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It is related that the children of Zadok the Priest, one a boy and the other
a girl, were taken captive to Rome, each falling to the lot of a different officer.
One officer resorted to a prostitute and gave her the boy. The other went into
the store of a shopkeeper and gave him the girl in exchange for some wine
(this to fulfill Joel 4:3:“And they have given a boy for a harlot and sold a girl for wine’).
After awhile, the prostitute brought the boy to the shopkeeper and said to him,
‘Since I have a boy, who is suitable for the girl you have, will you agree they should cohabit
and whatever issues be divided between us?” He accepted the offer.

They immediately took them and placed them in a room.The girl began to
weep and the boy asked her why she was crying? She answered, ‘Should I not
weep, when the daughter of a High Priest is given in marriage to one (like you), a slave?’
He inquired of her whose daughter she was and she replied, ‘I am the daughter of
Zadok the High Priest’ He then asked her, where she used to live and she
answered, ‘In the upper marketplace! He next inquired, ‘What was the sign above the
house?” and she told him. He said, ‘Have you a brother or a sister?” She answered,
‘I had a brother and there was a mole on his shoulder and whenever he came home
from school, I used to uncover it and kiss it. He asked, ‘If you were to see it now,
would you know it?” She answered, ‘I would. He bared his shoulder and they
recognized each other. They then embraced and kissed till they expired.
Then the Holy Spirit cried out, ‘For these things I weep’!
(Lamentations Rabbah 1:16.46 and Gittin s8a).

You will deliver the Enemies of all the Countries into the hand of the Poor
(the Ebionim) to cast down the Mighty Ones of the Peoples, to pay (them)
the Reward on Evil Ones...and to justify the Judgements of Your Truth...

You will fight against them from Heaven...for You commanded the Hosts of

Your Elect in their thousands and their Myriads, together with the Heavenly

Host of all Your Holy Ones,...to strike the Rebellious of Earth with Your awe-
inspiring Judgements...For the King of Glory is with us...and the Angelic Host
is under His command...(They are) like clouds, moisture-laden clouds covering
the Earth — a torrent of rain shedding Judgement on all that grows
(The War Scroll from Qumran,XI1.17-X11.10 and XIX.1-2).

‘Of what use are graven images, whose makers formed a casting and images of Lying...?’
The interpretation of this passage concerns all the idols of the Nations, which
they create in order to serve...These will not save them on the Day of Judgement
..."But the Lord is in His Holy Temple. Be silent before Him all the World’! Its interpre-
tation concerns all the Nations who but serve stone and wood. But on the Day of
Judgement, God will destroy all the Servants of Idols and Evil Ones off the Earth
(1QpHab,x11.10-X111.4 0n Habakkuk 2:18-19).
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Preface

Many significant things are happening these days in the field of New
Testament Studies and Christian Origins. Principal among these, of course,
is the sudden and almost miraculous appearance of a ‘Gospel’ attributed to
‘Judas’— meaning, ‘Judas Iscariot Not only is the very concept of such a sur-
prising Gospel a shock (no doubt, part of its point), though it has been
known at least since the Second Century when the early Church theolo-
gian Irenaeus condemned it (part of the reason, certainly, for its
disappearance or being, as it were, ‘put out of the way’); but even now it will
do much to help remove the taint of anti-Semitism (despite its being decid-
edly antinomian or anti-‘Mosaic’ or ‘Sinaitic Covenant’-oriented itself) from
the whole tradition — abetted by the tendentious picture in the received
Gospels, the Book of Acts, and not moderated in any way by Paul (on the
contrary) — that to some extent coalesced around this ‘Judas’ This character
(also called ‘the Iscariof in John), it is now widely recognized, was to no small
degree normally seen as representative of ‘Jews’ and ‘the Jewish Nation’ gen-
erally and contributed, thereby, to portraying them in the most negative
light conceivable — to say nothing of the same effect a portrait of this kind
had on the whole ‘Sicarii’ or * Zealot Essene Movement’ we shall elaborate in
this book and from which, we contend, the pseudonym derived.

Just as importantly and perhaps even more to the point, such a ‘Gospel’
goes a long way towards illustrating the way the literature we have before
us, including the four orthodox Gospels, developed; and it is ‘a literature’ —
that is, ‘philosophical’ or, it one prefers, ‘Mystical’ or ‘Neoplatonic' or, as the
Gospels themselves,  Mysteryizing or ‘ Magical’ — but ‘a literature’ all the same
and not ‘history, one layer varying, building upon, reiterating, or respond-
ing to another; and all the time putting metaphysical or theological ideas
in the Greco-Roman-Egyptian manner or the literary format of person-
alized and Hellenized ‘God tales’ or ‘Man-God’/‘ God-Man tales’ — and/or
for that matter, as here in Judas’ Gospel, ‘dialogues.

Should one prefer to put this proposition in a different manner: as the
advocates of the Jewish Neoplatonic and aristocratic philosopher Philo of
Alexandria in Egypt (where much of this literature probably got its start
before it spread Westwards across the Mediterranean as well as to points
turther East) — an older contemporary of the Gospel literary character
Jesus’ (called by Paul ‘Christ Jesus’ or ‘the Lord Jesus’), Paul himself, and the

XIX



PREFACE

Jewish historian Josephus in the next generation — would probably put it,
‘allegorical’ or ‘allegorizing’ but, once again, not ‘history.

Paul also puts it like this in Galatians 4:24, but there he is talking about
what most of us (though not scholars) would call ‘the Old Testament’ or, as
he would put it, the ‘Mosaic” or ‘Sinaitic Covenant which is Agar (he means
by this ‘Hagar] but how he achieves this fairly derogatory synthesis, the
reader will have to see later). It is these materials that Paul, like Philo, is
interpreting in an ‘allegorical’ manner. But where the picture of ‘Jesus’ that
has come down to us is concerned (about whom Paul appears to know
very little except for the fact that he was ‘crucified’ and, as far as he was con-
cerned, proclaimed the doctrine of ‘Communion with’ his own ‘Blood’);
these are ‘New Testament’ or ‘New Covenant’ materials being depicted or
humanized allegorically directly at their inception, not retrospectively.
This is an important difterence between Philo and Paul.

Moreover, as just emphasized, this is being done in the manner of the
old Hellenistic or Hellenizing Greco-Roman and Egyptian ‘God’/‘Man-
God tales’ which these societies had for so long been so adept at creating or
recreating — not in relation to the Deity, as in the Hebrew Bible, but by actu-
ally picturing the Deity itself being incarnated and walking around on this Earth
and, then, going back, returning, or ‘being assumed’ back up to ‘Heaven.

There are even works-in-the-making that will assert that what many
regard as the first Gospel, the one attributed to ‘Mark’ (even though names
of this kind seem to have been attached relatively late in the process of
‘Gospel manufacture’ or the back-and-forth and reverberating process of tra-
dition proliferation — not so difterent from ‘Hadith manufacture’ in Islam — one
tradition, as we shall see, bouncing oft, responding to, and developing
another, if any sense can be made out of the whole process at all), is even
masking a personality and activities connected with one or another of the
First-Century ‘Herodians’ or Herodian Kings in ‘Palestine’ or ‘Judea’ — in this
period, basically interchangeable designations — known in the histories of
Josephus and his Egyptian and Roman contemporaries as ‘Marcus Agrip-
pa’—Agrippa I (37—44 CE) or Agrippa II (49—93 CE) —individuals named after
a favorite of Augustus who won him the Battle of Actium over Anthony
and Cleopatra and to whom the first embodiment of Hadrian’s world-
famous later ‘Pantheon’ was dedicated (there is not a little irony in this).

These, of course, were his and their Greco-Roman names. All these
‘Herodians’ had several names (sometimes, like ‘the Maccabeans’ preceding
them, one based on a Hebrew original and the others, Latin or Greek) —
in the case of ‘Marcus Agrippa, there seem only to have been two Latin
names. But this ‘Agrippa’— I or 11, it makes no difference — also had impor-
tant connections to Egypt and the large Jewish Community there (itself
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virtually wiped out in apparently ‘Messianic’ and internecine strife that
occurred there under Trajan, c. 98—117 CE).

Where Egypt was concerned, not only was it the venue of much of
this early ‘ Gospel-theorizing’ or ‘manufacture’ as one can see from the case of’
“The Gospel of Judas’(to say nothing of quite a few others, such as ‘The
Gospel of Mary Magdalene’ or ‘The Gospel of Thomas, that is to say, ‘Judas
Thomas’); it was also the locale where Vespasian — the father of the new
Roman Imperial Line succeeding, in the midst of ‘the Jewish War, Julius
Caesar’s and Augustus’ ‘Julio-Claudians) namely, ‘the Flavians’ (from whom
Josephus himself derived his Latin familial name, ‘Flavius Josephus, i.e.,
much like his modern cinemagraphic counterpart ‘Ben Hur, whose nov-
elized biography to some extent mirrored Josephus’ own, he was adopted
into a noble Roman family, though this time it was the new Imperial One,
this obviously for services rendered such as writing books extolling them
and at one point even, like Yohanan ben Zacchai in Rabbinic literature,
actually proclaiming Vespasian ‘Messial’ or the one who was to come out of Pales-
tine to rule the World!) — first seems to have considered putting forth a claim
to the Roman Imperial Throne. In this, Vespasian was encouraged by
persons connected to this same Philo, including his nephew Tiberius
Alexander and even Josephus himself, to say nothing of Agrippa II and his
sister Bernice — the presumable prototype for many of the ‘prostitutes’/
‘harlots’ allusions, one encounters in Gospel imaging — the mistress of
Vespasian’s son and Emperor-to-be Titus.

Their father, Agrippa I (37-44 cg) — both Agrippa II and his sister
Bernice had been accused of ‘incest with each other as even Josephus
reports — seems to have been one of the first to consider making these
kinds of Imperial or, in ‘Jewish’ terms, ‘Messianic’ claims for himself in the
East when he too passed through Egypt some thirty years before on his
way back from having been freed by Caligula from imprisonment by the
Emperor Tiberius (the end of whose reign, ‘Prophet’-like, Agrippa also
seems to have predicted).To add to this, several ‘Herodian’ family members
(for example, Agrippa I's daughter and Bernice’s sister Mariamme — her
other sister Drusilla married the infamous Roman Governor Felix — had
divorced a previous husband who had only been Treasurer of the Temple,
to do so; obviously he wasn’t quite ‘Rich’ enough) married into Philo’s
own family, that of ‘the Alabarch of Alexandria, probably the ‘Richest’ in all
Egypt, deriving its wealth from control of the Red Sea/India and East
Asian trade and the Leader of the Jewish Community there. So there was
a good deal of connection of this branch of the ‘Maccabean Herodian’
Family with Egypt in this period.

Then, too, there is the whole question of the group in Egypt, Philo
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himself identifies as the ‘Theraputae’ or ‘Healers, a quasi-Gnosticizing and
esotericizing, Asclepius-like ‘overseas’ or foreign version of those, both he
and Josephus designate in Palestine as ‘Essenes’; but probably in almost no
way resembling ‘the Essenes’ considered to have authored the Dead Sea
Scrolls except perhaps in their organization, their ‘monastic’ or, at least, self-
abnegating life-style, and their ‘Pythagorean’-like clothing (though in
Palestine ‘white linen’ could also be seen, as we shall see, as the garb of
‘Priests’ in general and, in particular, ‘the High Priest’).

In this work, we shall make it clear — as we have in previously in James
the Brother of Jesus (Penguin, 1998/ Watkins, 2002) — that, not only were
Paul’s own ‘Herodian’ connections real, overt, and more familial than most
might think; but Paul’s whole agenda, which he often announces of for
Jews first, ‘but Greeks as well, was neither alien or inimical to Herodian
family interests and designs for an extended ‘Imperium’ in the East, so a
‘Gospel presentation that was somehow related to or embodying an initial
impetus of this kind would not have been at all odd. One could also say
the same — as we shall demonstrate in this book — about the way ‘Jesus’ is
portrayed in the normative Gospels as they have been bequeathed to us,
that 1s, as ‘a Friend of tax-collectors’ (the ‘Friend’ terminology being very
important in all venues, such as the Letter of James, the Dead Sea Scrolls,
the Talmud, and even the Koran),* Sinners, ‘prostitutes’— all terms, as we shall
show, with particular relevance where ‘Herodians’ were concerned — but
even, ‘a glutton and a wine-bibber’; that is, someone who was not keeping
dietary regulations and, unlike James or even John the Baptist, not a
‘Nazirite’ or ‘Holy from his mother’s womb’ and certainly not ‘a vegetarian’!

But from our perspective, unfortunately (or, perhaps, fortunately), none
of these ascriptions, familiar, comfortable, and beguiling as are, have any-
thing at all to do with ‘the Historical Jesus’ if, ultimately, we are able to identify
him in any real way — on the contrary. But none of this, as just alluded to,
would be strange or new to the perspective we embrace in this book,
though the manner in which the various and layered traditions, that were
ultimately incorporated into the Gospels, occurred is probably a little more
complex than just ascribing the first embodiment of them to a given Hero-
dian Family member whoever he may have been (if he was) or however
much he may have contributed to their original inception (if he did).

We also make a point in this book of the possible incorporation or
‘blending’ of Samaritan traditions into the story of ‘Jesus’ as it has been pre-
sented to us in the Gospels as they have come down to us; and, indeed,
not only could this explain something of the anti-‘Jewish’ or anti-*Judean’
strain one encounters in these ‘stories’ (in itself, a self-contradiction), but
also the very fact of ‘Jesus” name, as these ‘Gospels’ seem finally to have
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settled upon it, ‘Jesus son of Joseph’— and, deriving from this, as we shall see,
the alleged ‘ossuary’ containing this name — even though ‘Jesus” actual
father was not supposed to be ‘Joseph’ at all.

Rabbinic tradition, as we shall also see, is quite familiar with the idea
of there being two ‘Messiahs’ (though not the two ‘Messiahs’ many allege
to be part of the Qumran tradition), one a Northern One it calls ‘the
Messiah ben’ or ‘son of Joseph’ —‘Joseph’ being the patronymical name of the
Northern Kingdom even in the Prophets, the paradigmatic hero of
which, ‘Joshua’ (i.e., in Greco-Roman transliteration, ‘ Jesus’) himself being
a ‘son of Joseph’ both prototypically and lineally — and a Southern One, ‘the
Messiah ben Judah, i.e., the ‘Judean’ or ‘Davidic’ one, ‘David’ being his pro-
totypical forerunner as well. Of course, our ‘Jesus’ in Scripture meets both
of these specifications being considered in some recondite manner both a
‘son of Joseph’ and a ‘son of David’ at one and the same time!

This being said, the actual name attached to the ‘Samaritan’ Redeemer
figure in this period was ‘the Taheb’ or ‘Restorer’ and he, very definitely, was
to be a kind of ‘Joshua (‘Jesus’) Redivivus’ or ‘Joshua incarnated’ or ‘reincar-
nated’ as, of course, ‘Jesus’ was to some degree in Scripture. But more to
the point, this ‘Taheb’ (who also has much in common with another ‘Magi-
cian’-like figure or ‘Miracle-worker, ‘Simon Magus’ and a colleague of his
‘Dositheus, both of whom are described in the Pseudoclementine litera-
ture as ‘Disciples of John the Baptist and both ‘Samaritans’) was very
definitely executed by Pontius Pilate — in fact, ‘crucified, as the events of the
story set forth in the Gospels would have it and a pivotal theme in Paul,
as we shall delineate, in his allegorical and theological transformation of
‘the Lord Jesus™s death into a World-Saving event. That s, Jesus’is not only
named ‘the Saviour — ‘Joshua’ literally meaning ‘Saviour in Hebrew — but
he actually was ‘the Saviour, a new theological concept at this point as far as
Old Testament Scripture is concerned.

But these quasi-Messianic or Salvationary events did not transpire in Jerusalem,
as Gospel narrative would place them; they occurred in Joseph and Joshua’s
City, Shechem’ in Samaria (today’s ‘Nablus’ as per Arabic transliteration, i.e.,
in Greco-Arabic, ‘the New City’ built upon the Hebrew ‘Old City of
Shechem’) or, at least, outside it on Mt. Gerizim where ‘Joshua’ originally
called all the Tribes together and ‘made them swear to observe the Law and
keep the Covenant! The Talmud adds ‘Lod’ or ‘Lydda’ as the locale where ‘the
Messiah ben_Joseph’ was crucified. To some extent this is supported by Jose-
phus who actually does record a number of Jewish and Samaritan
‘Revolutionaries’ or Messianists ‘crucified’ at this time at ‘Lydda’ (today’s
‘Lod’). Nor does Josephus record any other actually verifiable crucifixions
under Pontius Pilate in Jerusalem in this period (unless it be the
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interpolated one inserted into his Antiquities, c. 93 CE, which he neglected
to mention earlier in his War). But even more tellingly, we shall be able to
show that the name of this Samaritan ‘Taheb’ is actually known to Acts and
does appear in Acts 9:32—42’s curious description of events surrounding
‘Peter’s miraculous curings and raisings at ‘Lydda’/‘Lod’ — albeit rather
cryptically, but we shall be able to ‘decode’ it.

But all these things have to do with ‘overseas Messianism, as it were, or
‘Neoplatonic, ‘Mystery-Religion, ‘Salvationary’ or ‘Enlightenment’ literature
outside of Palestine’s or Judea’s borders. This is not really what we are
interested in or what is going to be the subject of this book except
peripherally. In this book, what we are interested in is ‘Messianism’ within
the borders of ‘Palestine, as the Romans called it, or ‘the Land of Judah’/*the
Wilderness of Judea, as the Scrolls sometimes rather archaically refer it, and,
to some extent, the area contiguous to it to the East as far north as North-
ern Syria and Northern Iraq — ‘the Land of the Edessenes’ and ‘Adiabene’
(modern Kurdistan) — what, to a certain degree, we shall encounter in the
terminology ‘the Land of Damascus’ in the Dead Sea Scrolls.

It is these documents that came to light or materialized and changed
everything. The even more miraculous discovery — than the Gospel of
Judas, miraculous as it was — of the Dead Sea Scrolls, nineteen centuries
after they had seemingly been secreted away in caves, has come back to
haunt us all like some unexpected ‘time capsule’ out of the past. Obviously,
the people who wrote them and then deposited or secreted them away
did not, therefore, die in vain. It is these documents that have happened
to change everything, finally giving us the tools to penetrate the darkness
of how all these peculiar literary creations, we now know, came into being
and how the history of ‘the Messianic Movement in Palestine, as it would
perhaps be best to call it, was transmuted into something entirely differ-
ent, wholly alien and Greek — or perhaps, more accurately, Egypto-Greco-
Roman (if one likes, as just suggested, even to some extent ‘Herodian’)
— but, in any event, the very opposite of what was happening in
Palestine/Judea in these pivotally-foundational times where the history of
man and womankind is concerned.

This is what — if someone with a more religious bent of mind were to
describe it — is ‘miraculous’ about their being found and this, almost exactly
at the moment when the new Jewish State was in the process, it would
appear, of being born. This is what gives us an entirely new perspective on
these events, which those who came before us did not have and, there-
fore, could not use in, for example, something like their ‘Quest for the
Historical Jesus! They did not have the control the Scrolls provide and had
little or nothing to compare things with, for they did not know (except
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for the often hostile bits sometimes afforded them in Rabbinic literature
or Josephus) what a native Palestinian ‘Messianic Movement’ might actually
look like — a ‘Movement’ most people now content themselves by calling
‘Essene’ But now we do and this makes all the difference.

This is why our scholarship today is so different and this is why we can
now do research that our forebears and predecessors — even the most per-
ceptive or incisive among whom — could not do, being often obliged to
rely on what actually were ‘mythologized, retrospective, or ‘fantasizing’ pre-
sentations, bordering even sometimes on dissimulation or disinformation.
Now, what we actually have before us here in these Scrolls is the literature
of ‘the Messianic Movement in Palestine’ — homogeneous, pointed, unadul-
terated, and uncompromising. Call it by whatever name one might wish.
Actually, what it really is, is the literature of ‘extreme Naziritism’ — there-
fore, probably the somewhat bowdlerized New Testament nomenclature
‘Nazoraean’ — or even ‘Revolutionary’ or ‘Messianic Sadduceeism’ (i.e.,
‘ Zadokitism’ or * Zaddikitism’).

