to a number of supposed “contradictions” between that which Jesus taught and what Paul wrote, declaring that these prove the message of Jesus, a true Jewish Pharisee, was not the same as that of Paul's.
	These are indeed claims which are difficult to take seriously, yet, they demand an answer.  For without the authority and authorship of Jesus Christianity simply would fall apart.  If one could show that Jesus delivered a different message than Paul, then indeed there would be room for concern.
	Upon closer scrutiny of the scriptures, however, we find that Jesus and Paul are not at all in contradiction with one another, and that most of what Paul claimed had already been stated before by Jesus and the other disciples, though in a different way.  Indeed, what is abundantly clear is that Paul was not at all the founder of Christianity, but its greatest expounder.  To illustrate this point let’s take a few examples forwarded by al-Kadhi himself.
	1) Original Sin:
	While al-Kadhi does not define what he means by original sin, the doctrine that the human heart is profoundly corrupt is abundantly clear in the teachings of Jesus.  For example, the Sermon on the Mount in Matthew 5 is addressed to His own disciples, yet in Matthew 7:11, again still talking to his disciples Jesus assumes that all his hearers are evil, saying, “If you, then, though you are evil, know how to give good gifts to your children...”!
	In Matthew 15:19 Jesus provides a devastating assessment of the human heart, remarking, “For out of the heart come evil thoughts, murder, adultery, sexual immorality, then false testimony, slander.”  The same teaching, in a slightly more forceful tone, is found in Mark 7:20‑23.  What is interesting about these two passages is the corollary teaching by Jesus that physical cleanliness has nothing to do with spiritual purity, an idea foreign to most Muslims.  Again, how are we to interpret the remark by Jesus in Mark 10:18, where he states, “...No-one is good-except God alone,” if not that every human being is corrupt?
	What is Jesus about when he does miracles or exorcisms, but reversing the effect of original sin.  In fact much of the focus of Jesus’ ministry was towards sinners.  Thus in Mark 2:17, while being questioned by his disciples concerning why he should be eating with Levi, the tax-collector, considered to be a sinner, Jesus replied, “It is not the healthy who need a doctor, but the sick.  I have not come to call the righteous, but sinners.”  This passage parallels Matthew 9:13 when he remarks that he has not come to call the righteous but sinners.  Christians understand this to mean that none are righteous.  It is safe to say that Jesus’ whole ministry was to restore that which was broken by sin.
	Possibly the key chapter on original sin is that found in the book of John chapter 3 where Jesus tells Nicodemus that in order for any man to see the Kingdom of God he must be “born again” (verse 3).  The question needs to be asked, why does a man have to be born again? What is wrong with his first birth?  Obviously, the condition of humanity in their present state was not good enough.  The answer is found a few verses later when Jesus declares, “I tell you the truth, unless a man is born of water and the Spirit, he cannot enter the kingdom of God. Flesh gives birth to flesh, but the Spirit gives birth to spirit” (verses 5 & 6).  Echoing what we find later in Paul’s letter to the Romans, we find Jesus attesting to the sinful nature of the flesh (brought about by the introduction of sin in the world which we read about both in the Bible, in Genesis chapter 3, and in the Qur’an in Sura 2:35-39).  The implication here is that the fleshly nature (original sin) must be replaced with God’s pure nature given to us by the Spirit.
	Indeed, Jesus spoke often of the sinfulness of humanity.  Thus it simply isn’t true that the idea of original sin is a notion created by Paul.
	2) Atonement:
	Al-Kadhi maintains that the atonement is also not taught by Jesus, stipulating that this is unique to Paul’s writings.  But is this the case?
	Jesus clearly taught that His own blood was to be a penal substitution for His people.  In  Luke 18:14 we find a clear statement of Jesus' doctrine of justification.
	Consider the story of the last supper found in Matthew 26:28.  In this passage he says, while offering the disciples the cup representing his blood that, “This is my blood of the covenant, which is poured out for many for the forgiveness of sins,” echoed again in Mark 14:24 and Luke 22:19 & 20.  These three passages are all independent of Paul (Mark's source was Peter).  Jesus said the bread was his body, and the wine his blood.  How much more explicit can you get?  That is a clear expression of atonement.  Forgiveness comes, thus, through the shedding of his blood.  Yet, all Jesus was doing was to confirm something which was there from the beginning, from the story of Cain and Abel, where one sacrifice was accepted and the other rejected.  Cain's sacrifice was from his own work, that which he had grown, but Abel offered the blood of the lamb as the hope of his salvation.