This is what I have been trying to point out in my several works over
the last twenty or more years. It was for these reasons, too, that I felt
obliged to try to break the academic and scholarly monopoly and the
literal stranglehold over the publication and interpretation of the Dead
Sea Scrolls (the two were, in fact, interrelated) that previously obtained
from approximately 1952-1991 (in fact, ever since ‘the International Team’
took over responsibility for their publication) — or, as I expressed it else-
where, to try ‘let a thousand voices sing’ The only way to do this was to allow
any interested person to approach all the documents that existed in a
totally free manner, independent of mind-numbing academic analyses —
and I put this forth in the Introduction I did with Professor James R obin-
son of the University of Claremont (one of the key individuals in
breaking the Nag Hammadi logjam, the partial reason I invited him to
participate in the parallel campaign to help break the monopoly over the
Dead Sea Scrolls, though we were of wholly difterent mindsets) to the
Facsimile Edition of the Dead Sea Scrolls.

Having said this, it is the Dead Sea Scrolls that have, as if by some
miracle, changed everything. They have given us the native Palestinian
documents that did not go through and were left, as it were, untouched by
the editorial processes of the Roman Empire (either the reason or the
result, obviously, of their having been put in caves in the first place), again
an ancient ‘time capsule’—* Palestinian Messianism’ before it went overseas and
became Hellenized — from the perspective of the present writer, an addi-
tional contradiction in terms. It is for this reason that these documents
differ so much from the ones found, for example, at Nag Hammadi in
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Upper Egypt or, for that matter, the Romanized Gospels as they have both
been chosen for and come down to us. Here in the Scrolls was real ‘ Pales-
tinian Messianism’ as raw as it may seem and, at the same time, real Palestinian
Revolutionary Apocalypticism. It is these documents that give us the “yard-
stick, as just alluded to, along with a perspicacious reading of Josephus and
few other sources, to measure the others and, as the Pseudoclementine
Homilies quote ‘Jesus’ as putting it, ‘fo determine false coin from true’

This I have tried to do in my work up until now and for this, too, I con-
sider this generation to be a fortunate, even a ‘blessed’ one. I did this in James
the Brother of Jesus in 1997-98 and I have tried to do it in my other work —
for example, in the collection of essays and translations, The Dead Sea Scrolls
and the First Christians, 1996 and Barnes & Noble/Harper Collins/Sterling,
2004. In_James the Brother of Jesus, I promised a sequel because five hundred
pages had been cut from the end of it (basically the last ten chapters of this
book). But in the meantime other newer matters had been clarified for me
and other subjects explored in far more detail and depth than I did in James
the Brother of Jesus, which accounts for the additional pages and the finally
equal length of this The New Testament Code.

In James the Brother of Jesus 1 started the process of deciphering the
modus operandi of the more ‘literary-romantic’ portions of the Gospels and
the Book of Acts (this is to put things as kindly and diplomatically as pos-
sible). One thing Paul was not was ‘literary-romantic’ — a hater not a lover,
a polemicizer not a conciliator or accommodator and, certainly not an
artist — but he was a rhetorical dialectician (or, as some might prefer
perhaps to term it,‘a gymnast’) and an allegorizer of the first order, though
with hardly an ounce of human sympathy for those who might have
opposed him or whom he thought stood in his way in some manner
(therefore, I say, definitely not a ‘literary-romantic’); and, like the Gospels and
the Book of Acts, hardly a historian at all.

However this may be, this is the sequel I promised at that time.
Though it took years longer than I projected, I think I have gone about
as far in the direction of such ‘decipherment’ as one might. I do think that
to some degree I have ‘cracked the codes’ of some of the ‘theological disinfor-
mation’ — as one of my more appreciative reviewers put it — involved in
these documents and I do think (as he also expressed it) that we are
looking out at ‘a hitherto unseen landscape of almost unimaginable beauty and
splendor’ This position was echoed by another reviewer, whom I seem to
have struck — to use his also not-unflattering words (though some may
think otherwise) — as someone ‘who has been shown a revelation of stunning
splendor’ 1T hope he is correct in this evaluation. Moreover, I hope my
earlier and present readers will find this to be true and that some of this
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‘landscape’ is either imparted to or shared with them. This is the most any
author can legitimately hope for or has a right to expect from his work.
Moreover, if ‘Jesus’ were alive today — existent or non-existent in the form
he has been presented to us — and, if there had been things that had been
done and said in his name that were not his; it is my view that he would
expect — nay require — his most sincere, ardent, and dedicated supporters
and followers to find this out, there being nothing worse than having
things done in or attributed to one’s name in either life or legacy that were
not one’s own. This would be his charge to them and their obligation.

In my case, however, I have to admit to having an additional hope in
mind — the reader will forgive it if there is any hubris here — to, at least,
have done my small part in helping to open people’s minds and, in so
doing, contribute to making sure no future ‘Holocausts’ of the type we all
just witnessed in the last Century (and have been witnessing over these
last nineteen and a half centuries) ever transpire again. [ hope that for that
alone we have put that ‘Evil Demon’— as the Gospels sometimes refer to it —
to rest, have done with all the slogans of real disinformation, and finally
come to grips with how amazing the times pictured in the Dead Sea
Scrolls really were and how incomparably brave and precious all these real
First-Century ‘Martyrs’ were — and we are not speaking here of those
perhaps retrospectively incorporated into the First Century.

‘Martyrs’ of a more Hellenized or spiritualized kind came later, but not
perhaps in First-Century Palestine and not among those who were taken to
Rome to help build Vespasian’s Colosseum (on the whole constructed with
the proceeds plundered from the Jerusalem Temple — Titus admits as much
in 79 CE in the items he depicts on the Triumphal Arch that still stands in his
name in the ruins of the Roman Forum today), many to subsequently die
in it; and, like the Death Camp now memorialized like some vast Temple
of either Doom or Demonic Destruction at Auschwitz, the most macabre
of historical reversals and ironies — how pathetic and yet how tragic.

In my dedication page I have tried to impart some of these feelings to
the reader.What ‘the Holy Spirit’ really did in those terrible days was ‘weep,
as it would have done as well in our own too-tragic times — their coun-
terpart. It ‘wept, as the Talmud puts it in the story, | excerpted, about the
two children of the High Priest Zadok taken as captive to Rome in the
wake of the First Jewish Revolt (we will cite it again at the end of Chapter
11: ‘The Dogs who Licked Poor Lazarus’ Sores’). Actually, it probably didn’t
even do that but, if there were one and if we were going to get into the
realm of ‘artistic’ expression, it should have — that is, ‘wept’!

But what it most certainly did not do was cry out the familiar Synop-
tic Gospel:‘ This is my only-begotten Son. In him I am well pleased’ or even, as
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the Apocryphal Gospel of the Hebrews quoting Psalm 2:7 is reported by
Jerome — and echoed in Hebrews 1:5 — to have rephrased it (before people
of his mindset made sure it too, like the Gospel attributed to Judas, disap-
peared): ‘At this moment I have begotten him, except in the mind of the
latterday Greco-Roman artificers or their retrospective ‘man-god’/‘god-
man’ overwrite/rewrite specialists (that is, their philosophical or theological
aboriginal script/scripture-writers).

I hope all my readers will find as much to plumb in this work as I have
in writing it. I wish to thank all those who helped me to prepare and
execute it both editorially and substantively. Without their help, I could
never have brought it to fruition or into the final form we now have.This
includes all the students I have had over the years who patiently bore and
simultaneously motivated my expositions, analyses, and syntheses.

In particular, I wish to express my appreciation and thanks to my wife
Heather, who also patiently bore up and stuck with it, allowing me to
explore areas of mutual interest to us both. It is she who never let a sole-
cism or a misspelling pass — spellcheck notwithstanding. Nevertheless I am
sure any that have (and there will not be a few) are all of my own doing.
For the same reasons, I wish to thank all my children: Lavi, Nadav, Sarah,
and Hanan and Sara, some of whom also actually worked on this manu-
script, designed the cover, and helped me get over the rough spots, while
at the same time even accompanying or representing me in the field.

For footnote availability, the reader should see the ‘Note on Transla-
tions and Endnotes’ at the end of the book. Thanks also go to all the
students and associates who helped me in the preparation of this manu-
script: Chris Chung, Cheryl Thompson, Ron Dubay, Christine Abrego,
Peter Madrid, Doug Wallace, Michael Rahlwes, Tessa Dick, and Linda
O’Dell. In particular, I wish to thank my research assistants Noelle Bautista,
Nancy Meyer, Kevin Skull, and Alfred Perez, and my able hard-drive spe-
cialist Mark Cooper, who did patient servitude beyond the call of duty. I
would also like to thank Zdzislaw Kapera, Robert Price, Florentino Garcia
Martinez, David Patterson (z*l), Robert Morgan, Peter Flint, Neil Asher
Silberman, Michael Baigent, John Collins, Howard Firth, Harold Bloom,
and J.-F DHuilier who stuck with my work while others complained.

In the end, I wish to thank my two long-suffering editors, Michael
Mann and Penny Stopa, without whose patient fortitude this work could
never have been accomplished. Thanks, too, go to their very fine type-
setter, Graham Baylis, and their Senior Associate, Duncan Baird who,
together with these others, made this work possible.

Robert Eisenman Fountain Valley, California. May, 2006
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Names, Concepts, and Places: The
Anti-Semitic Peter and Herodians at Antioch

Christianity and Essenism

In a book aimed at demonstrating the relationship of the Dead Sea
Scrolls to Early Christianity, one should perhaps begin with the propo-
sition that there were not two Messianisms at the end of the First
Century/beginning of the Second Century in Palestine — only one. Nor
was there really any such thing at this time as ‘Christianity’ per se, Chris-
tians having first been called ‘Christians, according to Acts 11:26, in the
early to mid-Fifties of the Common Era in a place called ‘Antioch’ in
Northern Syria (a denotation we shall have cause to question below).

So why use the term ‘Christian’ at all? Because one must communi-
cate and, in order to do so, one must use words however misleading or
inadequate these may be. At the outset it should be appreciated that the
use of questionable or imprecise terminologies of this kind — especially
when taken according to their superficial meaning — often produces all
the confusion surrounding these matters. The author takes the proposi-
tion that there was no such thing as ‘Christianity’ in the First Century in
Palestine, along with the one about there being only one Messianism in
Palestine or the Land of Israel in the First Century (in his view, the one
found in the Dead Sea Scrolls'), as truisms or tautologies. The two — that
is, the points about there being only one ‘Messianism’ and no such thing
as ‘ Christianity’ in Palestine in the First Century — are more or less equiv-
alent anyhow. At the very least they are contrapositives, the one entailing
the other, though the first-time reader might not appreciate them as such
at this point.

One needs only one final proposition to complete the structure of
mutually interconnected terminologies we are talking about and that is,
‘Essenism’ was what ‘ Christianity’ was in First-Century Palestine, certainly
before the fall of Masada in 73 CE — whatever meaning one might wish
to give to the ‘Christianity’ we are talking about at this point. This is not
to say precisely what one might mean by ‘Essenism’ either, only that if
one is calling documents like the Dead Sea Scrolls ‘Essene,’ then one must
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define Essenism — whether inclusive of ‘Jesus’ or without him — by what
the Scrolls themselves say it is and not by what the often tendentious or
inaccurate descriptions of the various commentators such as Josephus,
Philo, or early Christian writers might say it is.?

‘Essenism’ flourished sometime before the fall of the Temple in 70
CE — how long before, it is unnecessary for our purposes to determine —
after which it seems to have become absorbed into one or more of the
several Movements known to early Church writers (called ‘heresiologists’
in the jargon of the field) as ‘Ebionites, ‘ Elchasaites, ‘Masbuthaeans’ (known
in Southern Iraq and in the Koran as ‘the Subba® or ‘Sabaeans’ — that 1is,
‘Immersers’ or ‘Daily Bathers’), ‘Manichaeans,) and even ‘Christians’ them-
selves. All of these are not necessarily separate or mutually exclusive
terminologies. In fact, they may be designating the same phenomenon
from the standpoint or native tongue of a different observer whether
writing in Greek, Aramaic, Syriac, or some other language. This brings
us back to our original proposition, namely that there was no such thing
as ‘Christianity’ in Palestine in the First Century, that is, no belief in ‘Jesus’
as ‘the Christ’ per se, only ‘Essenism’ (whatever meaning one might want
to give to this) and this probably not until well into the Second Century
sometime before the Bar Kochba Uprising.

‘Antioch, ‘ Ananias,) and ‘Jude the Brother of James’

Though the ‘Antioch’ in Acts is generally considered on the basis of ret-
rospective historical consensus to be Antioch-on-the-Orontes in Syria
(the ‘Antioch’ that is closest to the Mediterranean), there were at least four
‘Antioch’s in ‘Asia’ at this time — the founder of the Seleucid Dynasty in
Syria after Alexander the Great’s death having apparently harbored an
inordinate affection for his father who actually was named ‘Antiochus’.

These included ‘Antioch-in-Pisidia, now part of Turkey, described at
length in Acts 13:14—50. Here Paul delivers his first exhortative in the
Synagogue there on the Sabbath, an exhortative which has much the
style of the last Columns of the Damascus Document from the Cairo
Genizah (and from Qumran) directed at ‘Israelites and God-Fearers’ alike.#
There was ‘Antioch-by-Callirhoe’ or ‘ Carrhae’ on the Upper Euphrates in
the region of Abraham’s place-of-origin ‘Haran’ in Northern Syria — also
now Southern Turkey — what Eusebius will denote as ‘the Land of the
Edessenes, a city which eventually became known as ‘Edessa.’ This city —
famous ever after not only in the history of the Crusades, but also in
‘Holy Shroud’ historiography and hagiography® — is my choice, histori-
cally speaking, for the real ‘Antioch’ in Paul’s Letters and in Acts.

4
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Finally, there was ‘Antiochia Charax, ‘Charax Spasini’ or presentday
Basrah at the mouth of the Tigris River on the Persian Gulf and in the
birthplace of the Third-Century religious teacher, the founder of Mani-
chaeism, Mani. In Josephus, Charax Spasini was the place where Izates,
the favorite son of Queen Helen of Adiabene (characterized by Jose-
phus, as we shall see, as her ‘only begotten’®) first met the itinerant mer-
chant cum missionary ‘Ananias, an individual also apparently appearing
in both Eusebius and Acts. In the latter, he rather greets Paul in
‘Damascus’ at the time of the latter’s conversion on ‘the Damascus Road.”
Adiabene was the area around the source of the Tigris in Northern Iraq,
roughly equivalent to modern-day Kurdistan and not very distinct from
what Eusebius calls ‘the Land of the Edessenes’ or ‘Osrhoeans’ (Assyrians)
‘beyond the Euphrates’ above.*

Not only does this ‘Ananias’ play a role in Acts 9:9—19s picture of
Paul’s encounter in Damascus on ‘a street called the Straight’ at the house
of one ‘Judas’™®; but a similar ‘Ananias’ plays a prominent role in Eusebius’
narrative of yet another conversion — that of ‘King Agbarus’ or ‘King
Abgarus’ of the Osrhoeans (and characterized by him as ‘the Great King of
the Peoples beyond the Euphrates’), a narrative Eusebius claimed to have
tound in ‘the Royal Archives of Edessa’—* Antioch-by-Callirhoe’— and to have
personally translated into the Greek from Syriac or Aramaic into Greek.

To complete the circle of similar personages in these parallel conver-
sion narratives, a namesake of the ‘Judas, at whose house Paul is supposed
to have stayed in ‘Damascus, also appears in the story Eusebius conserves.
In this version, ‘Ananias’ is the courier between ‘Jesus’ and ‘King Agbarus’
or ‘Abgarus. In Josephus’ picture of Izates’ conversion (also a ‘King’-to-be
at another such ‘Antioch’), he is associated with another unnamed teacher
(Paul?). Together they get in among the women in Izates’ father ‘Bazeus”
(‘Agbarus’?) harem and teach that circumcision is unnecessary for conversion.™

The ‘Judas’ in the account Eusebius claims to have found in the Royal
Archives at Edessa is ‘Judas Thomas, that is, ‘Judas the Tivin’ — in John, the
patently redundant ‘Didymus Thomas™ or ‘Twin Tivin, both ‘Didymus’ in
Greek and ‘ Thoma’ in Aramaic meaning ‘ Tivin’; in the Gospel of Thomas,
‘Didymus Judas Thomas, most probably Jesus’ third brother ‘Judas’ or ‘Jude
the brother of James’ in the Letter by that name in the New Testament; and
in the Koran, even ‘Hudhud’ a bird"™ In Eusebius’ discussion of these
events (derived partially from other sources too) this ‘Judas’ has some-
thing to do with a *Disciple’ named ‘ Thaddaeus’ — in orthodox Apostle lists
in the Gospels, an ‘Apostle’ as well.™

To bring this particular cluster of appellatives full circle, the latter is
rather referred to in Matthew 10:3 as ‘Lebbaeus (the ‘Oblias’ in the

——
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account of James’ death in Eusebius via Hegesippus?®) who was surnamed
Thaddaeus’ In Mark 3:18 this is simply ‘Thaddaeus, but in Luke 6:16 and
Acts 1:13 he is replaced by someone called ‘Judas (the brother) of James’ —
again probably the third brother of Jesus named ‘Judas® or ‘Jude** One admits
the difficulty in following all these convolutions, but the new reader
might consult my earlier work James the Brother of Jesus (Penguin, 1998/
Watkins, 2002) where most of these complexities are worked out in
detail.

Stephen and ‘the Hellenistar’

Notwithstanding this plethora of confusing overlaps, the Community
Acts 11:26 appears to be describing as ‘Christian’ in its picture of early
events at ‘Antioch’ is certainly a ‘Hellenistic’ or ‘ Greco-Judaic’ one — if it can
really be said to be ‘Judaic (a proposition we will ultimately call into
question). Six lines earlier, Acts 11:20 refers to it or the Community pre-
ceding it as ‘Hellenist’ (Hellenistas). As just remarked, one must be careful
of such denotations as they may represent a circumlocution or euphe-
mism for something entirely different — sometimes, in fact, something
just the opposite. This would be true, for example, in the ‘dispute’ between
‘Hellenists’ (Hellenistai) and ‘Hebrews” in Acts 6:1—5 over ‘the daily ministra-
tion for widows’ (diakonia) and “waiting on tables’ (diakonein) which serves to
introduce the highly-polemicized and largely fictional story about some
one Acts ultimately ends up calling ‘Stephen.’'s

In this story, as we shall see further below, ‘the Hellenistai® (6:1) are
probably not ‘Hellenes’ or ‘Hellenists” at all nor are ‘Hebrews’ probably
Hebrews. In it ‘Hebrews’ most likely refers to principal Apostles as per
Paul’s use of the term in 2 Corinthians 11:22 to depict those he is con-
temptuously dismissing as ‘Super Apostles’ or ‘Apostles of the Highest
Degree! Nor is the ‘dispute’ between so-called ‘Hellenists’ and ‘Hebrews,
pictured in Acts 6:1—6’s run-up to its introduction of this ‘Stephen, prob-
ably about ‘serving tables’ or ‘ministering to widows, however picturesque or
charming the circumstances of this episode appear to be.

Nor can it be said that ‘Stephen’ — as just remarked, probably not even
an historical personage in Palestine at this time (at least not in the
context and circumstances presented by Acts'®) — is one of ‘the Hebrews’
as the episode impenetrable, implies. Neither in this presentation is he
one of ‘the Helleniston, though in the final analysis he probably is and,
archetypically speaking at least, typifies what a ‘Hellenist’ might have been
if one existed at this time — basically one of Paul’s newly-converted
Gentile followers.