	“Without the shedding of blood there is no forgiveness of sin” (Hebrews 9:22).  This principle is found right through the Old Testament (Leviticus 17:11; Genesis 22 etc...).  No Jew ever believed that he could attain the forgiveness of sin just by asking for it (refer to the books of Exodus and Leviticus to find the many sacrifices ordered by God for this very purpose).  
	Thus, Jesus was now saying that forgiveness could only come through His own blood.  There are a number of scriptures where Jesus mentions the need for His blood to be sacrificed.  In Matthew 20:28 Jesus says, “just as the Son of Man...[came] to give his life as a ransom for many,” whish is followed by John 6:51 where he states, “This bread is my flesh which I will give for the life of the world.”  Then in John 10:11 he continues by declaring, “I am the good shepherd.  The good shepherd lays down his life for his sheep.”  These three passages reveal Jesus speaking of the need for a blood sacrifice, specifically, His blood sacrificed.
	This is a point completely lost to Muslims, even though they continue the tradition of sacrificing a goat during the time of Eid, though the meaning has been changed to that of remembrance for what Abraham had done earlier.  It always puzzles me why Muslims never question the significance for Abraham's sacrifice.  Is it no wonder then why they find the idea of atonement so objectionable.  Were they to seek the meaning behind this practice in the preceding scriptures they may not protest the atonement quite so readily.
	These passages mentioned above clearly speak of the need for atonement, and that Christ had come expressly for that reason.  To claim that this idea is unique to Paul simply goes against what we read in the life and teachings of Jesus Christ.  Why al-Kadhi has missed these very important verses I don’t know.
	3) The Worship of Christ:
	Al-Kadhi continues by trying to show that Paul preached a religion based on faith in Jesus Christ, whereas Jesus contradicted this by preaching a religion based on following the law of Moses (Luke 18:20), as well as the worship of God alone (Matthew 4:10; Luke 4:8; and John 4:21-23).
	The real problem with this position is that al-Kadhi, and many Muslims like him do not understand the Biblical concept of worship.  They consider worship as an activity that one does at set times (praying five times a day...or participating in any of the five pillars for that matter).  As a contrast the Biblical concept of worship concerns the way one lives one's life.  In many ways Christians play into the same trap by using a person called a 'worship leader', who is nothing more than a musical arranger, or someone who leads the singing in church.  If one worships God by obeying Him and believing in Him, then Jesus does command the worship of Himself.  In John 3 Jesus sets Himself up as the one who must be believed in if salvation is to be gained.  Who can do this except the true object of our worship?  Whomever can save us from Hell is the object of our worship (John 5:21-26; 10:28).  If Jesus requires us to believe in Him (John 3:16,17; 11:25-26), to follow Him (John 8:12), to obey Him (John 3:36), to keep His commandments (John 14:21-24), then we worship Him.
	The example in the scriptures is that Jesus accepted worship.  The angels are commanded to worship him in Hebrews 1:6.  Thomas, one of the disciples, when shown the wounds of the crucifixion bowed down in worship in John 20:28, and the two Marys outside the tomb, when met by Jesus, “came to him, clasped his feet and worshipped him,” Matthew 28:9.
	It is clear that if Jesus accepted worship then this could not have been an idea which was created by Paul.
	4) The Trinity:
	As a final accusation, al-Kadhi claims that Jesus never considered himself to be a part of the trinity.  Before we offer an answer it is important to note that this word does not exist in either Jesus’s or Paul’s teachings, as it was not coined until the second century, by the early Christian writer Tertullian, as a description of what we find in scripture for the nature of God.