——
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So do the other six members of ‘the Seven’ enumerated here in Acts
6:5, all with patently Grecian names — two seemingly right out of Plato
(‘Timon’ and ‘Parmenas’”). A third, the never-heard-of-before-or-since
‘Nicolaus, a proselyte from Antioch’ (thus!), probably reflects one of Jose-
phus’ sources, the wily Herodian diplomat cum historian ‘Nicolaus of
Damascus.™ Notwithstanding, it should be observed that in the Damas-
cus Document there are certainly a species of Gentile proselytes or
converts delineated who are far more exacting, scrupulous, and demand-
ing, Judaically-speaking, than any of these ‘deaconizing Seven’ in Acts.” In
actuality, Stephen like ‘Ananias’ and ‘Judas Thomas’ above represents
another of these ‘doppelganger’ characters as well.

In the parallel source represented by 1 Corinthians 16:15, another
‘Stephen, that is, he or a namesake of his, is referred to by Paul as ‘the first-
fruit in Achaia’ — meaning presumably Paul’s first convert on the Greek
mainland, probably in Corinth — ‘the members of whose house appointed
themselves to the service (diakonia) of the Saints! Of course to the perspica-
cious reader, the telltale employment of the usages ‘diakonia’/“diakonein,
upon which the modern English word ‘deacon’ is based, seals the philo-
logical overlap. Not only does Paul allude to the excellence of this
‘service’ including, one would assume, ‘table service’ (diakonian — 16:17—18);
but I think it can safely be said that this passage is the basis for Acts 6’
multiple references to ‘ministering’ (diakonia — 6:1), ‘service’ (diakonein —
6:2), or ‘Ministry’ (diakonia — 6:4) above which form the backbone of its
introduction to ‘Stephen’ — ‘diakonia’ or its variants being repeated three
times in four lines in case we missed the point!

Of course, all this sometimes playful and always purposeful obfusca-
tion typifies Acts’ bizarre and often malevolent sense of humor or
word-play. In Josephus — if one acknowledges the parallel of identical
names cropping up in chronologically-parallel narratives however dis-
similar or unfamiliar the context or circumstances may superficially
appear — ‘Stephen’ is ‘the Emperor’s servant’ with dispatches and monetary
tender from abroad (presumably from Corinth too), who is beaten and
robbed by rampaging Jewish Revolutionaries almost within eyeshot of
the walls of Jerusalem in the aftermath of the Passover stampede in the
Temple of 49 CE.*

This stampede, in which Josephus estimates — depending on which
source one is following, the War or the Antiquities — some 300 or 3000
people were trampled to death (extra zeroes not being terribly germane
in ancient numeration — 300 being the more likely figure, much like
similar stampedes with which one is familiar in our own time during
modern Muslim pilgrimages to Mecca), was occasioned by a Roman

——
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Centurion on guard on the roof of the Temple arcade who lifted up his
tunic and derisively exposed himself to the crowd, presumably to show
at one and the same time both his uncircumcision and his contempt. He
then turned around and, bending over, expelled a rude noise at the pil-
grims assembled below. One should perhaps note that this is an example
of what the writer would consider to be the real stuft of history and not
romance, historical retrospective, or make-believe.

From this perspective, the ‘Stephen’ in Josephus and the ‘Stephen, Paul
refers to in what was later to be Nero’s summer capital Corinth as his
‘firstfruit of Achaia, are not two separate individuals (in a modern context,
one can imagine Bin Laden using similar terminology to describe new
‘Disciples’ in one of his preferred geographical locales). Nor is the char-
acter whose demise Acts refurbishes into a vicious attack by horrid
Jewish agitators — including a High Priest and rump Sanhedrin which,
whatever the circumstance, would not have convened a special session to
consider the case of an ethnic Greek such as ‘Stephen’ (whatever his
beliefs — the case of James being another matter entirely*') — fo replace the
attack by Paul on the fabled Leader of ‘the Jerusalem Church’ James the Just ‘the
brother of the Lord. All the elements are there as conserved in that impor-
tant counterweight to the presentation in the Book of Acts, the
Pseudoclementine Recognitions.>

There 1s one last ‘Stephen’ of note in this circle of relevant ‘Stephen’s at
this time and that is the ‘Stephen’ responsible for the assassination of
Domitian. (81—96 cE) Domitian had wreaked singular destruction on the
circle of influential early Christians in Rome, beginning with Epaphro-
ditus (seemingly Paul’s colleague in Philippians 2:25 and 4:18 and, in a
previous embodiment, Nero’s secretary for Greek letters — not to men-
tion the influential person Josephus pays homage to in his Vita as
encouraging all his works*) and ending with Flavius Clemens, probably
the very ‘Clement’ teatured in Pseudoclementine narrative just men-
tioned above.** Nor, seemingly, was Josephus exempt from Domitian’s
wrath, not surprisingly in view of Josephus’ own connection probably
with this same ‘Epaphroditus, towards whom Domitian seems to have had
a more than ordinate animus since he ultimately had him executed as
well — probably along with Flavius Clemens and possibly even Josephus
in the events leading up to Domitian’s own assassination in 96 CE.>

This ‘Stephen’ is the servant or slave of Flavia Domitilla, for whom one
of the earliest and largest Christian catacombs in Rome — ‘the Domitilla
Catacomb’ — 1s named. She was a relative of the Emperor and either the
wife or niece of this very dame Flavius Clemens.** In regard to this name
‘Flavia, one should remember Josephus’ own adopted patronym, ‘ Flavius

——
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Josephus. There can be little doubt that Stephen’s assassination of Domit-
1an was in the nature of revenge for the execution of Flavius Clemens
and probably encouraged by Flavia Domitilla herself.

If the character Josephus presents us with in the late Forties was iden-
tical to Acts’ and Paul’s ‘Deaconizing’ and ‘table-waiting’ Stephen above,
how much fun it would have been for the author of Acts to transform
an attack on James in the Temple at Passover in the hated Pseudo-
clementine Recognitions by Acts’ own narrative hero Paul (clearly dubbed
in the Recognitions as ‘the Man who is our Enemy’>) into an episode delin-
eating an attack ‘by the Jews’ — and invested with the substance and
circumstances of the two attacks on James as reported in all early Church
sources and Josephus — on the archetypical Gentile believer ‘ Stephen. The
Czar’s minions in The Protocols of the Elders of Zion (based on a recently
discovered text attacking the Emperor Louis Napoleon of France®)
could not have imagined a better scenario. Unfortunately it just did not

happen.

Paul’s attack on James, ‘Hellenists’ at Antioch, and ‘Elymas Magus’ on
‘Cyprus’

Not only does Acts randomly mix into its account materials from James’
‘fall’ from the Pinnacle of the Temple as set forth by Hegesippus — mate-
rial delightfully parodied in the Synoptics’ picture of the ‘temptation of
Christ by the Devil’ on the Pinnacle of the Temple® or James’‘headlong’ fall
from the Temple steps in the Pseudoclementine Recognitions (itself paro-
died in the ‘headlong’ one ‘Judas Iscariot’ takes in ‘the Field of Blood’ in Acts
1:18—19%°) — not to mention the actual stoning of James that follows in
Hegesippus, Clement, and the two Apocalypses of James from Nag
Hammadi*; but in all these accounts, the several descriptions of how
‘Stephen’/ James’cries out with a loud voice’ (Acts 7:60) or the Jewish crowd
‘cried out’ (Acts 7:57) are exactly the same.?* So basically are the final
words attributed to Stephen who, ‘seeing the Heavens open’ (in replication
of the vision James is portrayed as having of the Son of Man ‘sitting on the
right hand of the Great Power’ before he too was ‘cast down’ from the Pinnacle of
the Temple in Eusebius via Hegesippus — ‘Stephen’ having, it will be
recalled, been ‘cast out of the City’®), ‘falls to his knees’ (so does James in
Hegesippus’ report but, rather earlier, in the Holy of Holies) and, Christ-
like, both utter the words, ‘Lord, do not lay this Sin to them’ (Acts 7:60).3+
This is to say nothing of the chapter-long speech Stephen is por-
trayed as making fo the High Priest and Sanhedrin prior to his stoning,
telling them their whole history up to the building of the Temple by

——



NTC 01-2 final 1-64.gxp 30/5/06 3:07 pm P§$§ 10

PRELIMINARIES

Solomon (Acts 7:2—53) — as if a ‘Jewish’ Sanhedrin would need such a
review! — but which rather ends with the “killing all the Prophets’-accusa-
tion (or rather ‘libel’) first made by Paul in Thessalonians 2:15 and
contains elements from the Letter of James about ‘keeping the Law’ and an
actual phrase based on Ezekiel 44:7 used in the Habakkuk Pesher from
the Dead Sea Scrolls, the ‘uncircumcised heart.

Not only is this speech clearly lifted from Joshua’s ‘ Farewell Address’ to
the assembled Tribes on Mounts Ebal and Gerizim in Joshua 24:2—15, but
Joshua 24:32 actually points the way to the source of the glaring error
‘Stephen’ makes in Acts 7:16, where he identifies Abraham’s burial site as
‘the tomb which Abraham bought for a certain sum of money from the Sons of
Hamor in Schechem’ and not the one a hundred miles or so further South
which Abraham bought from Ephron the Hittite at Mamre in Hebron. This
mistake, as anyone familiar with such august gatherings would easily
understand, would have caused eruptions of laughter. Moreover, the
mistake is easily comprehensible as a too-hasty reading of Joshua 24:32,
immediately following it, where the burial place of Joshua’s ancestor
Joseph, ‘the plot of ground Jacob bought for a hundred pieces of silver from the
sons of Hamor the father of Shechem’ is specifically evoked.®

To further point up the artificiality of this episode, Acts has Stephen
(in whose face one could ‘see the face of an Angel’) now predicting — like Jesus
in the Gospels — that ‘Jesus the Nazoraean would destroy this Place’
(meaning, ‘the Temple’) and ‘change the customs delivered by Moses’ (6:14—15).
This is certainly written after the fall of the Temple in 70 CE, only here
it is not God or the Romans who will be coming to ‘destroy this place’ but
now ‘Jesus the Nazoraean’ and the metamorphosis is complete. Of course,
not only does ‘Stephen’ (in place, one must suppose, of the allegedly
‘Judaizing’ Leader of ‘the Party of the Circumcision, James) almost become
a ‘Jesus” himself; his suffering and torment at the hands (importantly, of
‘the Jews”) almost replicates that of his Biblical prototype ‘Jesus’ as well.

Figuratively, the name ‘Stephen’ means ‘Crown’ in Greek, an image, for
instance, which Eusebius makes much of two centuries later in charac-
terizing him as ‘the first after our Lord...to receive the Crown answering to his
Name of the Victorious Martyrs of Christ’” But, as both H.-]. Schoeps and
myself have shown, the execution by stoning carried out by Eusebius’
‘murderers of the Lord’ and Stephen’s reaction to it (to say nothing of the
crowd’s) have as much or more to do with James’ fate and martyrdom
than any archetypical Gentile convert by the name of ‘Stephen’ at this
moment in early Church history in Palestine. In fact, the very ‘Crown,
we are speaking about here, was also often used to describe the hair of
unshorn ‘Nazirites’ like James.®*

I0
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‘Hellenists’ may be ‘Gentiles” or ‘Hellenizers’ but, in the writer’s view,
sometimes they may even represent ‘Zealots. If the parallels with con-
temporary episodes in Josephus delineating the attack on ‘the Emperor’s
Servant Stephen’ not very far from the walls of Jerusalem itself by crazed
Revolutionaries, as well as those with the disputes running through
Books x1x—xx of the Antiquities between ‘Greeks’ and ‘Jews’ in Caesarea
(‘Hellenists’ and ‘Hebrews’” in Acts) or ‘ Zealots’ and toadying Jewish turn-
coats, are recognized as the real historical templates underlying these
chapters in Acts — transmogrified here via the magic of art in the inter-
ests of retrospective theology — then this is certainly the case.® There is
a precedent for this, namely the use of ‘Canaanites’ or ‘Cananaeans’ in
Mark and Matthew based on the Hebrew word ‘Kanna’im’ or * Zealots’ .+
This is easily recognized in the shift from ‘Simon the Cananaean’ or
‘Canaanite’ in Apostle lists in Matthew 10:4 and Mark 3:18 to ‘Simon
Zelotes’in Luke 6:15 and Acts 1:13. This, in turn, parallels the shift already
called attention to above from ‘Thaddaeus’ to ‘Lebbaeus surnamed Thad-
daeus’ in Mark and Matthew to ‘Judas (the brother) of James’ in Luke (no
doubt, too, ‘Jude the brother of James’ in the Letter ascribed to his name#).

There are also problems with designations such as ‘Cypriots” or *Cyre-
nians’ which do not always represent what they seem. Take for example
the case of Simon Magus’ double in Paphos on ‘Cyprus’ in Acts 13:4—12,
the supposedly ‘Jewish’ magician and ‘false prophet whose name was Bar-
Jesus? This name is further alluded to as ‘Elymas Magus’ in the Greek of
Acts 13:8, basically another redundancy of the kind of ‘Tiwin Tivin’
regarding ‘Didymus Thomas” above, since ‘Elymas’ in Greek is a synonym
of“Magus.” Nor is this to mention the virtual repeat of this episode in ‘the
Seven Sons of Sceva’ episode in Acts 19:10—20 — supposedly the sons of a
‘Jewish High Priest, who were also going around ‘Asia’ casting out ‘Evil
spirits’ or ‘practising magical arts’ — the very name of whom ‘Sceva’ in
Hebrew itself meaning ‘Seven. It is in this episode on ‘Cyprus, too, right
at the beginning of Paul’s first missionary journey, as Acts depicts it, that
Paul meets his namesake one ‘Sergius Paulus, the former never seemingly
called ‘Saulos’ ever again. Nor is the latter ever heard from again. Neither
1s this to mention that Simon Magus’ place of origin and principal theater
of operations, according to both early Church accounts and the Pseudo-
clementines (but not Acts), seems originally to have been ‘Samaria, the
town of ‘Gitta’ there being his birthplace.®

What am [ saying? Actually, sometimes ‘Cyprus’ may mean ‘Samaria’
because the earlier confrontation between Simon Magus and Peter in the
aftermath of the ‘Stephen’ episode in Acts 8:14—24 — being parodied here
in Acts 13:6—12% ‘Elymas Magus’ episode — almost certainly took place

I1
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either in ‘Samaria’ or ‘Caesarea, the closest major coastal city to Samaria,
as it does, for instance, also in the Pseudoclementines.‘ Caesarea’ is also the
locale in which Josephus places the character he calls in the Antiquities ‘a
Magician called Simon’# In some manuscripts this is ‘Atomus, an almost-
certainly garbled allusion to the characteristic doctrine assigned to
‘Simon Magus® according to the Pseudoclementines and early Church
reports, the incarnated or ‘Primal Adam’-ideology of which, for Paul in 1
Corinthians 15:22 and 45—438, Jesus is ‘the Second’ or ‘Last’ — ‘the Lord out
of Heaven.+

The reason for this particular geographical confusion — above and
beyond the purposeful obfuscation involved — is probably because Jews
in this period (including Josephus) often referred to ‘Samaritans’ as
‘Cuthaeans’* This seems, in some convoluted manner to have become
confused in translation with ‘Kittim, an important usage also in the Dead
Sea Scrolls which, despite the fact that its earliest signification must
surely have been ‘Crefe, even in the Bible represents Cyprus, the closest
island of any size in the direction of Crete oft the Judean coast.* This is
to say nothing of the additional possible confusion between ‘Cuth, ‘Kitte,
and ‘Gitta’ in the above-mentioned allusion to Simon Magus’ birthplace.

Herodians at Antioch

Notwithstanding all these points, among these founding members or
‘Hellenists’ in the Christian Community of Antioch (where ‘the Disciples
were first called Christians’ — 11:26), as Acts presents them, were even indi-
viduals of the Herodian genus. Though not himself expressly listed as a
founding member of the Community in Acts, a good example of this
kind of individual would be ‘Titus’ (in other presentations, also possibly
‘Timothy’ — not always distinguishable from one another), ‘the son of a
certain_Jewish believing woman whose father was a Greek’ (Acts 16:3). The sit-
uation described by this last would be typical of descendants of either of
Herod’s two ‘Jewish’ wives both named ‘Mariamme’ (‘Mary’).#*

Another individual of this genus — who along with ‘Judas Barsabas’ (to
say nothing of Barnabas and Paul) is described as bringing the ‘lefter’ con-
taining James’ directives to overseas communities ‘down to Antioch’ in Acts
15:27 — 1is Silas (in other vocabularies also possibly ‘Silvanus, its equiva-
lent in Latin, and, like * Titus’ and * Timothy, not always distinguishable one
from the other). In coeval materials in Josephus from the Forties to the
Sixties CE, an individual called ‘Silas’ is the Commander of King Agrip-
pa’s bodyguard in Caesarea.* This, like many of the parallels noted above,
may simply be coincidental, but if these other equivalences hold — and

I2
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their number does begin to mount up — there is no reason to think it is.
Both ‘Silas’ and ‘Judas, interestingly enough, are referred to in Acts 15:32
as ‘Prophets, ‘strengthening and exhorting the brothers by much discourse] Not
only is this ‘Prophet’ designation — or usually rather ‘pseudo-prophets’ —
being widely used in Josephus in this period; but in this imagery of
‘Strengthening we again have language paralleling what we shall
encounter in both the Damascus Document from Qumran and early
Church accounts of James.*

Another of these match-ups, officially listed among these five found-
ing ‘certain ones’ or ‘some’ — almost always an expression, whether in Acts
or Paul’s Letters, involving either disparagement or an unwillingness to
be straightforward or forthcomings' — and ‘the prophets and teachers of the
Assembly at Antioch’ (Ecclesian®) in Acts 13:1, is ‘Niger. A parallel ‘ Niger in
Josephus — possibly another coincidence but also possibly not —is a pro-
Revolutionary turncoat Herodian ‘Man-of-War who participated in the
first battles of the War. Later he is military chieftain of the unruly ‘Idu-
maeans’ on the other side of the Jordan in Perea (whoever these might be
considered as being — as we shall see as we progress, possibly ‘the Violent
Ones of the Gentiles’ mentioned in the Habakkuk and Psalm 37 Peshers as
responsible for the destruction of the Wicked Priest, ‘paying him the
Reward with which he rewarded’ the Teacher of Righteousness and his followers
among ‘the Poor, that is, ‘destroying them, and in the second-named as
‘taking vengeance upon him for what he had done to the Righteous Teacher’s3).

It should be appreciated, too. that the national aftiliation ‘Idumaeans’
(Biblically-speaking, ‘the Edomites, a enphemism as well in the Talmud for
both Romans and Herodians) further solidifies an ‘Herodian’ connection
for these ‘ Violent Ones of the Gentiles’ (as they are called in the Dead Sea
Scrolls) or ‘Men-of-War, despite their pro-Revolutionary orientation —
Herod’s mother having been of either ‘Idumaean’ or * Arab’ extraction and
Herodians generally, therefore, being popularly known as ‘Idumaeans.s* In
Josephus, this ‘Niger’ sufters a terrible fate at the hands of his erstwhile
comrades, who do not seem to have considered him either loyal or rev-
olutionary enough; and the agonizing portrait of his death carrying his
own cross out of the city is, in the author’s view, seemingly the template
for the picture of Jesus’ last moments in the Gospels — itself possibly even
penned by one of this ‘Niger”s disillusioned followers.»

Another of these ‘certain ones’ at Antioch is a sometime traveling com-
panion of Paul, called in Paul’s Letters and here in Acts, ‘Barnabas’
However, in Acts 4:36 he was called a ‘Cypriot Levite named Joses” Not
only is there once again the issue here of what actually is intended by the
designation ‘Cypriot, but also the interesting coincidence that ‘Joses’ is the
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name in the Synoptic Gospels of Jesus’ fourth ‘brother. Nor is this to say
anything about the basic overlap or resemblance of names like ‘Barn-
abas’/*Barsabas’/and ‘Barabbas, their signification, or the connection of,
at least, some, such as ‘Joseph Barsabas’ and ‘Jesus Barabbas, with similar-
sounding names among the members of Jesus’ family generally.* Further
penetration of these tantalizing connections, however, is perhaps not
possible.

Be these things as they may, a third of these so-called ‘prophets and
teachers’ of ‘the Church at Antioch’ in Acts 13:1 (equivalent to ‘the Hellenists’
above in Acts 11:20°?) is ‘Saulos” or ‘Paul’ himself.”” It should be appreci-
ated that ‘Ecclesia’ in Greek (‘Church’ in English and related European
“Tongues’) 1s “Edal’ in Hebrew, itself an extremely important usage across
the board in Qumran documents usually translated in English as ‘Con-
gregation” We use the word ‘Qumran, the Arabic denotation for the
location where the Scrolls were found, interchangeably with the Scrolls
themselves and their content, a practice in wide use in the field. Assem-
bly’ — called ‘the Jerusalem Assembly’ by some; ‘the Jerusalem Church’ by
others — is also an important usage for all descriptions of James and the
Council of Elders (‘Presbyters’ in Acts 15:2—4, 22, 21:18, etc.), he headed,
not only in Acts but in the Pseudoclementines as well.s*

The fourth of these five ‘prophets and teachers’ in Acts 13:1 1s ‘Loukios
the Cyrenian, most probably an approximation for the alleged author of
Acts and the Gospel under his name, and, like Barnabas, a seeming trav-
eling companion of Paul. Here ‘Cyrenian’ probably does represent the
area of Cyrenaica (presentday Libya) next to Hellenistic Egypt, from
where ‘Lukas’ presumably came, and a wide area of revolutionary ‘Sicarii’
activity even after the Temple fell in 70 cg,* though this is probably not
the case for someone like ‘Simon the Cyrenean’ in the Gospels, portrayed
as carrying the cross for Jesus in Mark 15:21 and Luke 23:26 and who
apparently resides in Jerusalem.

Together with appellatives like ‘ Barnabas, ‘ Lebbaeus, and * Barsabas, it is
a cognomen of some kind, but so in reality too is ‘Niger, the reference to
whom actually reads, ‘Simeon who was called Niger. In Greek ‘Niger means
‘Black, in which case it could have overtones with another interesting
character in the contemporary ‘Antioch- by-Callirhoe’: * Abgar the Black’ or
‘Agbar Uchama’ in Eusebius’ fabulous correspondence.® In Semitic lan-
guages generally it can, it would appear, also carry the connotation,
‘shoemaker’ , whatever one wishes to make of that in the context we are
discussing above — if anything.

The ‘Simeon’ aspect of the appellation is curious as well since it is a
name most often associated with ‘Simeon bar Cleophas, the successor to

14

——



NTC 01-2 final 1-64.gxp 30/5/06 3:07 pm P§$§ 15

THE ANTI-SEMITIC PETER AND HERODIANS AT ANTIOCH

James and second successor to Jesus in the Leadership of ‘the Jerusalem
Church, considered by most to be the cousin germane of both.” But if
‘Cleophas, who is normally represented in early Church tradition as the
‘brother’ of Jesus’ father ‘Joseph’ and the husband of ‘Mary the mother of
James, Joses, Simon, and Judas,® is the same as ‘Clopas’ in John 19:25,
‘Cleopas’ in Luke 24:18, and most likely ‘Alphaeus’ in Synoptic Apostle
lists; then ‘Simeon bar Cleophas’ is probably hardly distinguishable from
Jesus’ second brother ‘Simon’ and not his ‘cousin germane’ as early Church
sources would have it, in which case, he 1s also probably to be identified
with ‘Simon the Cananaean’/‘Simon the Zealot in Gospel Apostle lists
above and possibly even another ‘Simon, ‘Simon (the father)’ or *(brother) of
Judas Iscariot’ in John 6:71 — but this would take a little more exposition
beyond the present scope of these present ‘Preliminaries.®

It should be noted, too, that ‘Peter’ or ‘Cephas’ (n.b., the homophonic
relation of ‘Cephas’ to ‘Cleophas’ and, for that matter, ‘Caiaphas’) —
another of these ‘Tivin Tivin’ repetitions, ‘Peter’ in Greek and ‘Cephas’ in
Aramaic both meaning ‘Rock’ — normally considered to be ‘Simon Peter
the successor to Jesus in orthodox Christian tradition, is at one point
anyhow referred to as ‘Simeon. This comes, yet again, during the crucial
succession of speeches in Acts 15’ portrayal of the fabulous ‘Jerusalem
Council’ (15:14), speeches which have much in common with earlier ones
at the beginning of Acts (2:14—3:26) and a parallel set of speeches in the
Pseudoclementine Recognitions just prior to the portrayal there of Paul’s
physical assault on_James.

We say ‘fabulous’ and ‘portrayal’ because Acts’ narrative is just this, an
artistic and retrospective recreation. The points it makes have almost
nothing in common with the picture Paul provides in Galatians 1—2 and,
as well, very little in common with what we know of what Leaders like
James or Simeon bar Cleophas actually would have said from other
sources. On the other hand, they will have important terminological
connections with well-known allusions in, for instance, the Damascus
Document.® This would make the ‘Simeon’ in question in Acts 15s por-
trait of the ‘Jerusalem Council’ (not to mention the ‘Simon’ who suddenly
appears in Luke 24:34s presentation of the aftermath of ‘Jesus” first
post-resurrection appearance on ‘the road to Emmaus’ to ‘Cleopas’ and an
unnamed other*) to have more in common with James  successor in
‘Ebionite’ or ‘Jewish Christian’ tradition, ‘Simeon bar Cleophas, than with
Jesus’ successor in more Western orthodox sources and tradition, ‘Sinon
Cephas’ or ‘Peter’

Mix-ups of this kind surround the pivotal character known variously
as ‘Simon’/‘ Peter’ /* Cephas’/and/ or ‘ Simeon’ whom, we have much cause in
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Palestine anyhow at this time to identify with ‘Simeon bar Cleophas, James’
successor in the Leadership of“the Jerusalem Church’and the so-called ‘cousin
germane of our Lord’ — Jerome’s ploy of identifying the brothers of Jesus as
‘cousins’ already having taken hold in the literature by this point.”” This is
to say nothing about the fact that, according to the historiography of Acts,
at the time of the date of the supposed ‘Jerusalem Council, the character it
is calling ‘Peter’ had already fled the country with a death sentence on his
head for having escaped from prison after having been arrested and, indi-
rectly therefore, caused the death of the prison guards (12:4-19).® This
anyhow is Acts’ testimony if it can be trusted.

In our view, sometimes it can but only rarely, and this more in its later
stages — after the introduction of the ‘We Document in 16:10 directly fol-
lowing ‘the Jerusalem Council, the delivery of James’* Letter’ to the ‘Apostles,
Elders, and brothers at Antioch, the split between Barnabas and John Mark
and Paul and Silas, and Paul’s circumcision of ‘Timothy’ — than in its
earlier stages and/or narrative. So it is difficult to imagine that the ortho-
dox ‘Peter’ could, somehow, suddenly have returned to peacefully parti-
cipate in this ‘Council’ in Acts 15:6—30 whatever its proceedings.

‘Manaen the Foster Brother of Herod the Tetrarch’

This brings us to the fourth person mentioned in Acts 13:1 — preceding
‘Saulos’ and just before ‘Saulos’ is renamed ‘Paulos’ in Acts 13:9 — the fifth
among these ‘Prophets and teachers’ of ‘the Antioch Assembly, ‘Manaen the
foster brother of Herod the Tetrarch. This is one of the most revealing testi-
monies in New Testament Scripture because it unequivocally — and, one
might say, even unashamedly — reveals that there were ‘Herodians™ involved
in the foundation of the Church at ‘Antioch’ where ‘Disciples were first called
Christians’ around s5 CE.This is no insignificant datum.

In James the Brother of Jesus, 1 expressed the opinion that what one
has in such instances is a species of shell-game.® We identified this
sort of ‘shell-game’ with regard to the ‘Central Triad’ of ‘the Jerusalem Church’
depending on which source and which and whose ‘brother’ one is talking
about — Peter, James, and ‘John his brother in the Gospels and ‘James, Cephas,
and John’ in Galatians. In the manner in which these ‘Central Three’ are pre-
sented in the Gospels, the most famous ‘James” appears to be ‘the brother of
John’ and, therefore, one ends up with the well-known ‘John and James the
two sons of Zebedee’ or ‘the two Sons of Thunder'/ ‘the Thunder Tivins’ however
one wishes to express it, none of which formulations appears historically
very realistic.

It only takes a little reconstruction to arrive at the ‘Cephas, John, and
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James his brother — meaning ‘James the brother of the Lord’ — as ‘the Central

Three’ according to Paul’s testimony in Galatians 1:19 and 2:9. The
epithet ‘his brother would then no longer apply to ‘James the brother of
John, a character nowhere mentioned by Paul; but rather — and this prob-
ably more accurately — ‘James the brother of Jesus! This was obviously how
Paul saw it and, because of this, made no mention of any ‘James” other
than ‘the brother of the Lord’ and seems to know no other. This would
appear to be the thrust of most traditional extra-Biblical literature too,
where more is known about ‘James the Just or ‘James the brother of Jesus’
(to be fair, in Galatians 1:19 he is only referred to as ‘James the brother of
the Lord’) than someone called ‘James the brother of John’ as in Mark 3:17
and 5:37, unless ‘John’ and ‘the Lord’ can be considered to mean the same
thing — a dubious proposition.

In any event, this other ‘James the brother of John, historical or other-
wise, conveniently disappears from Scripture in Acts 12:2 just prior to
Acts’ introduction of this other ‘James’ in 12:17. This disappearance of
‘James the brother of John’ consonant with the sudden appearance of the
really significant James just a few lines later, off-hand or otherwise is,
from the standpoint of early Church history in Palestine, the really sig-
nificant information as well. This ‘James” appears, as it were, unheralded
and unintroduced though the text appears to think we already know or
should know who he is.7°

The same is true of the reference to one ‘Manaen the foster brother of
Herod the Tetrarch’ as one of the principal members of the founding Com-
munity at Antioch in Acts 13:1. We shall have more to say about which
‘Antioch’ is intended here in due course, but ‘Manaen’ is probably defec-
tive as there is no other known personality with such a name in any
source one can point to, unless it be ‘Mani” a century or two later.”
Rather the appellation, as it stands in Acts, probably represents a corrup-
tion of the ‘Ananias, we have already met above, who forms a setpiece of
the presentation of Paul’s conversion in Damascus in Acts 9:12—17. In this
sense ‘Damascus’ in Acts can simply be seen as a parallel to or write-in for
‘Edessa’ and what is going on there at about this time or, even possibly,
‘Adiabene’ in Josephus — all fairly contiguous areas.”

The same can probably be said for a ‘certain Mnason, mentioned
turther along in Acts 21:16 at the time of Paul’s climactic final encounter
with James. Not only do we have the telltale ‘certain’ or ‘someone’ in this
designation (we shall have occasion to further point up as we proceed),
but, once again, the picturesque description of him as ‘an old Disciple, a
Cypriot who, for some unexplained reason, has a house in_Jerusalem where
Paul and his companions stay. He may constitute a variation on ‘Ananias’
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above as well or, for that matter, some other unidentified personage as,
once again, there is no one by this name in any other historical context
from this Period one can specify.

Properly speaking, the character being referred to in multiple con-
texts as ‘Ananias’ probably should have been mentioned among ‘the
Prophets and teachers of the Antioch Assembly’ anyhow — whichever the
‘Antioch’ one might have in mind at this time.” Though Acts places him
in ‘Damascus, he or a namesake of his is clearly functioning, according to
Eusebius’ source, in Edessa where he is associated with the conversion of
the King there, Abgarus or Agbarus, ‘the Great King of the Peoples beyond
the Euphrates’

Also in Josephus’ account of the conversion of Queen Helen (possibly
one of ‘Agbarus” wives as we shall see below — and, perhaps even, his prin-
cipal one) and her favorite son Izates at the beginning of the all-impor-
tant Book Twenty of The Antiquities ending with the death of James, yet
another character called ‘Ananias’ is to be met in two locales, once in
the South at the mouth of the Tigris at Charax Spasini (modern-day
‘Basral’ — also ‘Antiochia Charax’) and, following this, on the Upper
Euphrates closer to Edessa or ‘the Land of the Edessenes’ — possibly includ-
ing ‘Adiabene’ adjoining it. Nor do we consider all of these to be separate
renderings or episodes.

The women, such as ‘Helen of Adiabene’ in this *Great King”’s harem —
also possibly his sister or half-sister (as, for instance, Sarah was supposed
to have been Abraham’s) — whom ‘Ananias’ and another companion Jose-
phus mysteriously declines to mention (Paul?) get in among and
convert, ‘have a horror of circumcision. This last, in turn, is perhaps the prin-
cipal issue behind Paul’s polemics in Galatians, a Letter being addressed
seemingly to those in either a Northern Syrian or an ‘Asian’ context.
This is perhaps why Abraham plays such an important role in its
polemics, not those only directed against erstwhile companions but also
those in the Letter of James, in some respects its ostensible answer —
Abraham himself being celebrated as having originated in this area. This
is also true of the derivative later polemics in the Koran.™

To go back to the ‘Herod the Tetrarch, to whom this ‘Manaen’ is sup-
posed to have stood in a quasi-fraternal relationship: not only is this
‘Herod” well known as the eventual husband of the sister of King
Agrippa I, Herodias, but he or she would seem to bear much of the
responsibility for the death of John the Baptist, whichever presentation
of these events one chooses to follow — either that of the Gospels or of
Josephus.” It is hardly credible that an individual with such a back-
ground and called, therefore, ‘the foster brother of Herod the Tetrarch’ could
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have been reckoned among the founding ‘Prophets and teachers of the
Church at Antioch, as Acts would have it, unless the apposition were acci-
dentally or purposefully displaced — which is what we meant by alluding
to a ‘shell-game’ in the first place — and it rather applied, not to an insignif-
icant unknown such as ‘Manaen, but rather to Paul himself.

I have expressed the position, which we shall develop in much greater
detail in due course below, that Paul was an ‘Herodian, one of the proofs
of which were his greetings to his ‘kinsman Herodion’ (‘the Littlest Herod’)
at the end of Romans 16:11 — presumably Herod the Sixth, the son of
Aristobulus and Salome, to whose household he appears already to have
sent greetings in the previous line (16:10).7 The ‘Salome’ in question is,
of course, the very person whose dance is pictured in the Synoptic
Gospels as being the immediate cause of John’s demise, a dance never
mentioned in Josephus though her marriage to another of her mother’s
uncles, ‘ Philip, is. In the Synoptics, this ‘Philip’ evolves into her mother’s
first husband, an individual Josephus rather identifies as actually having
been named ‘Herod’ not ‘ Philip. In Josephus, it is rather Salome’s husband,
as we just said, who 1s named ‘Philip, ‘who died childless’.”

As it turns out, just such a relative of ‘Herod the Tetrarch’ (elsewhere,
‘Herod Antipas’) named ‘Saulos’ does exist in the Herodian family at this
time. Furthermore, as described by Josephus, he is involved in activities
not unsimilar, as we shall see, to Paul’s as well — namely, leading a riot in
Jerusalem after the death of James perilously similar to the riot led by
Paul described in Acts 8:1—3 directly following ‘the stoning of Stephen’ or
the riot which Paul, described as ‘the Enemy, is pictured as leading in the
Pseudoclementine Recognitions that ends up in James being thrown, not
from ‘the Pinnacle of the Temple’ but ‘head-long down the Temple steps.”™ He
is also involved, like his namesake ‘Paul, in an appeal to Caesar — in both,
‘Nero Caesar’ — but more about all these things in due course.”

If Paul and not ‘Manaen’ was ‘the foster brother of Herod the Tetrarch, iden-
tical with the individual called ‘Saulos’ in Josephus; it would not be at all
surprising if he were also involved earlier in his career in the death of
John the Baptist and his flight from Damascus at this time (as per the
picture in 2 Corinthians 11:32—33 — not the sanitized and refurbished
one in Acts 9:23) in order to escape the soldiers of King Aretas related to
these circumstances. The circumstances were that this ‘Paul’ or ‘Saulos’
was in Damascus — the real ‘ Damascus’ and not the more complex one in
the Scrolls or the one revised in Acts 9:2—25 — on a mission of some sort
in support of his ‘kinsman’ or ‘foster brother Herod the Tetrarch, the recent-
ly-acquired husband of the despised Herodias, the marriage of whom
triggered the death of John. Actually Aretas, the ‘Arab’ King of Petra
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further South, had just taken military control of Damascus at this time.*

To put this more succinctly: if we sometimes consider constructs like
‘the foster brother of Herod the Tetrarch’ to be laterally displaced, we can
arrive with far more sense at the insight that, in the early Christian
Community at Antioch (whichever ‘Antioch’ one might ultimately
think this to be) ‘where Christians were first called Christians, the individual
brought up with Herod the Tetrarch was Paul not ‘Manaen’ (the likely
original of which was ‘Ananias’) — precisely that ‘Saulos’ who eight lines
further along in Acts 13:7 receives his Greco-Latin name after a far too
telicitous exchange with ‘Sergius Paulos’ (pictured as the Roman procon-
sul of ‘Cyprus’ at this time).

Elsewhere ‘Paul’ is pictured as having made the assertion of having
persecuted the followers of the Way unto death’ (Acts 22:4 and Galatians 1:13
and 23).This is just the conclusion we would arrive at in our interpreta-
tion of the curious double version of Paul’s descent down the walls of
Damascus ‘in a basket’ to escape the representatives of King Aretas trying to arrest
him in 2 Corinthians 11:32—33.Via the miracle of art, Acts 9:23 refur-
bishes this — while at the same time injecting another fairly virulent dose
of Hellenistic anti-Semitism — into a descent by Paul down the walls of Dam-
ascus in a basket ‘to escape the Jews. It is now ‘the Jews’ who are presented as
the ones who ‘want to kill him’ and not ‘the Ethnarch of Aretas’ as in 2
Corinthians 11:32 above.

In fact, a Monarch by the name of “Aretas’ did play a role in the cir-
cumstances surrounding John the Baptist’s death, but he was on the same
side as John because Herod the Tetrarch (‘Herod’ in the Gospels) had
divorced his original wife (this ‘Aretas” daughter) to prepare the way for
his marriage to Agrippa I's sister and Salome’s mother, Herodias. As Jose-
phus puts it in the Antiquities, the people were glad at Herod’s discom-
fiture in the subsequent mini-war he fought with Aretas over this affair
and took it as a sign of God’s vengeance or displeasure ‘at what he (Herod)
had done to John’® In addition, it is apparent that ‘the Jews’ in Josephus’
diverging account were on the same side as_John and not against him as the
Gospels often portray — John being a popular religio-political reformer
for the mass of Jews who, according to Josephus, seemed willing to do
‘anything he should suggest’ including Revolution; while, on the other
hand, the Herodians were a Greco-Arab alien Dynasty imposed on them
by the Romans from outside, most of whom not even considered as Jews!™

This is backed up as well by later Syriac/Armenian sources which
claim — reliably or not — that their ruler‘Abgar’ (‘ Abgar the Black’?) helped
Aretas in his campaign against Herod Antipas or Herod the Tetrarch,™
the individual we are supposed to think had a ‘foster-brother among the
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earliest ‘ Prophets and teachers’ of the ‘ Christian’ Assembly at Antioch named
‘Manaen. Once again, our suggestion is that the actual ‘foster brother’ of
Herod the Tetrarch was not ‘Manaen’ but Paul himself, which makes per-
tectly good sense in the context. This is particularly true when one
considers Paul’s Roman Citizenship (which all Herodians possessed®),
his consistently pro-Roman orientation both as pictured in Acts and in
his letters, his easy entrée as a young man into Jerusalem upper-class
circles, including the letters he gets from the High Priest to arrest those ‘of
the Way’ in * Damascus’ (Acts 9:2) — to say nothing of the ease with which
his nephew later (whoever he may have been) is able to communicate
with the Chief Captain of the Roman Guard in the Temple who is
holding Paul in protective custody (Acts 23:19) and, finally, his incarcer-
ation in ‘Herod (Agrippa II)’s Palace in Caesarea’ in what appears rather a
loose form of house arrest than an actual incarceration in Acts 23:35.