	To return to the problem at hand, the most explicit teaching on the relationship between the Father and the Son is all found in the mouth of Jesus himself.  John 17 is the foundation for the doctrine of the Trinity.  In verse 3 he identifies the Father as the one true God ‑ this scares some Christians off, but it must not.  Until Jesus has identified what his own relationship to this one true God is, we cannot yet say whether he is excluding himself from the title of God.  In verse 5 he requests that the Father glorify him with the glory that he had with the Father before the world began.  Who but God can pre‑exist creation?  In verse 24 he wants his disciples to join with him and the Father, not so that they can see the glory of the Father, but so that they can see the glory of Jesus ‑ who the Father loved before creation.  Jesus constantly asserts throughout the chapter that he and the Father are one ‑ and promises that the disciples will be bound together as one, and that they will be brought into the union that exists between the Father and the Son.  Verse 21 says that the disciples are to be one in the Father and the Son ‑ not that Jesus is just another disciple, but that the whole church finds its unity both horizontally and vertically in the relationship between the Father and the Son.
	Possibly the best way to deal with the concept of who Jesus is in relationship with the Father, is to use the model that the gospels most often use.  He is the one sent by the Father to do the Father's work.  Why doesn't the Father do the work himself?  Why does the Father hand all judgement over to the Son?  Why does he allow Jesus to forgive sin?  Why does Jesus teach that people must believe in His name if they are to be acceptable to the Father?  Jesus is the Christ ‑ the anointed one ‑ prophet, priest and king.  It is worth emphasising him as priest ‑ God sends his own Son to be his priest ‑ Yes, the Son receives his life from the Father, just as the Spirit receives his from the Father and the Son ‑ Yes, Jesus does not say or do anything except what the Father commanded him to do ‑ BUT, none of this is contrary to the doctrine of the Trinity.  The doctrine of the Trinity is not that the Father, Son and Holy Spirit are all equal in function ‑ only that they are all completely divine.  The Father is the source of the life of God, but there has never been a time when the Son was not with him, nor was there ever a time when the Father was without his Spirit.  The Father did not become the Father at a particular time.  He has always been the Father.  He is unchangeable.  As Jesus says, he was with the Father, sharing his glory before there was a creation.  He was sent out by the Father, to do the will of the Father, not because he is not God, but precisely because he is God.  Only the Father's own divine Son can do all that the Father requires him to do.  Only the one who shares the life of the Father can claim that all access to the Father must be through him alone.
	To say, as al-Kadhi does, that it was Paul who created the view of Jesus as deity is to reject the earlier christology of the Jerusalem church and the evidence of Jesus's deity found in the book of Acts.  Of key importance is Peter's statement in Acts 2:33-36 that Jesus has been raised to God's right hand, from which he has poured forth the Holy Spirit, and has been made both Kyrios (Lord) and Christos (the anointed one).  Numerous titles of deity were attributed to him by Luke, such as: Messiah (Acts 3:20f), Servant of God (Acts 3:13,26; 4:27), the promised Prophet like Moses (Acts 3:22; 7:37), the Prince of Life (Acts 3:15; 5:31), the Holy and Righteous One, and the “stone” of prophecy (taken from Psalm 118:22), rejected, but now made the head of the corner (Acts 4:11).  These all predate the more developed delineation of Jesus as deity expounded by Paul in his epistles.
	Other Muslims maintain that the idea of Jesus being divine, being God's word himself, and becoming flesh could not have come from Jesus, but was invented by Paul.  Proof of this, they say is found in John 12 where Jesus was told what to speak by God, so it could not have been God's word.  But it was John, a disciple of Jesus for three years, who heard everything that Jesus said and did, who derived this concept of Logos (the Word).  It was he who wrote the passage concerning the Word living amongst us in John 1:1,14 which says, “The Word was God... and the Word became flesh and lived a while among us.”  This idea is not even mentioned in any of Paul's writings!  Therefore, how could he have invented it?
	There are other references concerning the deity of Christ.  The above should suffice, however to clearly show that it was not Paul, but Jesus himself who taught the idea of his deity.
	5) Paul’s Law vs. Jesus’s Law:
	Let's take another accusation levelled against Paul by Muslims.  In Matthew 5:17-18 Jesus says, “Think not that I have come to abolish the law and the prophets”.  Later Paul says that Jesus had come to abolish the Law and Prophets (Colossians 2:14).  Muslims say Paul is contradicting Jesus here.  But is he?