Therefore we have alluded to him as ‘the Herodian Paul’ and, therefore
too, it 1s possible to assert that Paul not ‘Manaen’ (whoever he might have
been) would have more likely been the one brought up with Herod the
Tetrarch, a fact Acts’ Lukan artificer would have been at pains to obscure.
With only a slight lateral displacement — just as with ‘James his brother
meaning ‘James the brother of John’ (not ‘James the brother of Jesus’) above —
this is exactly what one ends up with and this embarrassing fact is easily
over-written and erased. These things as they may be, these are the kinds
of analyses and insights one is able to achieve and will achieve further
below if one pursues this kind of information without preconceptions
or prior commitment and with a modicum of common sense and intel-
ligence.

The Anti-Semitic Peter

Another rewarding avenue of analysis are the speeches attributed to
Peter in Acts and the contrast of these with the portrait of Peter in the
Pseudoclementines. In Acts, Peter is presented as a mouthpiece for anti-
Semitic invective, but this kind of Peter is hardly, if ever, in evidence in
the Pseudoclementines, whichever version one consults, the Homilies or
the Recognitions. In our view, the Pseudoclementines do not simply par-
allel Acts; rather, they are based on the same source as Acts, to which they are
the more faithful. This is certainly the case with the Recognitions, the First
Book of which links up with Acts in an almost point-for-point man-
ner — albeit approaching most issues from a completely opposite ideo-
logical orientation. In addition there is the common vocabulary not only
with Acts, but also documents at Qumran like the Damascus Document.
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There are some five or six speeches attributed to Peter in Acts. In
almost every one, rather like the ‘Stephen’ just noted above, he is pre-
sented as making the same telltale ‘Blood libel'-accusation which is never
even alluded to in the Pseudoclementine narratives. Rather, in the latter,
Peter emerges as a gentle soul, never quick to anger — the archetypical
‘Essene’ as it were — who, like those described in Josephus, ‘wears thread-
bare clothes’ and arises at dawn to greet the sun in prayer, following which he
always immerses himself — that is, in the Pseudoclementines Peter is a Daily
Bather.® Finally in the Pseudoclementines, he is the inveterate ‘Jame-
sian, preaching absolute adherence to a more faithful rendition of James’
directives to overseas communities even than those depicted in Acts.*

It is obviously this sort of portrait that is being deliberately gainsaid
in Acts. Not only does Peter receive a ‘Paulinizing’ vision in Jaffa where
he learns not to make distinctions between ‘Holy and profane, nor ‘to call
any man profane’ (Acts 10:14—1s and 28) just in time to greet the repre-
sentative of the Roman Centurion Cornelius (10:19—22); this vision, of
course, makes it possible for him to come and visit Cornelius’ house and
keep ‘table fellowship’ with him — the prototype for the whole ‘Gentile
Mission’ of Paul and the opposite of the outcome of the confrontations
in Antioch in Galatians 2:11—14 after the representatives from James ‘come
down’ from Jerusalem. In this last Peter parts company with Paul and
together with Barnabas chooses no longer to keep company with him in either
‘work or purse’ (the language of Qumran — ¢f. Acts 15:39 above"’), in return
for which Paul accuses both of them of ‘hypocrisy’ (Galatians 2:13).

But, of course, the position of the real ‘ Peter’ comes across even here in
his exclamation in response to the Heavenly Voice (in Hebrew, ‘Bat
Chol’) accompanying this storybook vision of a tablecloth descending
from Heaven, commanding him ‘three times’ to ‘eat’ unclean foods and ‘not
separate Holy from profane’: ‘no Lord no, I have never eaten any profane or
unclean thing (Acts 10:14). Indeed, Peter becomes the swing figure
exploited in Acts at every opportunity to make the point of its anti-
Semitic invective. How completely unhistorical, if we are to judge by the
Pseudoclementines, and how sad.

The first of these speeches occurs in Acts 2:14—36 when Peter speaks
on Pentecost to the ‘Jews and Pious persons from every Nation of those under
Heaven who were dwelling in _Jerusalem’ (Acts 2:5 — thus), addressing them:
“You took him with your lawless hands and, having crucified him, put him to
death, meaning ‘Jesus the Nazoraean, the man set up by God with mighty
works and wonders, and signs which God worked through him’ and ‘given up’
with ‘the foreknowledge of God’ (Acts 2:22—23). Now quoting Scripture,
Peter continues making the second of these ‘Blood libel’ accusations:
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He was a Prophet and knowing that God had sworn to him with an oath...to sit
upon His Throne (and quoting ‘David, as Acts puts it in 2:29—35 from
Psalm 110, also popular material in the Scrolls and the same material we
have already seen ‘Stephen’ quote in 7:49 above®), the Lord said to my Lord,
‘Sit at My right hand until I place your Enemies as a footstool beneath your feet.
So therefore, let all the House of Israel know that God made him both Lord and
Christ — this same Jesus whom you crucified (Acts 2:30—36 — here the second
accusation).

This in its totality is his first speech, ‘standing with the Eleven’ to the Assem-
bled Multitudes on Pentecost and the doctrinal invective it contains is patent.
The ‘Peter’ pictured here was surely not going to win many friends or
influence many people in Jerusalem with this kind of language, but the
speech obviously was not intended for the ears of those living in
Jerusalem despite its context and the ostensible greeting of the opening
line to ‘all you who inhabit Jerusalem’; but rather to the wider cosmopolitan
audience to which it has always been found more meaningful.

The next speech follows almost immediately in the next Chapter
when Peter and John go up to the Temple at the ninth hour (3:1). Acts is
always interested in this type of detail (‘James’ for some reason is now
absent and it should be obvious to the reader by now why). Affer straight-
ening out a cripple’s crooked bones (thus), Peter again launches into a
like-minded speech, clearly paralleling ones in the debates on the Temple
steps recorded in the First Book of the Pseudoclementine Recognitions.
In that version of quasi-parallel proceedings which pictures one Apostle
speaking after another, Peter finally precedes James in a speech to the
Assembled Multitudes, but the message is completely different from the
one here in Acts.®

The issue under discussion in the Recognitions is the nature of the
Messiah and the ‘Primal Adam’ ideology; but in Acts at this juncture, Peter
rather berates the crowd over the fact of his miracle-working:

Men, Israelites, why do you wonder at this...as if we made him walk by our own
Power (this, an allusion to ‘the Great Power ideology we shall presently also
encounter in the Pseudoclementine Recognitions)... The God of Abraham
and Isaac and Jacob, the God of our Fathers, glorified His Servant Jesus, whom
you delivered up (here the third instance of the ‘Blood libel’ accusation
being attributed to Peter), denying him in the presence of Pilate after he had
decided to release him. But you denied the Holy and Righteous One (this fur-
thers the accusation) and demanded that a man who was a murderer be given
fo you instead (3:12—14).
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This is totally the approach of the Gospels, but neither here nor in them
1s it explained why Pilate as Roman Governor should have oftered the
Jewish crowd this kind of choice between ‘Barabbas, as the Gospels flesh
this out, and ‘Jesus.

Still, to drive the point home and, as in the preceding chapter, making
the ‘Blood libel’ accusation two times in the same speech, ‘Pefer’ is made

to add:

And you killed the author of life whom God raised up from the dead (this is the
fourth such accusation — not a very good proselytizing technique), of
which we are the witnesses (3:15).

Here Acts gives the number of those who heard and, therefore, believed
as ‘five thousand’ (4:4), but this is the number Josephus originally gives for
the number of ‘the Essenes, as we shall see, as well as the number of the
original followers of the Maccabees.” It is also, to be sure — continuing
the parallel — the number of James’ followers in the Pseudoclementine
Recognitions who flee down to the Jericho area after James has been
thrown down and left for dead in the riot allegedly instigated by Paul in
the Temple and, of course, the number of people before whom Jesus per-
forms his ‘signs” or miracles ‘in the wilderness’ in the Gospels (though
sometimes this alternates with ‘four thousand’).”"

The next occurrence of this sort of accusation again follows
almost immediately. It takes place before the High Priest, the Prefect
Alexander (Philos nephew Tiberius Alexander — Titus Caesar’s military
Commander during the siege of Jerusalem and, with him, responsible
for the destruction of the Temple — which would put the timeframe, given
the scenario of the Gospels, in the mid-Forties, not a very likely chronol-
ogy*?), the Rulers, Elders, other High Priests, and Scribes representing, as
stated further along, ‘the Sanhedrin. Here Peter is presented as saying:

Rulers of the People (this parallels a phrase in the all-important Qumran
Damascus Document, ‘Kings of the Peoples’ — a euphemism there, as we
shall see, seemingly for ‘Herodians’>*) and Elders of Israel, if we are tried today
for a good work to a lame man who has been cured (at Qumran and in Judaism
generally ‘good works’ were normally thought of as “works of the Law’ not
Hellenistic-style miracles or Asclepius-like curings), let it be known to you
all and all the People of Israel that it is in the name of Jesus Christ the Nazo-
raean, whom you crucified (the standard theological formula and the fifth
such accusation put into Peter’s mouth in three chapters), whom God raised from
the dead. It is by him that he standing before you has been made whole (4:8—10).
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The fourth speech of this genre Peter makes again occurs in the very
next chapter, this time directly paralleling the picture in the Pseudo-
clementine Recognitions because he and all the Apostles have been
‘standing’ (the ‘Standing’ notation is of extreme importance in the Pseu-
doclementines as well and it relates to that of ‘the Great Power’ — we have
already encountered a hint of it in 2:11 and now in 4:10 above%) and
preaching in the Temple (5:12). The standard arrest then takes place,
though the prisons must have been exceptionally large since now one
has to do with ‘all the Apostles’ not just Peter and John; and after a
miraculous escape, once again, they (Peter and all the Apostles not just
Peter and John) are ‘standing in the Temple and teaching the People’ In addi-
tion, like the Essenes and the picture of Peter’s ‘daily-bathing’ in the
Pseudoclementine Homilies, the time now is ‘at dawn’ (5:21).

Yet again they (‘Peter and the Apostles’) are arrested and placed before
what is now called ‘the Sanhedrin, 2 body that must have found it unusual,
if not more than a little inconvenient, to have so many meetings in so
short a span of time. Responding to the High Priest’s admonishment ‘not
to teach in this Name’ (‘Name’ also being an extremely important usage
both here and throughout the literature at Qumran®), ‘filling Jerusalem
with’ and ‘bringing upon us the Blood of this Man’ (this last, ‘filling Jerusalem
with Blood, etc., too being specifically alluded to in the Habakkuk Pesher
at Qumran as we shall see *°); Peter insists, ‘It is right to obey God rather than
men’ (5:29 — usages such as these comparing ‘God’ to ‘men’ will also be
reminiscent of polemical repartee between James in the Letter ascribed
to his name and Paul in his letters”’).

Peter then completes his defence (s5:30—31) with the sixth allusion to
the ‘Blood libel’ accusation in just four chapters (not a very politic defence
in the circumstances but then, as just pointed out, the formula is not
meant for these circumstances):

The God of our Fathers raised up Jesus, whom you killed by crucifixion (liter-
ally ‘hanging on a tree’ — a punishment forbidden in Judaism and expressly
condemned, as we shall show, in the Dead Sea Scrolls®®), a Prince and a
Saviour whom God has exalted by His right hand (based, as ‘the Priest after the
order of Melchizedek’ elsewhere, on the phraseology, of Psalm 110).

These words, ‘by His right hand’, are the ones Jesus uses in last appearances
in the Gospels and the proclamation attributed to James in the speech he
makes on the Pinnacle of the Temple before being stoned in early
Church texts and the Second Apocalypse of James from Nag Hamma-
di.» It will also be part of the climactic Pesher on Habakkuk 2:16% *Cup
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of the right hand of the Lord’ which will be exploited to describe how ‘the
Cup of the Wrath of God would swallow hin’ (‘the Wicked Priest’) as a‘Reward’
for what he did to ‘the Righteous Teacher’ and his followers among ‘the Poor’
(i.e., ‘the Ebionites’).*

This is the last in this series of speeches attributed to Peter making
this accusation but, should the reader have missed the previous ones, the
message is pretty obvious. It is followed by yet another in the next
chapter , not really distinct or separate from it — but this time, as we have
seen, attributed to ‘Stephen’ (Acts 7:48—506), the historicity of whom we
have already called into question above. As Stephen reformulates this
libel he again refers, as Peter, to ‘Heaven is My Throne and Earth a footstool
for My feet’ from Isaiah 66:1—2 and Psalm 110:1. He also adds a reference
to ‘circumcision’ — in this case, the ‘uncircumcised heart’ from Jeremiah 9:26,
Ezekiel 44:7-9 and Romans 2:29, a usage specifically applied in the
Habakkuk Pesher, as just noted, to the destroyer of the Righteous Teacher
at Qumran, known now rather famously as ‘the Wicked Priest.

‘Stephen’s presentation, which is no more accurate than ‘Pefer’s, is as
follows:

O you stiff-necked and uncircumcised in heart and ears (these too!), always
resisting the Holy Spirit (now directed at the Jews as a whole and not just
‘the Wicked Priest’ as in the Habakkuk Pesher or ‘the Tisrners-aside from the
Way’ or ‘Removers of the Bound’ in the Qumran Damascus Document'),
as your Fathers were (‘Fathers’ also being a common allusion in the Dam-
ascus Document'®?), so are you. Which one of the Prophets did your Fathers
not persecute (as we have already suggested and will see further below,
most of this is based on Paul in 1 Thessalonians 2:15 — in fact, most of the
Old Testament Prophets seem not to have been badly treated, certainly
not by ‘the People’, but these terrible formulae have remained)? And they
killed the ones who prophesied the coming of the Just One (vocabulary more
in keeping, it would appear, with James’ cognomen than ‘Jesus”), of whom
you now have become the Betrayers and murderers (7:51—52 — the seventh and,
as just remarked, a recapitulation of the previous six attributed to ‘Peter’).

Here the characterization of ‘Judas Iscariof in the Gospels has now been
turned against the Jewish People as a whole — not only illustrating the true
intent of such characterizations but, sadly, as he has always subconsciously
been taken to represent these last nineteen hundred years. It is probably
also useful to remark that allusion to such ‘Betrayers’ or ‘Tiaitors’ is again
known in the literature at Qumran, in particular and as usual, in both the
Habakkuk Pesher and Damascus Document.'*
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Sadly, as well, this accusation has been picked up and repeated ad nauseam
in the Koran even to this day as almost a setpiece of anti-Semitic vilification,
notwithstanding the fact that, as just observed, there is hardly a single prophet
in the Old Testament ‘the Jews’ can actually be accused of having killed — not
Moses, not Nathan, not Elijah, not Elisha, not Amos, Micah, or Hosea,
not Isaiah, not Jeremiah, not Ezekiel, efc. (unless it be perhaps Zechariah
though the circumstances surrounding his death are far from certain™).

The charge is actually anticipated in Paul, who makes the same
accusation in a probably uninterpolated section of 1 Thessalonians
2:14—16 as we just saw:

For brothers, you become the imitators of the Assemblies of God in Judea...because
you also suffered the same thing from your own Countrymen as they (presum-
ably ‘the Assemblies’) did from the Jews, who both killed Jesus and their own
Prophets and expelled you (as ‘the Essenes’ and the Community responsible
for the Dead Sea Scrolls did Backsliders'), displeasing God and being the
Enemies of the whole Human Race (here is the final diabolical piece in this
terrifying polemic).

It should be clear to even new readers that what one has here is an
extremely telling reversal of ‘the Enemy’ accusations in both the Pseudo-
clementine Recognitions and James 4:4, to say nothing of Matthew 13:13—
44’s ‘ Parable of the Tares’ and not to mention Paul’s awareness of these accu-
sations in Galatians 1:20, 4:16, and elsewhere.”® Historically, despite its
patent untruth, this accusation has proved to be of the utmost durability
and probably formed, as just suggested, the basis of most of the invective
so far excerpted — not to mention the intractability of the ‘Devil People’
accusation worldwide.

Of course, Stephen then goes on to have the vision reported of James
when he i1s stoned in all early Church sources, punctuated as in these by
the actual vocabulary of ‘crying out,) ‘crying out with a loud voice, etc. —
expressions, just noted, forming the backbone of Hegesippus’ tradition.
There is also the allusion to ‘falling asleep’ so conspicuous in the parallel
scenario in the Recognitions and in Paul.’” This vision actually uses the
language of“seeing Heaven open and the Son of Man standing at the right hand
of God’ (Acts 7:56) of Peter’s last speech and the final last-breath words of
both James in Early Church accounts and Jesus in the Synoptics.™®

One last speech is recorded of Peter before his arrest, escape abroad,
and final unlikely return and appearance before the so-called ‘Jerusalem
Council’ It tollows his vision of the Heavenly tablecloth (again here, n.b.,
the language of *Heaven opening up’),in which he learns ‘not to call any man
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profane or unclean’ (Acts 10:11, 15, and 28 above). We have already stressed
the ‘Paulinization’ going on here. Contrary to the clear portrait of ‘Peter’
and/or ‘Cephas’ by Paul in Galatians, not to mention Peter as the thor-
oughgoing ‘Jamesian’ in the Pseudoclementine Homilies and Recogni-
tions'; this apocryphal episode turns Peter into a rank-and-file ‘Paulin-
ist’ Yet, even here, the real Peter shines through. For instance, in his first
response to the Heavenly Voice (‘Bat Chol’ in Hebrew) instructing him
to ‘kill and eat) to which Peter answers, as already signaled, ‘No Lord, for I
have never eaten anything profane or unclean’ (10:14). This is so unequivocal
that it contradicts even the portrait later on in Galatians where Peter is
presented as following a more middle-of-the-road approach and Paul has
the temerity to accuse both him and Barnabas of ‘hypocrisy’ (2:13).

But this passage in Acts is clearly written by a Gentile as well — prob-
ably in either Alexandria or Rome — one of the numerous ‘Hellenists’ or
Gentilizing ‘ Greeks” (should we add ‘anti-Semitic or should we just say
anti-‘Jewish Christian’/anti-‘Jamesian’?) noted above. This is because it has
Peter stating in his first conversation with the Roman Centurion Cor-
nelius — raising him up after the latter ‘fell at his feet’ — having already just
learned on a rooftop in Jaffa that “table fellowship’ with and visiting Gentile
homes was permitted:

You know that it is not lawful for a Jewish man to join himself with
(in the language of the Damascus Document at Qumran, become ‘Join-
ers’ or ‘Nilvim’"'°) or come near one of another Race (Acts 10:28).

Not only is this patently inaccurate, but no Jew could have ever written
or said it — even a Backslider or turncoat like Josephus — as the issue was
far more complex than this. It had to do with purity regulations and/or
contracting impurity or defilement and would even have applied to
contact with — to use the vocabulary of the Qumran Habakkuk Pesher —
non-*‘Torah-Doers in the House of Judah, meaning ‘Jews™). Rather, this is
how Jews would have been perceived by uncomprehending outsiders —
since it is not that Jews could not go near foreigners; it is only that one
would find it difficult to keep ‘table fellowship’ (as the issue is referred to
in contemporary scholarship) with them or be in touch with people not
keeping the Law, whether ‘Renegade’ or Backsliding Jews or Gentiles.

To repeat, this could not have been written by someone who was
Jewish. Rather it is how Jewish behaviour might or would have appeared
to non-Jewish and certainly jaundiced and even hostile eyes. In particu-
lar, this is how an anti-Semitic individual (possibly even one of the
ubiquitous ‘Hellenists’ mentioned above) would have framed such an
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observation — not patently the historical Peter, at least not as he is
depicted (in our view, more faithfully) in documents like the Pseudo-
clementines unless, of course, one views Peter as a man hobbled by
anti-Semitic stereotypes, which the present writer does not.

The character delineated as ‘Cornelius’ is also an impossibility, for it
would not have been possible to find at this time a ‘Righteous and God-
fearing Centurion’ of the Caesarean contingent of Roman Soldiers, ‘highly
spoken of by the whole Nation of the Jews (Acts 10:22 — ‘Pious’ and ‘doing
many good works on behalf of the People and praying to God continually’ as Acts
10:2 puts it preceding this). Not only is it hard to refrain from outright
guffawing here, this is an obvious inversion and clear overwrite because,
as even Josephus has attested, the Caesarean regiment of Roman Sol-
diery was among the most brutal in Palestine. It was they more than any
other Roman troops that goaded the Jews into revolt, so much so that
when Titus — not someone particularly known for his liberality or
largesse and certainly not his concern for the Jews — had finally pacified
the country in 70 CE, the Caesarean regiment was the first to be banished
from it because of its previous record of unmitigated cruelty."

In fact, like so many of these epithets, the descriptions ‘the Righteous
One, ‘Pious, ‘highly spoken of by the whole Nation of the Jews, and ‘supplicat-
ing God continually, apply more appropriately to someone like James than
anyone else one can specify in this Period. Notwithstanding, even here I
have already expressed the opinion that what one really has to do with
is a refurbishment of the visit of ‘a certain Simon the Head of an Assembly
(‘Ecclesia, i.e.,  Church’/* Congregation’) of his own in Jerusalem, as described
by Josephus, to the household of Agrippa I (37—44 CE) in Caesarea ‘fo see
what was done there contrary to Law’ — the reason of course being, that
Agrippa I was perhaps the only ‘Herodian’ highly spoken of by a goodly
portion of the Jews not only because of the Maccabean blood on his
father’s side (via Herod’s original Maccabean wife Mariamme), but also,
contrary to the behaviour of other Herodians, his self-evident attempts
at conciliating his fellow Countrymen."s Even the Talmud portrays this
Agrippa’s concern to ingratiate himself over such matters."

In other words, the ‘Simon’ at this time in Josephus was a ‘ Zealot’ who
wanted to bar mixed-blood persons or foreigners from the Temple, not admit them,
as Acts portrays its ‘Simon, his contemporary. But, as we shall see in the
end, even the name ‘Cornelius’ will have particular relevance towards
some of the issues circulating in this Period and beyond — especially ‘the
Lex Cornelia de Sicarius et Veneficis, attributed to the legendary Roman
General, Publius Cornelia Scipio, but probably not put into real effect
until after the First Jewish Revolt by Nerva (96—98 cE) and repressively
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applied by Hadrian (117—38 CE) to discourage both Revolution and ‘cir-
cumcision’ across the board.™

Again Peter repeats in the speech he now makes to this ‘Cornelius’ on
going into his house — for perhaps the seventh or eighth time (depend-
ing on whether one includes the one attributed to Stephen) — the usual
‘Blood libel’ If we had not got the point by now, we would perhaps have
gotten it after this. After describing how ‘ God anointed Jesus, who was from
Nazareth, with the Holy Spirit and with Power’ (the ‘Great Power’ ideology
again) and how Jesus then went around ‘doing good (as in 10:2 earlier, note
the ‘Jamesian’ language of ‘doing’ here, now attached to Hellenistic curings and
other miracles) and *healing all who were being oppressed’ — significantly not by
Rome, but ‘by the Devil’ (Diabolou)! — Peter now adds, ‘which he did both in
the Country of the Jews and in Jerusalem’ (this clearly an exposition aimed
and directed at non-Jews), but “whom they (the Jews) put to death by hanging
on a tree’ (Acts 10:39 — the typical description of crucifixion Acts has
already had Peter use in 5:30 and used by Paul in Galatians 3:13).

By way of introduction to these matters, Peter alludes to two points,
important in many descriptions of James: 1) ‘God is not a respecter of
persons’ (10:34), which is a fundamental setpiece of all early Church
descriptions of James — already highlighted above and parodied by Paul
at the beginning of Galatians, ‘do I persuade men or God or do I seek to please
men’ (1:10)."° 2) ‘In every Nation, he who fears Him (God) and works Right-
eousness is acceptable to Him’ (10:35), which is basically the approach of the
Damascus Document with its emphasis on ‘works Righteousness’ and, in
particular, at the end of the exhortative section of the Cairo recension,
where ‘fearing God’ and * God- Fearers are several times evoked — to whom
its ‘New Covenant in the Land of Damascus’ is also clearly addressed — but
‘God-Fearers’ who obey the Law not those who disobey it.""7

Like Stephen’s speech above, the very introduction to these points —
supposedly spoken by ‘an Angel of God’ (‘a man in bright clothing at the ninth
hour of the day’) to another of these ubiquitous ‘certain ones’ Acts is always
referring to (this time the Roman Centurion Cornelius — 10:1—4 and
30—33) — is reminiscent of the opening appeals of the Damascus Docu-
ment, which we shall further elucidate as we proceed. As Acts puts this,
‘Now therefore...hear all the things which God has commanded you, and...
opening his mouth, et — here again, the telltale plays on ‘uncircumcising’
one’s ears, eyes, and ultimately one’s heart, we have already encountered
in the speech attributed to Stephen above.

In the Damascus Document the parallel position runs as follows:

Hear now all you who know Righteousness and consider the works of God...hear
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now, all you who enter the Covenant and I will unstop your ears...etc., etc."™

And later:

And God shall heed their words and will hear and a Book of Remembrance (the
phrase is echoed almost actually verbatim in Acts 10:31, this time in the
‘Angel”’s words addressing Cornelius above: * Your prayer was heard and your
good works” or ‘alms were remembered before God’) shall be written out before
Him for God-Fearers and those considering His Name (here the ‘Name’ and
‘naming’ imagery, we have already referred to, in Acts 4:10 and 5:28
above™), until God shall reveal Salvation (Yesha®) and Righteousness to those
fearing His Name (and of course, the imagery of ‘Righteousness’ and ‘ God-
fearing, to say nothing of the Hebrew equivalent to the actual name
Jesus’/* Yesha itself).'

In the last line, as we shall have cause to repeatedly point out as we
progress too, the reference will actually be to ‘seeing Jesus’ (Yeshuca) or
‘seeing His Salvation’:

And their hearts will be strengthened and they shall be victorious...and they shall

see His Salvation (Yeshucato), because they took refuge in His Holy Name
(‘Name’ imagery again).™
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The Attack by Paul on James, the Memorial
Mausoleum at Qumran, and the James
Ossuary

The Attack by Paul on James on the Temple Steps

Perhaps the most astonishing notice in all extra-Biblical literature is the
one found in the Pseudoclementine Recognitions describing an actual
physical assault by Paul on James on the Temple steps in Jerusalem. Nor should
one fail to remark the absence of this attack from the parallel account
known as the Pseudoclementine Homilies, which appears to refashion its
narrative of early Christian history to expressly avoid mentioning it.’
The same is true, of course, of Acts where, as we already observed, the
assault on the archetypical Gentile Christian believer ‘Stephen, which
introduces Paul and which Paul ‘entirely approved of* (8:1), replaces it.

As Acts 8:3 describes these things, ‘Saul’ (or ‘Paul’) then proceeds to
‘ravage the Assembly in Jerusalem, entering their houses one by one, dragging out
men and women to be delivered up into prison. This mayhem continues into
the next chapter with the picture of Paul ‘breathing threats and murder (in
other words, even in the portrait in Acts, Paul is extremely violent)
against the Disciples of the Lord’ (this last phraseology, too, not very differ-
ent from allusions found in the Scrolls?), obtaining letters from the High
Priest ‘fo Damascus, to the synagogues’ (itself a very peculiar if not a defec-
tive usage — if we take ‘synagogue’ according to its Greek meaning, ‘council
and pedagogical center then, keeping in mind the plural in both, it is pos-
sible to see a parallel here to the ‘Camps’ in ‘the Land of Damascus’ in the
Dead Sea Scrolls as well?), advising that, ‘if he found any who were of the Way
(again, a known terminology at Qumran based on Isaiah 40:34), whether
man or woman, he should bring them bound to Jerusalem’ (Acts 9:1—2).

For its part the Recognitions, as already remarked, starts oft with the
parallel picture of debates on the Temple steps, the most important speakers
in which are Peter and James. In Acts’ picture, of course, as already under-
scored, James is totally missing or deleted from such activities while in
the Recognitions it is John who plays almost no role. In the midst of these
debates, a man identified only as the ‘Enemy’ (in margin notes, he is often
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identified as Paul) bursts upon the scene and leads a riot of killing and
mayhem on the Temple Mount, paralleling that in Acts above, in the
course of which he actually takes a club from the pile of faggots next to
the altar and assaults James, ‘casting him headlong’ down the Temple steps
where he leaves him for dead.” No wonder this assault is nowhere to be
found in more orthodox accounts; nor, for that matter, in the Homilies.

The ‘headlong’ phraseology in Recognitions is important as it links up
with testimony in Jerome about James’ death and what seems to be yet
another variant — Acts 1:18’ obscure picture of the ‘headlong’ fall Judas
Iscariot takes ‘as a Reward for Unrighteousness’ in a Field ‘of Blood" (this
‘Reward’ language too will be important at Qumran®). Since the ‘Enemy’
then obtains letters from the High Priest and pursues the early Christ-
ian Community down to Jericho on his way to Damascus, the
relationship of said events with the activities of Paul in Acts 9:1—25 is for
all intents and purposes confirmed. In the author’s view, this is real
‘Essene’ history not that of what we call ‘ Christianity’.

‘Christianity’ 1s to be found in the refurbished portraits one finds in
the Gospels and Acts. We have to see the Pseudoclementines — romantic
history or literary romance perhaps, but so is Acts — as history from the
inside, from the perspective of persons or personages in ‘the Essene Move-
ment as it were. Identities which are only hinted at through circumlo-
cutions and tantalizing nom-de-guerres in the Dead Sea Scrolls, in the
Pseudoclementines are spoken of overtly and by name. Through them
we get, perhaps, a clearer picture of the divisions of “Early Christianity’ in
Palestine in the First Century and a handle on persons only vaguely
hinted at in the Scrolls or totally obliterated in Acts.

As in Hegesippus, Jerome, the Recognitions,and Acts, we must carefully
consider all these episodes involving the usages ‘throwing down’/‘casting
down’/*headlong’/or ‘causing to stumble]” In the Habakkuk Pesher, for
example, this last is exactly what is said to happen to the followers of ‘the
Righteous Teacher — there called, as already alluded to, ‘the Poor’ or ‘the
Petfect of the Way’ (compare this with ‘those of the’ or ‘this Way’ in Acts 9:22
above, denoting individuals in the ‘synagogues’ or ‘the Jews who dwelt in
Damascus’ whom Paul ‘confounds’) — when the Wicked Priest ‘appeared to
them at the completion of the Festival of their Rest’ (thus — Yom Kippur).® Not
only is ‘the Wicked Priest’ in this episode described as ‘not circumcising the
foreskin of his heart’ and ‘swallowing them, but also ‘causing them to stumble’
or, quite literally, ‘casting them down’ According to the Habakkuk Pesher,
he does this in the process of ‘conspiring to destroy the Poor, the last being
coeval with those “Torah-Doers’ referred to as ‘the Simple of Judah doing
Toralh’ in both Habakkuk and Psalm 37 Peshers and to whom, Habakkuk
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2:4’s ‘the Righteous shall live by his Faith’ is rightfully considered to apply.®

Unlike Peter in Acts 10:15, these ‘Simple’ Torah-Doers have not yet
learned ‘not to call any thing’ or ‘any man profane or unclean’; but rather, in
the manner of Josephus’ ‘ Zealots’ and/or ‘Essenes’ (in some instances, as
we shall eventually see, probably interchangeable denotations), they
refuse ‘to call any man Lord’ or ‘eat forbidden things’ (quite different from
New Testament portraiture). In the version of this testimony preserved
in the Third-Century heresiology attributed in Rome to one ‘Hippoly-
tus, this last becomes more specifically — and probably more accurate-
ly —“things sacrificed to idols, a prohibition intrinsic, as we shall see as well,
not only to James’ directives to overseas communities in Acts but the
document Qumran scholars refer euphemistically to as ‘MMT ’°

For Hippolytus, said ‘Essenes’ (actually he calls them, as we shall see,
‘Zealot Essenes’ or ‘Sicarii Essenes’) are prepared to undergo any sort of
bodily torture, even death, rather than ‘eat things sacrificed to idols’ or ‘blas-
pheme the Law-giver (meaning Moses)." They are also, as the Scrolls make
plain, ‘the Ebionites’ or ‘the Ebionim’ (the Poor),” in all early Church here-
siologies the direct successors of ‘the Essenes’ and virtually indistinguish-
able from what these same heresiologists are calling ‘Elchasaites’/* Masbu-
thaeans’/‘ Sampsaeans’/ or ‘Sabaeans’ — the last-mentioned, in later Islamic
lore, doubtlessly indicating ‘Daily Bathers! We shall have more to say
about all these terminologies presently when discussing the ‘Nazoraean’
or life-long ‘Nazirite’ language of ‘abstention’ or ‘keeping away from (lehin-
nazer) things sacrificed to idols’ or ‘the pollutions of the idols’ one finds both in
the Scrolls and in Acts.” These ‘Ebionites’ are also the followers of James
par excellence, himself considered (even in early Christian accounts) to be
the Leader of ‘the Poor or these selfsame ‘Ebionites. ™+

To go back to the attack by Paul on James: as already signaled, James
did not die in this attack. He was only left for dead, ‘breaking, as the
Pseudoclementines and later Jerome make clear, one or both his legs.™
James does not die for another twenty years, the two episodes being
neatly telescoped or conflated into one in both the description of
‘Stephen’s stoning in Acts and early Church accounts of James’ death.
James, rather, is carried out of the Temple to a house — not the ‘house’ of
‘the Disciple Jesus loved’ as in the Gospel of John (19:26) but, rather, a
house James possesses in Jerusalem. This is also the gist of Acts 12:12
when Peter, after his escape from prison, goes to the house of ‘Mary the
mother of John Mark’ — another character never heard of before or since
(more Gentile Christian dissimulation?). No, Mary the mother of James!
There he, quite properly, leaves a message for ‘James and the brothers’ that
he is going abroad. As already remarked, this constitutes the introduction

34

——



NTC 01-2 final 1-64.gxp 30/5/06 3:07 pm P§$§ 35

THE ATTACK BY PAUL ON JAMES AND THE JAMES OSSUARY

of the real James in Acts, the other James having conveniently been
removed just ten lines earlier in Acts 12:2.

The next morning, the Disciples numbering some ‘five thousand’ — the
actual number according to Josephus of ‘the Essenes, as we have seen, not
to mention those in Acts 4:4 just converting to Christianity following
Peter’s third enunciation of the ‘Blood libel’ charge above — carry James’
inert body down to Jericho. In the meantime the ‘Enemy’/Paul gets
letters from the High Priest — in passing, it should be remarked that these
‘letters” are the only ones Paul ever receives. They are not from James, the
proper appointment procedure as set forth in the Pseudoclementine
Homilies and endlessly and sarcastically belittled, as we shall delineate, in
2 Corinthians 3:1—16, §:12, 9:1—3, 10:8—18, efc.'®

Paul pursues the members of the Early Christian Community
(should we rather at this point be saying ‘Essenes’?) through Jericho on
the way to Damascus where he misses them because, in the meantime,
James together with all his followers have gone outside of Jericho
(Qumran?) to visit the tomb of two of the brothers “who had fallen asleep’
(n.b., the parallel language in Acts 7:60 above). The detail and geograph-
ical precision here, as in the matter of the assault in the Temple preceding
it, is impressively convincing. The tombs of these brothers miraculously
‘whitened of themselves every year,

because of which miracle the fury of the Many against us was restrained, because
they perceived that our brothers were held in Remembrance before God (again
the ‘Remembrance’ language from the end of the Damascus Document
and that of the ‘Angel’ approving Cornelius’ Righteous behaviour and
charitable works in Acts 10:31—3$, but now in the Pseudoclementines.
This is to say nothing about what is to be encountered in 1 Corinthians
11:24 and ‘Last Supper’ scenarios in the Gospels such as in Luke 22:19)."7

This is the kind of startling originality one encounters in this first
section of the Recognitions. Not only do we have the notice of an attack
on James by the ‘Enemy’ Paul, from which James will still be limping a
month later when it came to sending out Peter on his first missionary
journey — from somewhere outside of Jericho — to Caesarea (and not to
Samaria) where he does however, encounter Simon Magus; but who
would have thought to place the entire ‘Early Christian’ Community to the
number of some five thousand in these environs, that is, before the discov-
ery of the Dead Sea Scrolls some nineteen hundred years later just a few
miles south of Jericho at Qumran?

Yet here we have just such a testimony in these incomparable notices
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in the Pseudoclementines which do not simply, in the writer’s view, par-
allel but are rather based on the same source as Acts — to which they are
the more faithful. This is certainly the case concerning the Recognitions,
the First Book of which, as already observed, links up with Acts in a
point-for-point manner, albeit from a completely-opposite ideological
orientation. Then, of course, there is the common vocabulary, not only
with Acts but also the Damascus Document from Qumran — as, for in-
stance as just noted, the phraseology, ‘remembered before God, in the Recog-
nitions at the end of the last part of the historical exposition of the Dam-
ascus Document where, as with the ‘Angel”’s words to Cornelius in Acts,
the thrust is primarily directed at ‘those who fear God’ or ‘who are God-Fearers’

Recently a team of students under my direction and the field leader-
ship of archaeologists Hanan Eshel and Magen Broshi in Israel disco-
vered a burial monument of just this kind at the head of the Qumran
cemetery, upon which the some thousand or so graves located there appear to
have been keyed.”™ Depending on the orientation of its entrance, the sun
could easily have come through in a special fashion once a year, possibly
at the time of the equinox or some other key calendrical moment — in
the account we have in the Pseudoclementines Recognitions, it is the time
of Passover — and the sepulchres inside could have ‘miraculously whitened
of themselves every year just as the above notice describes — but, of course,
this is only speculation. In further digging at the site by Richard Freund
of Hartford University the next year (2002), it turned out that there was
at least one male body in the tomb whereas the previous year, it had been
thought that there were only two female bodies in a state of secondary burial in
the tomb.” Plus, the monument or enclosure is in such a spectacular ori-
entation that it not only overlooks the Dead Sea and the hills of Moab
or Perea across the way, but it would have been visible from a long way
off by all those coming down either south from Jericho or north up from
Ein Gedi, Wadi Murabbacat, and Masada.

Most of the graves in this graveyard are oriented North and South,
though the burial or burials within the enclosure appear to be oriented
east and west so as, it would appear, ‘at the Resurrection’ to ‘stand up’ facing
the Temple. Nor would the North-South orientation of most other graves
at Qumran be very surprising since, if the Community was a group of
‘Hemero-Baptists’ or ‘Daily Bathers’ (‘Masbuthaeans’/ ¢ Essenes’/‘ Sabaeans’/‘ El-
chasaites’ in the language of the various heresiologists we have mentioned
above), then at least some of these, as the Muslim Encyclopaedist al-
Biruni avers, were intent on ‘facing’ or ‘praying towards the Dome of
Heaven’>*That is to say their bodies were probably oriented facing North
(not South and Mecca, as would have been the case for Muslims).
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Though this was the direction of the prayer of all such ‘Daily Baptists,
one assumes burials would have been oriented in the same manner.