	According to the Christian scriptures there were two covenants: a) the law of Moses (made up of legal or moral laws as well as ceremonial or ritual laws), and b) the new covenant, which came through Jesus Christ.  What Paul is referring to when he says the old law is abolished, are the ceremonial and ritualistic laws which were for the Jews alone (Colossians 2:13-15).  No Syrian or Arab or any other gentile was commanded to keep these laws.  Only the Jews were, as it made them distinct from all other people, as the chosen of God.  What Paul was abolishing were these ceremonial laws which excluded the gentiles from being the people of God.  The moral law still holds. Yet, one can be forgiven if they contravene this law, providing they repent.
	Paul and Jesus are therefore not contradicting one another.  In fact Jesus was establishing the Moral law in Matthew 5:17.  One needs to continue reading from verse 21 (and following) to see that He then goes on to delineate what those moral laws are.
	Jesus taught that the law would hold good until it had been fulfilled.  Jesus himself fulfilled the law.  He showed the teachers of the law what the law really wanted.  He was everything that the law dreamed of.  He was without sin.  Notice how he says, “you have heard it said in the law, but I say...”  He is aware that he is the end of the law.  After him there is no more use for the Mosaic ceremonial law, but while he was alive he constantly refered to the stringent requirements of the law.  The law was quite specifically a relationship between the Jews and God.  It begins by saying, “I am the Lord who delivered you out of the land of Egypt.”  No others but the Jews were delivered out of Egypt.  The man in Luke 18:20 was a Jew who was under the law.  For those who have a problem with this interpretation we need to ask whether there is any occasion which they can find where Jesus requires a gentile to keep the law?  The answer is none.  He sets his own commandments up as the standard for his disciples whether they are Jew or Gentile, but the law itself has no endurance beyond him.
	6) Salvation by Faith
	And finally we come to al-Kadhi’s contention that Paul alone speaks of salvation by faith, possibly referring to the classical endorsement for this idea in Ephesians 2:8-9.  The supposition is that Paul calls for faith without works in contrast to Christ’s teaching on good works (which al-Kadhi believes is found in Luke 18:20).  Yet if we were to read the entire passage of Ephesians 2 (including verse 10) we would find that Paul does speak simply of salvation by faith, but follows it up with the need to do good works.  There is no denial here of good works at all.  The two go hand-in-hand.
	What’s more, it is rather ironical that the passage al-Kadhi points to in Luke 18:20 is not an example of Christ’s teaching on following the laws at all.  When we read the entire passage once again (verses 18-30) we find Jesus telling the young ruler that the commandments are not enough, that one needs to sell everything and follow him.  In other words the highest commandment is to put Christ first, to leave all our other securities behind and put our faith entirely on him.  If anything it is the centrality of one’s faith in Jesus Christ which is at the centre of this passage and not a teaching on good works.
	The idea of salvation by faith is simply not unique to Paul.  Jesus also speaks of salvation by faith in John 3:14-15.  There is nothing one has to do in order to be saved but believe in the Son, Jesus Christ.  Salvation, thus, comes through faith in Jesus Christ, so that we can receive the spirit of Christ, which then leads us to do good works.  Most people want to separate the two ideas, and make them sound contradictory.  Yet Paul and Jesus taught both.

	Origins for the debate:
	In discussing whether it was Jesus or Paul who founded Christianity, it is important to note, however, that they were not the first to originate this debate.  In fact much of their material comes from a number of  ‘Christian’ and Jewish sources.  In the 1980’s a T.V. series entitled “The First Christian,” narrated by karen Armstrong was dependant for much of her data on Hyam Maccoby's “The Mythmaker: Paul and the Invention of Christianity.”  Yet much of the pedigree for the debate can be traced back to F.C. Baur, one of the Tubingen scholars of the 19th century.  Material which gives the two positions can be found in two recommended books on the Paul/Jesus topic; the one by Victor Paul Furnish called Jesus According to Paul (Cambridge, 1993), and the other by David Wenham titled, Paul: Follower of Jesus or Founderof Christianity, (Eerdmans, 1995).