As noted, most of the graves in the Qumran and other cemeteries in
the surrounding area, aside from those in the enclosure or mausoleum
and a handful of others, seem oriented in a North-South direction.”
Though confusion has crept in because of what seem to be later beduin
over-burials oriented East and West in the Qumran cemeteries, this does
seem to have largely been the case.>> However one interprets this, this
passage in the Pseudoclementine Recognitions does unequivocally place
James and all his Community in the Jericho area and, what is more, it does
testify to the existence of just such a highly-revered burial monument or
mausoleum. Again, the detail of all this is startling. It is from here, as just
remarked, that James sends out Peter on his first missionary journey to confront
Simon Magus in Caesarea, not in Samaria as Acts would appear to mistak-
enly confuse it with other notices in early Church literature having to
do with Simon’s place of origin and his having very likely made claims
to being the Samaritan ‘Taheb’ or ‘Messiah.*

To make this all the more remarkable, when Peter does arrive in
Caesarea on this journey, he meets ‘ Zacchaeus’ — the same ‘ Zacchaeus, pre-
sumably, whom the Gospels in their usual obscurantism call ‘a little man’
and ‘a tax-collector; who scrambles up a tree in order to see Jesus as he
passed through Jericho on the way to_Jerusalem not, as for instance in the case
of ‘the Hostile Man’ or Paul, as he passed through Jericho on his way to Dam-
ascus (Luke 19:2—8 — it would have to be Luke the author too of Acts).
‘Zacchaeus’ then invites ‘Jesus’ — not Peter as in the Pseudoclementines
above or, for that matter, King Agrippa to his ‘Temple-barring’ critic
‘Simon’ in Josephus above) — into his house in Jericho now and not Cae-
sarea! How peculiar all this overlap of sources is but, once again, it is the
more down-to-earth Recognitions which seems the more historical.

In the more realistic and less fanciful Recognitions, it is when ‘ Zaccha-
eus’ inquires after James’ well-being that Peter responds and tells him that
James is recuperating and still limping on one leg — n.b., the detail here —
thereby testifying to the fact that James broke one or both his legs in the fall
he took down the Temple steps after the attack on him by Paul** The same
point is then picked up in a slightly difterent manner in Jerome’ account
of James’ demise based largely on the Second-Century source Hegesip-
pus, but also going back probably to other ‘Jewish Christian’ sources.

In his account, not only does Jerome insist that James wore the breast-
plate of the High Priest and actually went into the Inner Sanctum of the Temple
at least once — presumably on Yom Kippur in the manner of High Priests
generally (possibly, even, the same ‘ Yom Kippur which will be referred to

37

——



NTC 01-2 final 1-64.gxp 30/5/06 3:07 pm P§$§ 38

PRELIMINARIES

in the Habakkuk Pesher in connection with the demise of its hero ‘the
Righteous Teacher’ and, as we shall argue, the putative cause of the San-
hedrin trial for blasphemy ‘pursued’ against him by his nemesis ‘the Wicked
Priest’ — Ananus®); but also that James legs ‘were broken’ in the fall he took
when he was ‘cast down,) now not necessarily ‘headlong’ down the steps of the
Temple but, as in normative Church accounts stemming from Hegesip-
pus, from the Pinnacle of the Temple. These same ‘broken legs, however, once
again reappear via the magic of art in Gospel accounts of ‘Jesus” death, a
feature drawn in them — or so it would seem — from Josephus.>

The Memorial Mausoleum at the Head of the Qumran Graveyard

Several events have made an impression in the worlds of Dead Sea Scrolls
research and Early Christian studies in recent years — for some, anyhow,
perhaps not completely unrelated to one another. The first, as just sig-
naled above, was the discovery of the burial enclosure or mausoleum at
the head of the cemetery at Qumran.A second and most sensational was
the ossuary allegedly connected to James’ name.The third was the pub-
lication of the Gospel of Judas which we shall treat more fully in our
conclusion. However, like the Nag Hammadi ‘Apocalypse of James” with
which it was found, what it illustrates is how creative and layered the lit-
erature surrounding these subjects — and it was a literature not history —
became in the 2nd—3rd Centuries CE. Moreover, unlike the orthodox
‘New Testament,” it was not ‘anti-Semitic’ though it was antinomian. On the
contrary, some of it could be positively philo-Semitic as long as it served
a Neoplatonic end. Finally, it demonstrated what an important character
Judas Iscariot’ (‘the Iscariot’) actually was both literarily and theologically.
To examine the first ‘event’ more formally — in July of 2001 in the
course of investigations mapping the lay-out and burials of the cemetery
at Qumran, a burial enclosure or ceremonial mausoleum was found
at the head of the graveyard on a finger of land closest to and with
the most prominent prospect of the Dead Sea.” Since it was upon this
promontory and the funerary monument built upon it that the rest of
the one thousand or so graves in the cemetery appear to have been ori-
ented, one could state with some assurance that the structure was at the
head of the graveyard at Qumran. Though earlier it had been inexplicably
missed by Qumran archaeologists, it was clearly an object, therefore, of
some veneration — a Holy Site or Saints’ Tomb probably visited on a
regular basis by the entire Community responsible for the Dead Sea
Scrolls — just as described in the Pseudoclementine Recognitions above.
The enclosure was discovered owing to the initiative of two members
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of the contingent on this expedition who were under my direction,
Dennis Walker and Ron Dubay.** However controversy immediately
broke out concerning whether the monument or burial shrine harbored
ancient or modern graves or whether the two sets of remains that were
found in a state of secondary burial — meaning that they had initially
been buried elsewhere, but were expressly reburied here because of the
importance of the place — were beduin women, ancient or modern?*

That the site was of some consequence was immediately clear to me
from the moment it was reported to me by telephone from the shores of
the Dead Sea the night they discovered it, because it reminded me of this
all-important notice in the Pseudoclementine Recognitions. Here we had
a notice about just such a memorial mausoleum from this period
however fantastic. It was my view then that this was the actual burial
monument described so reverently in the Pseudoclementine Recognitions
or something very much like it and that this impressive monument at the
head of the Qumran graveyard, found so fortuitously by my representa-
tives, was just the kind of highly-venerated Saints’ tomb or ‘tomb of the
two brothers that miraculously whitened of itself every year reported in the
Recognitions and of such significance to the members of James’ Commu-
nity that it was the focus of an annual pilgrimage for them. But in the
aftermath of the discovery, so confused did its particulars become,
because of the subsequent disagreements that erupted, it was impossible
to see this with any clarity and little of certainty emerged concerning it
at the time.?*® In the process, the extremely interesting connection be-
tween it and this notice in the Pseudoclementine Recognitions was lost.

However in the follow-up expedition in Summer 2002, upon further
groundscanning and digging underneath the find of the previous sum-
mer, as just signaled, an additional complete and indisputably male skeleton
was discovered. This time it was not in a state of secondary burial; rather it was
nicely laid out and surrounded in the same stratigraphic layer by pottery
that definitively placed it in the First Century CE, a date Professor Eshel
and my students had already arrived at the previous year from the indi-
cations found in situ of the pottery surrounding the secondary burials.*
The additional find was duly reported again in Time Magazine and in
newspapers around the world — this time in August, 2002.%

Now there was no doubt that the skeleton was a completely pre-
served male, probably middle-aged and buried in a straightforward
manner within the structure or funerary enclosure, the orientation of
which burial was East to West facing the Temple, not North to South. Subse-
quent radar observations have now shown an additional signature or
signatures underneath this indicating something else, perhaps another
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body, perhaps only an object of some kind. Should this turn out to be a
second body, then, of course, we would have an absolutely perfect match
with this startling notice in the Recognitions — though the reader should
not become too optimistic as archaeological work at suspected grave
sites in Israel is a difficult proposition at any time. Nevertheless, at the
very least, we have proof that in both Communities — the early Christ-
ian in Palestine and the one at Qumran — a mausoleum or burial enclo-
sure of some kind, somewhere south of Jericho along the Dead Sea, was
held in high esteem, perhaps even venerated, and visited as a Saints’ tomb
by the respective members of both Communities. It will be left to the
arguments in this book to see if we can bring the connections between
this early ‘Christian” Community of James as delineated in the Pseudo-
clementine Recognitions and the Community represented by the Dead
Sea Scrolls closer together than this — closer than most are willing to
admit — but the resemblances are doubtlessly there and they are striking.

The Call for AMS Carbon Testing of the Scrolls

But what then has principally held researchers back from making these
kinds of connections in the past? Primarily it is the chronology of
Qumran based on external data such as archaeology and palacography
and, more recently, the newly-employed technique of AMS radiocarbon
dating. I have covered the first pair of these matters thoroughly in two
previous books subjecting the archaeology and palacography of Qumran
to intense and thoroughgoing criticism.* However, I share some of the
responsibility for the issue of radiocarbon dating having arisen in the first
place and the procedure itself being employed regarding the Scrolls.
This occurred in the following manner: in March-June of 1989, Pro-
fessor Philip Davies of Sheffield University in England and I suggested
in a letter to the Israel Antiquities Authority that in lieu of granting
proper open access to the rest of the unpublished corpus of the Dead Sea
Scrolls to the entire scholarly community and all others so inclined —
then the reigning issue in Scrolls Studies and a thing the Antiquities
Authority at that time seemed unwilling to do — it conduct such tests
(tests which, in any event, we considered to be well within its powers).
At the time, however, we included two caveats: 1) that opposition
scholars be included in the process to ensure objectivity and that the
concerns of such scholars — those that had prior to this felt the most need
for such tests — be fairly and properly addressed; and 2) that ‘relative dating’
as opposed to ‘absolute dating’ (meaning, ‘earlier vs. later in the same test run’)
should be the goal in order to test the palacographic sequences — at the
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time, considered almost sacrosanct and more or less inviolable — and,
consequently, the claims for palaecographic accuracy in Qumran Studies.
It was my firm opinion then and still is now that the margins-of-error
in C-14 testing are of such magnitude as to render attempts at ‘absolute
dating’ impossible, ‘relative dating’ (that is, earlier vs. later in the same test run,
being sufficient to overturn the over-inflated claims for accuracy in
palacographic dating’), therefore, being the best that could be reasonably
expected from a given cluster of tests because the inherent methodolog-
ical errors in such a situation would presumably cancel themselves out.

These suggestions and concerns were laid out in two letters sent to
Amir Drori, then Head of the Israel Antiquities Authority which over-
saw such matters. The first was on May 6, 1989 and to it we also attached
the relevant literature on the new ‘AMS methods of carbon testing
which consumed far less materials than previously was the case, in the
event he was not familiar with them (we presumed, probably correctly,
that he was not). The second was sent on June 15th, 1989 after no re-
sponse was received from the first (except from then Head of the
International Team, John Strugnell — to whom we had originally written
in March — who spurned our requests®). In the event, neither was an-
swered, nor were either of the two caveats we raised observed when the
Antiquities Authority then proceeded to announce its intention to run pre-
cisely such tests in September, 1989 (in response obviously to our requests).

I was also indirectly responsible for the second run of carbon tests in
1995. This transpired in the following manner: at the request of the
NOVA Program on The Secrets of the Dead Sea Scrolls being prepared for
broadcast in 1991—92, I had been asked at the last moment (I had already
done some 3—4 hours of filming for them previously, but all of this had
ended up on the ‘cutting room’ floor) to participate in some additional
filming they wished to conduct at the Huntington Library in San Mari-
no, California. This was because the pivotal role played by that Institution
in opening its archives earlier that September — for which I was the con-
sultant — had suddenly been appreciated by NOVA’s Producers and they
wanted to ‘shoehorn’ something in concerning this at the last moment.

Furthermore, in order to heighten viewer interest in the shots they
were planning to do at the Library, they asked me to bring along a
student, to whom I could be shown giving tuition from the photographs
the Library had theoretically newly just made available to scholars like
myself (actually, it really had not¥). After several local students [ had more
directly and personally trained proved unavailable on such short notice,
I asked Greg Doudna who was then doing graduate studies at Cornell
University — a program I had helped him in his decision to enter and
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whom I suspected would welcome the opportunity (he did) — if he
would like to participate because at conferences he had shown a certain
amount of solicitude towards my work.

Of all the disappointments I have experienced in Qumran Studies —
and there have been many — and mistakes I made in the struggle to free
the Scrolls, this turned out perhaps to be one of the most painful and ill-
considered. E.]. Brill’s sudden cancellation of the Facsimile Edition, which
James Robinson and I had prepared for them, in April, 1991 (after dis-
sension broke out at the ‘Official Team™s Madrid Conference the preced-
ing month), ten days before the planned date of publication and then
turning to this same ‘Official Team’ to do what amounted basically to the
same publication the next year, was another. This had the effect of
depriving Professor Robinson and myself of a chance to break the
monopoly a full six months before the Huntington Library stepped in.

Hershel Shanks’ own addition of a highly unusual and cartoon-like
‘Publisher’s Foreword’ to the Facsimile Edition, Professor Robinson and
myself had previously prepared for the E. J. Brill publication, thereby
undercutting it and bringing upon ourselves a series of interminable
lawsuits which took years to settle, rank a very close second and third.
Finally, my co-editor Michael Wise’s sharing the photographs of the pre-
viously unpublished Scrolls, which I had supplied him in confidence,
with students and other university associates and mentors and proceed-
ing after that to do a completely new translation of all the Dead Sea
Scrolls with two new colleagues, while at the same time allowing them
to redo the translations we had previously published together without a
word of personal explanation or apology to me, were a fourth and fifth.

However these things may be, I invited Mr. Doudna, then an unknown
graduate student, to stay at my house the night before filming in order to
save him lodging expenses as he had been obliged to pay his own round-
trip airfare from Ithaca. In conversation that evening, I shared with him my
concerns over the accuracy of carbon-dating tests generally and the way
‘the results] which had recently been announced, were being presented in
magazines like the Biblical Archaeology Review® and over ‘the Pandora’s Box’
I had opened. At the same time, [ acquainted him with the entire new
process of AMS carbon dating and its pitfalls — a subject which he himself
admitted to knowing little or nothing at the time — but which he has since
made his life’s work. In this work he has also, more recently, been taken up
by ‘Network’ or ‘ Consensus’ scholars as a world-class expert* — though rarely
it ever with any admission or a word of acknowledgement of how he came
to be involved in this aspect of his career in the first place.*

That night I explained to him my dissatisfaction with the way the
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results were being presented, primarily as an attack upon myself even
though Professor Davies and | had been the ones who had originally first
officially called for such tests. I also delineated for him what I considered
the over-inflated claims for accuracy that were being made and the
under-emphasis on the margin-of-errors involved by those seizing on
the ‘results’ of these tests, such as they were.* Since I thought any letter
from myself to the Biblical Archaeology Review — which had just sum-
marized these ‘results’ — expressing such dissatisfaction and my unease
with the way they were being applied by ‘Consensus Scholars) who had
run the tests, would just appear self-serving; I suggested that as a relative
unknown and an outsider, as it were, he might write just such a letter. At
the same time I outlined for him the points I thought should be made
about the unreliability and shortcomings of the ‘fests” that were done.
Apparently I did this too well because, from all reports, upon return-
ing to Ithaca he became completely absorbed by the subject, leading
ultimately even to giving up his graduate studies there (from my per-
spective, I imagined he envisioned the inherent possibilities in the whole
subject and decided to move in that direction. In the event, after a finan-
cial settlement from Cornell and a detour to the University of Chi-
cago — also partially arranged by myself through my erstwhile colleagues
teaching there — he did later finish at the University of Copenhagen in
Denmark#); and, instead of the letter to the Biblical Archaeology Review 1
had roughed out for him, he wrote one proposing he should personally pay for
a new round of carbon testing.** Given the outcome of the earlier run and
the questionable way in which its results were being taken advantage of,
this was not something I was very enthusiastic about seeing repeated.
On the other hand, it was a proposal I knew would be eagerly taken
up by Hershel Shanks, the Editor of the Biblical Archaeology Review, who
would immediately see the public-relations possibilities inherent it — just
as he had two years before when he had taken up the Facsimile Edition of
the previously-unpublished Qumran photographs Professor R obinson
and I had prepared for Brill, though not before delaying three to four
months (in order to give a previous project of his, Wacholder and Abegg’s
computerized restoration of Qumran texts from the official Concor-
dance of the Scrolls, a chance to take hold#), so that, once again, we mis-
sed the chance to be the first to break the monopoly, and involving us in
a lawsuit that took almost ten years to sort out — and, as he had two years
before that, when he restarted his campaign to help free the Scrolls after
I sent him a copy of the computer printout of all the unpublished Scrolls
held by the Israel Antiquities Authority at the Rockefeller Museum.+
Be this as it may, Doudna’s revision of my suggestions resulted in
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another round of AMS carbon testing, now conducted by the Center of
the University of Arizona previously involved in the testing of the Turin
Shroud (tests which had themselves been fraught with controversy+).
The new tests proved to be even more skewed than the first but — prob-
ably partially because of the oral excursus I had given Mr. Doudna to
begin with — focused on more pivotally decisive Qumran documents in
terms of chronology and importance.** Aside from the general attempt
to press ‘absolute dating’ from an insufficiently-precise-process-to-begin-
with, given the time period involved, this had been my principal objec-
tion to the first set of tests — as, earlier, those initiating the tests showed
no particular awareness of which documents were pivotal to the debate.

Not only this — but because, to be sure, of my chagrin at being totally
frozen out of the process only to have the tests then exploited by persons
who had previously never even thought of doing AMS C-14 tests and
who — from my perspective — had no real sense of their limitations and,
in my view, the tendentious way in which the tests were conducted and,
thereafter, being reported (a concern which turned out to be as true, in
my opinion as well, for the second run as much as for the first)#; [ had
preferred to let things stay where they were, realizing little or nothing
would come out of the second round of tests, given the personalities and
prior assumptions of those who would be conducting them.

The Weakness of the ‘Results’

To criticize these ‘results’ would take a very lengthy excursus. I started this
process in the first part of James the Brother of Jesus (Penguin, 1998) by
pointing up the multiple inaccuracies involved in such testing, including
the inherent imprecision of using dendrochronology as a control (tree-
ring analysis on which most attempts at absolute chronology were
based); the lack of any really firmly-attested palacographic ‘pegs’ between
approximately 225 BC and 115 CE, the possible timeframe of the Scrolls;
the impurities introduced by various cleansings and other procedures —
including the actual inks used by the scribes — particularly where oft-con-
sulted documents like the Habakkuk Pesher were concerned; and the
inability to tell when a given skin or plant, from which the parchment
or papyrus was produced, was actually utilized even if it could be deter-
mined with any precision when it had stopped growing or was killed,;
and the tendency of radiocarbon tests generally, therefore, to archaize.>

But, more important perhaps even than any of these, whatever the
pretensions of a given lab and the various investigators involved, the
analysis of the tests did involve interpretation — interpretation based on the
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abilities of the investigators involved and, as the recent revelations con-
cerning the FBI Crime Lab in Washington D.C. have so vividly demon-
strated, a certain number of preconceptions. In the parallel case of a lab-
oratory even as prestigious as that, it was found that researchers came out
with ‘results’ generally in keeping with the preconceptions of those initiating the
fests’'; and, in the case of laboratories probably not even as prestigious or
well-regulated as that in Qumran Studies, as we shall see, ‘the results’ that
were achieved were often just that — tendentious interpretations of raw
data that itself may not have been particularly accurate in the first place.

This is particularly the case with the tests that were run, almost all of
which either began or included in their reports an uncalled-for and
fairly harsh attack on my own and like-minded research positions. Not
only this, but aside from my own efforts, recent investigators have pressed
these points even further and it has since turned out that, just as I ini-
tially thought, researchers in all the three labs involved in the two runs
of testing that were done regarding the Dead Sea Scrolls in 1989—91 and
1094—95 were using an imprecise and outdated dating curve (even
though the newer dating curves were readily available at least by the time
of the second reports in 1995, if not the first’) which made their ‘results,
such as they were, appear older than they actually were.” This is some-
thing of what is involved in the ‘archaizing’ eftect alluded to above.