	David Wenham, an evangelical who lectures at Wycliffe Hall, Oxford, in his book Paul: Follower of Jesus or Founder of Christianity?, defending the notion that Paul is indebted to Jesus has an original argument.  Instead of focusing primarily on Paul, he proceeds by choosing a number of issues in Jesus’ teaching; zeroing in on  six of them: the kingdom of God, the identity of Jesus (son of man and other names), the significance of Jesus' death, Israel and the church, ethics, and eschatology.  Wenham compares what Jesus and what Paul say on each of those topics.  Then Wenham evaluates the possibility that Paul was in some way indebted to Jesus about his teaching.  For example, here are some of Wenham's categories:

1. A reference to marriage in 1 Corinthians 7:10, where Paul says explicitly that this is what Jesus the Lord said (there are only 3 of these references).
2. A phrase on uncleanliness with a direct reference to Jesus, who says in Romans 14:14, “I am persuaded in the Lord Jesus that nothing is unclean in itself...”
3. Where there is no such reference, but Paul says he is drawing on a tradition within the church, whose source would be the teachings of Jesus; (1 Thessalonians 5:1,2, or where Paul asks a question, 'do you not know...' referring to the tradition of the church (1 Corinthians 3:16; 5:6; 6:2, 3,9 etc).
4. Stylistic similarities, such as the use of ‘Abba’ in Romans 8:15 and Galatians 4:5,6, where Paul suddenly uses the Aramaic word that Jesus used.
5. Verbal or formal similarities between sayings of Jesus and Paul.  Thus in the discussion of divorce, there is a verbal similarity between 1 Corinthians 7:9‑11 and Matthew 19:3‑9 (paralleled in Mark 10:2‑12), where the same Greek word is used for “separate”.
6. Similarity of thought so that in 1 Corinthians 7, there is a link between what Paul teaches on marriage and divorce and what Jesus taught in Matthew 19.  There are other links such as idea of a labourer being worthy of his hire in 1 Corinthians 9:14 and Luke 10:7.  A different phrase is used by Paul, but the teaching is the same.
     	Wenham then says that some of this evidence is stronger and some weaker, but the cumulative argument makes some of the more ambiguous evidence look stronger.
          	Wenham's own conclusion is that Paul is a follower of Jesus.  Often in his letters Paul does not claim to be the founder of Christianity but calls himself a servant of Jesus Christ, and not the founder of Christianity.

CONCLUSION:
	One can always ask, "Who founded Christianity, Jesus or Paul", or who founded Islam, "Muhammad or Umar", or who founded Judaism, "Moses or Joshua", or who founded Buddhism, "Buddha or Siddharta?"  Yet, why is it always Christianity which is labelled with this question?
	It seems so grossly unlikely that a religion which is focussed so uniquely on Jesus, could or should be founded by someone else.  All adherents would contend that their religion was founded by God.  Perhaps it would be more correct to assert that it was Moses who introduced Judaism, and Muhammad who introduced Islam, Confucius who introduced Confucianism, and Jesus who introduced Christianity.
	What so many Muslims miss is the sheer depth of theology in Paul's writings, much of which couldn't have been made up or simply borrowed.  For instance, the scriptures speak of the unity of God.  Thus, we are monotheists, and we have a complex view of God's monotheism.  We believe that God is a triune God; the very word tri-une implies unity.  Perhaps Muslims find the doctrine hard to understand; so do most Christians.  One would not expect God's essence to be easily explained.  But nonetheless it is true, as we see it written all over the pages of scripture.
	We need to consider, however, that if Paul was the founder of Christianity, then certainly he should have diverted from this doctrine.  Yet, he doesn't, but continues to say the same thing.  "A mediator" he writes in Galatians 3:20 "does not represent just one, but God is one."  We find this also in Romans 3, and every Christian believes it.
	Indeed, Jesus is the founder of Christianity.  If the objectionable material (the personal claims of Jesus) are rejected, the teaching of Jesus that remains in the Gospels, not to mention his deeds, become exceedingly difficult to account for and nearly impossible to understand.  All that Jesus founded, Paul and Peter and the others merely expounded.  Jesus and Paul both taught about: the atonement, the trinity, the church, salvation by faith, the forgiveness of sins through the shedding of his blood, that Jesus was the bread of life which we had to depend on for salvation, and that Jesus was the good shepherd who laid down his life for us.
	Jesus, the founder, laid down his life that you might live.  Paul, the expounder, laid down his life that you might hear.  Are we willing to lay down our lives that others can hear and live as well?