In fact, it has also since been shown that where radiocarbon dating is
concerned, multiple sample variations in a single source — that is, differ-
ent pieces from varying parts of the same parchment or papyrus — can
often be even greater than some of the margins-of-error reported in the
tests that were done, which for the most part, reportedly, were based on
single sample testing’4; and, despite the pretensions at arriving at some
finality in terms of ‘absolute dating, the results that were achieved turned
out generally to be ‘skewed.” In other words, nothing of any absolute certainty
was obtained at all — but the opposite. In fact, as a recent paper I helped
prepare in Qumran Studies (revised from an earlier one in the Qumran
Chronicle) has shown, the results to some extent actually more favor some
of the hypotheses set forth in this book not vice versa but, because of a
certain degree of wishful thinking and self-serving analysis, the public
was left with the completely opposite impression.

This was true even of a document like the Habakkuk Pesher which,
as a result of these tests, was being used to try to undercut positions like
the ones embraced in this book. It was, palacographically-speaking,
exactly comparable to the case of the Psalm 37 Pesher, a document to
which it was also completely related both ideologically and historio-
graphically.® Yet in trying to press that document back into the First
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Century BC to attack positions like those in this book, analysts ignored
the fact that the carbon dating of the Psalm 37 Pesher — which because it
had been handled and cleaned less, relatively speaking, was altogether
more reliable and secure — came out to be dated well into the second half
of First Century CE, exactly the position of this book.*

The reason I was so sure about my positions right from the beginning
was because I knew that 1) given the results of both palacographical
studies and those alleged of archaeology and AMS carbon dating, no sense
whatever could be made of the Scrolls themselves — that is, ‘the external
data’ defeated the clear thrust of ‘the internal data! Put another way, these
so-called external attempts to measure chronology rendered the internal
data — or what the Scrolls themselves had to say — moot or completely
contradictory.”®* 2) Most of the principal Qumran sectarian Scrolls,
meaning those new Scrolls that had never been seen before, had to have
been written at about the same time or, at least, in probably close chrono-
logical proximity — say within fifty years of one another, whatever the
palacographers, archaeologists, or analysts of carbon testing might say —
and this because they contained the same dramatis personae and repeated the same
points in the same form with the same vocabulary over and over again.

Nor could this have been otherwise for, if they had been written at
varying times (and one is not including here Biblical texts represented
in the Qumran library or even known apocryphal or pseudepigraphic
texts, such as Enoch, Jubilees, Daniel, or the Giants Literature which by
the time of the composition in their wake of the more sectarian Qumran
documents probably had had time to become standardized), they would
have included historical markers pointing to varying times of composi-
tions. In American history, for instance, it would probably make a
difference if a document were written during the time of Abraham
Lincoln or John Kennedy, two leaders assassinated in similarly brutal cir-
cumstances. But the sectarian Qumran documents do not do so.To think
that they were all written at varying times would be like thinking people
alive today would be reading with intense interest — and considering
them applicable to their own time and place — documents referring to
George Washington’s time or President Polk’s War against Mexico.

This is what the results of carbon testing seem to imply because of
the multiple variables and imprecisions involved. A good beginning in
the criticism of these results has been made in two recent articles and a
whole host of lesser ones. The first of these was by G. A. Rodley and
B. E. Thiering, the latter known for some of her perhaps over-imaginative
theories of Qumran origins but, in this instance, producing the most
solid and straightforward of scientific presentations. In it, they demon-
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strated that the parties at the University of Arizona who conducted the
second run of carbon-dating tests (for which even more extravagant
claims were made for accuracy than the first) used the wrong dating curve.s

A second paper by two statisticians, Steve Braunheim and Joseph
Atwill, has now been published in Qumran Studies.® Since I helped in its
preparation (though the technical research was completely their own),
can attest that it carries these arguments further than Rodley and Thier-
ing and demonstrates that there is absolutely no certainty arising from
the two runs of carbon testing. Furthermore, the multiple uncertainties
involved effectively defeat the claims, such as they are, for any final ‘pre-
cision’ or ‘accuracy’ — as Braunheim and Atwill refer to it — in these tests.*

Not only had researchers before 1998 been using the wrong dating
curve — this includes both sets of tests, those done in 1991—2 and those
in 1994—5 — which made documents appear older than they actually
were (sometimes by as much as 50, 100, or even 200 years®); but it should
be appreciated that, when these results are interpreted, there are in fact,
even according to ‘Establishment’ theorizing, fwo sigmas: one encompass-
ing the time span that radiocarbon theory posits they would contain the
actual date 68% of the time; the second, a far wider time span, that would
theoretically include the date 95% of the time.This is not to mention the
issue of impurities, cleansing, biological age of the animal whose skin
was being used at death, and such like already remarked above.

But when announcing the ‘results’ of these tests in a public manner,
those responsible almost uniformly confined themselves to the ‘one-sigma’
not the ‘two-sigma’ results. One English specialist, well known for his con-
ventionally ‘Establishment’ views, announced that even a single counter-
indicative such result, even if not wholly accurate, would ‘damage almost
beyond repair the hypothesis proposing a Christian connection.”*s But this state-
ment was not only factually inaccurate, it is in fact wrong in principle as
well — at least from the standpoint of the discipline of statistics.

It 1s of little import, but worth pointing out as well, that this same
English scholar constantly assumes that I consider the Qumran charac-
ters known as ‘the Wicked Priest’ and ‘the Man of Lying’/Scoffer’ or * Spouter
of Lying’ to be identical, thereby all-too-easily dismissing my association
of the latter with Paul or, at least, a Paul-like Teacher. This is like setting
up a ‘straw man’ and then proceeding to demolish what was inaccurate to
begin with — and he has had this characterization of my position in the
Introductions to both his Fourth Edition of The Dead Sea Scrolls in Eng-
lish and The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls with a footnote to my ‘Dead Sea
Scrolls Uncovered’ until now (but omitting any page reference — presumably,
because it isn’t there) concluding, thereby that ‘theories’ like mine ‘fail the
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basic credibility test” and ‘are foisted on the texts)** Nor has he ever retracted
what on the face of it is patently an unfair mischaracterization.

In making such an assertion what he does demonstrate, however, is
that he cannot have ever carefully read the theories of mine he is dis-
missing but, rather, is accepting what appear to be inaccurate character-
izations of them on the basis, perhaps, of secondhand opinion or hearsay.
His criticism, therefore, is doubly offensive for, had he actually read my
work with care, he would at least know that above all — and this contrary to
the rank and file of the majority of Qumran commentators — what I have
done is carefully and absolutely distinguish between these two characters, a posi-
tion I have taken from the earliest stages of my work and still insist on today!s

To consider, therefore, that I ‘assign the part’ of ‘the Wicked Priest’ at
Qumran to ‘Paul’ is not only a misleading characterization of my posi-
tion that subjects me to ridicule, but an all-too-easy victory. Would all
such arguments could so easily be won. Rather, what he seems to have
done is confused my opinion with both his own and that of the general
run of Qumran specialists but, in particular, the earliest advocate of the
Jewish Christian’ hypothesis, Joel Teicher of Cambridge University, who
did made the unconvincing error of presenting Paul as the Wicked Priest and Jesus
the Righteous Teacher in the early days of Qumran research in the Fifties!*®

But the reason Professor Vermes is also totally mistaken in the first
contention where my work is concerned (about the impossibility of a
‘Christian connection’ even if there were only a single counter-indicative resulf)
1s because, when dealing with an array of items expressed in units of probabil-
ity, the results of the entire sample must be considered. One statistical outlier,
that is, a single result outside a pattern determined by multiple other
results, even if it were accurate, is always within the realm of the possible
and no single data point can ever produce information that has greater
meaning than that provided by the array in which it is contained. This is
a statistical postulate obviously well beyond the comprehension or
expertise of many either reading these articles or doing Qumran re-
search — myself perhaps included — but it is well made and fully explained
in the Braunheim-Atwill articles mentioned above.”

When it comes to analyzing the results of carbon testing where
Qumran documents are concerned, it should be observed that these
‘sigma’s or time spans are not narrow, whatever the test run involved.
Where the first ‘sigma’ is concerned, the time span can range to over a
hundred years. When the second is taken into consideration, it can then
be extended in some cases to over even two hundred years. Right from
the start, therefore, this is considerably beyond the margin-of-era
required to date individual scrolls with the accuracy necessary to affect
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the present chronological debate or arrive at ‘absolute dates.*®

Where evaluating these ‘results’ is concerned, aside from individual
tastes or interests, a good deal of attention was focused on the date of the
Habakkuk Pesher, a document which doubtlessly received innumerable
cleansings and much individual handling and actually describing histor-
ical events and naming dramatis personae — albeit with the infuriating
circumlocutions so familiar to persons doing Dead Sea Scroll research.
Initial reports gave it a date of 104—43 BC, which sent researchers scurry-
ing to date all the dramatis personae and the sitz-im-leben of the Qumran
documents back before approximately 5o Bc.® This was particularly true
where G. Doudna above was concerned who, in his ideas about a ‘Single-
Generation Hypothesis’ (unfortunately, in my view, he was probably
dealing with ‘the wrong Generation’) not only gave away, to some extent,
his own agenda but cheerfully considered he had solved the problem of
Qumran origins, when patently he had not.” But then according to the
new 1998 calibration, this first sigma calibration had to be corrected to
88—2 BC, though the retractions never made the same impression as the
initial assertions and few ever knew and still remain unaware that the
initial reports — such as they are — were inaccurate and flawed.”

Moreover several other matters also impinged on ‘the results’ that all
those untutored in the vagaries of carbon testing took to be ‘certain’ and
as ‘confirming the results of palaeography’ The true skeptic might properly
reply to such over-enthusiastic claims or pretensions, ‘it is so if you think
s0)7 In the first place, in doing their testing, as signaled above as well, it
turns out that, owing to conservation concerns, for the most part only
one sample was taken from each item tested. In a recent paper, N. Cal-
dararo pointed out that, in general, such a measurement technique
ignores the greater precision multiple samples from the same host would
provide and contributes to the inaccuracy of the technique.” Following
this up R. E. M. Hedges also demonstrated that there can be great differ-
ences between multiple samples taken from the same host and these must
be included when calculating the sigma-range, meaning that a one-sample
variance is much less accurate than one obtained from multiple samples
taken from the same host.

When considerations such as these, therefore, are taken into
account, the first-sigma corrections for the Habakkuk Pesher would
undoubtedly move well into the First Century and it is impossible to tell
what would happen to the two-sigma range which in the tests that
were done — and this not incuriously and uniquely — for some reason vir-
tually agreed with the one-sigma range. Put in another way, when sam-
ple-to-sample variations and other variables, such as calibration errors,
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acquiescent and tendentious interpretation, and uncertainly regarding the
length of time between the death of an animal or plant and the ultimate
use of its skin as parchment or its fibre as papyrus for writing, are taken
into account, then the corrected standard deviations boost the margins-of-error in
question by approximately another century either upwards or downwards.

Another point, already alluded to above and of key significance, is that
it has long been appreciated that, palacographically-speaking, the Ha-
bakkuk Pesher and the Psalm 37 Pesher — including many events and
dramatis personae which are the same in both — are basically equivalent.
Both were in, as already underscored, what is referred to in the field as
‘Herodian semiformal scrip’ dated by the palaeographers to approximately
30—0 BC. But when the Psalm 37 Pesher was dated by radiocarbon, even
the first-sigma range came out to be between 29—81 CE and its second-
sigma extended the range to s—111 CE. In our view, if one had to choose,
this would be the far more likely dating of the document in question —
‘Pesharim’ generally at Qumran being found in single exemplars only.

Rather, dominated by their preconceptions, our radiocarbon analysts
and their ideological confreres, dating Scrolls solely on the basis of
palacography — that is, on the basis of the inexact palacographic se-
quences they have posited’*— who cast themselves as the ones asking for
and conducting the tests (sound similar to the FBI Crime Lab in Wash-
ington D.C. which usually rendered the conclusions those sponsoring
the tests desired and the reason why we called for ‘Opposition Scholars’ to
be included in the process in the first place?), chose to highlight the
radiocarbon dating of the former because it suited their preconceptions.

Recently, however, a document was found among the fragments
from Cave 4, which appears to mention the name of a known High
Priest whose tenure dated from 46—47 CE, thus providing vivid ‘internal
evidence’ negating any idea that the documents were deposited in this
Cave prior to this time.”” Pace modern attempts, based on this imperfect
interpretation of radiocarbon-testing analysis, to make it seem as if all
documents were deposited in the caves before about 40—50 BC — a per-
fectly absurd and, from my perspective, an absolutely untenable conclusion that
ignores 100—150 Yeats of perhaps the most vital Palestinian history.

The new calibration also produced a significant change for the
range of 4Q267, considered the earliest fragment — palacographically
speaking — of the Damascus Document, bringing its two-sigma range well
into the First Century; but we have already stated the opinion that all such
documents like the Habakkuk, Psalm 37, the Isaiah Peshers, the Messianic
compendiums like the Florilegium and Testimonia, we shall examined in
more detail below,” and the Damascus Document have been written at
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approximately the same time because of their mention of and focus upon
the same dramatis personae and associated contemporary events. If one dated
to one certain moment in time then, probably, all dated to approximately that
moment — and this should not always be the earliest chronological meas-
urement but rather, probably, the chronological mean.

Finally, it should be concluded that there is nothing in the results of
the two runs of radiocarbon dating that precludes any of the ideas or
analyses set forth in this book. There is absolutely no finality on these
matters and not even a presumption of one. Nor did the two runs that
were done, which produced an extremely uneven or skewed set of
results, demonstrate the reliability of palacography as most ‘Consensus
Scholars’ took them or imagined them to do. In the best case scenario,
perhaps — in the worst case, absolutely not.”7 Rather, when taken as a
whole, C-14 testing results showed that neither palacography nor C-14
dating was a sufficiently precise enough tool to conclusively contribute to the
debate over the accurate dating of the Dead Sea Scrolls. In fact, C-14 testing
generally supported and did not preclude the premise that some of the
Scrolls were produced well into the First Century cE if not later.

Let us repeat this proposition because it is important: the results of
carbon testing — such as they are — contain nothing in them which
would nullify any of the ideas or positions argued in this book. All things
being equal, they probably do just the opposite. Though some may
provide useful information, they may just as likely be wildly inaccurate.
It is for this reason one must turn to what we call ‘the internal data’ as a
control. If the results of these tests and other external measurements such
as archaeology and palacography — some (including in the case of ‘the
James Ossuary, as we shall see below, ‘patina analysis’) really not exact sci-
ences in the true sense of the term at all — conflict with ‘the internal data’;
then, regardless of one’s confidence in them, they must be jettisoned.

Nor for my part would there be any point in writing a book such
as this were one to hold as sacrosanct the interpretations of data
produced only by ‘external measurements’ of this kind. This is the situation
in Dead Sea Scrolls research today, the conclusions concerning which
have been rendered inchoate and vacuous by the uncritical and superfi-
cial reliance on external data or parameters such as these. As opposed to
this, this book will focus more on the internal ones and see what sense
can be made of these.

Internal vs. External Data
It has been my position from the beginning that there are two kinds of
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data at Qumran, ‘external’ and ‘internal. ‘ External’ are things like archaeol-
ogy, palacography, and carbon dating, but these rather turn out to often
be either imprecise or unreliable. In a situation of the kind represented by
the materials and discoveries at Qumran, when there is a contradiction
between the results of such disciplines and ‘the internal data’ — meaning,
what the documents themselves say, to which the rest of this book will be
dedicated — then ‘the internal data’ must take precedence, given the quality
and kind of ‘the external data’ that exists for Qumran.

What, for instance, might be considered ‘internal data’? Primarily the
most important allusions at Qumran. These include references such as
‘making a Straight Way in the wilderness, alluded to twice in the Community
Rule and, as is well known, associated with the teaching and coming of
John the Baptist ‘in the wilderness’ in the Synoptic Gospels.” A related ter-
minology is ‘the New Covenant, a phrase originally based on Jeremiah 31:31
and a central theme of the Damascus Document, known of course as the
basis of the word, ‘New Teéstament (i.e., the ‘New Covenant’).” Equally
important is the allusion to and exposition of Habakkuk 2:4, perhaps the
climax of the Habakkuk Pesher and perhaps the central Scriptural building
block of early Christian theology as set forth by Paul in Romans, Gala-
tians, and Hebrews and, of course, in James.*

Related to these and, in particular, this last are the repeated reference
to the two ‘Love Commandments’ of * Piety’ and ‘Righteousness’ (I will capital-
ize important concepts throughout this book, just as I will italicize impor-
tant phrases and ideas whether in quotations or part of my own exposi-
tion) — in Josephus defined as, ‘loving God’ and ‘loving your neighbor as your-
self — and ‘Justification’ theology generally. Not only are these the essence,
allegedly, of Jesus’ teaching in the Gospels and James’in the Letter ascribed
to his name in the New Testament and in early Church literature gener-
ally,* but they are also the basis in the picture provided by Josephus of John
the Baptist’s teaching and a central category of ‘Essene’ doctrine as well.*

Then there is the wide use of ‘Zealot’ and ‘Nazirite’ terminology (in
the sense of ‘Nazoraean’ or ‘Nazrene’), designations known to the First
Century but not clearly attested to in any consistent manner earlier.®
Related to these is ‘the Poor’ (in early Church literature, ‘the Ebionites’),
the only really clearly identifiable term of self-designation in the Dead
Sea Scrolls, a nomenclature also designating the followers of James par
excellence and the group succeeding or basically coeval with ‘the Essenes.
In a controversial reference in the Habakkuk Pesher — a document
which, together with the Psalm 37 Pesher above, definitively denotes the
followers of ‘the Righteous Teacher’ as ‘the Poor, that is, we are definitely in
the realm both of ‘the Ebionites’ and of ‘Ebionite’ literature. Not only
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would both of these be ‘destroyed’ or ‘swallowed’ by ‘the Wicked Priest’ but,
in turn, he would be made to ‘drink the Cup of the Wrath of God’ and ‘paid
the Reward which he paid the Poor’ (i.e., the Ebionim’)!%

Here ‘the Cup of the Lord’ relates to Divine Vengeance which 1s, once
again, also the sense of parallel allusions in the New Testament Book of
Revelation. Again there is an allusion to the same theme in the Psalm 37
Pesher and, as opposed to the superficial analyses early on in Qumran
Studies, the allusion — as we shall see more fully — has nothing whatever
to do with the ‘drunkenness’ of the Wicked Priest or consonantly any
‘banquet’ or ‘dinner party’ he might have been attending,*® except metaphor-
ically in that, as in Revelation 14:8—10 and 16:19, ‘drinking his fill’ of such
a ‘Cup’ has to do with ‘drinking his fill of the Cup of the Wrath of God’ or
the Divine Vengeance which would be visited upon or ‘paid’ the murderer of the
Righteous Teacher for what he (‘the Wicked Priest’) did to him (‘the Righteous
Teacher’) and his followers among ‘the Poor’® The attestation of this usage in
Revelation, not to mention the allusion to ‘the Poor’ connected in some
man- ner with James in Galatians 2:10, again, should be seen as chrono-
logically definitive ‘internal data’ no matter what the ‘external’

To name a few other such First-Century dating parameters: there is
the insistence on ‘fornication’ as descriptive of the behaviour of the Ruling
Establishment in the “Three Nets of Belial’ section of the Damascus Doc-
ument. In it, regardless of its meaning in any other context, ‘fornication’ is
specifically defined in terms of ‘polygamy, ‘divorce] ‘marrying nieces’ and,
curiously enough, ‘sleeping with women during their periods, all things that,
taken as a whole, can be said to be descriptive of*Herodians’ and not ‘Mac-
cabeans.® Among Herodians, in particular ‘niece marriage’ was rampant and
an aspect of purposeful family policy.*

Another of these ‘Nets” had to do with ‘pollution of the Temple’ Not only
was this a matter not unrelated to ‘things sacrificed to idols, mentioned above
and — as we shall see further below — in relation to Hippolytus’ ‘Sicarii
Essenes’ and in the Qumran document known as ‘MMT"; it is likewise a
matter connected, as we shall stress, to James’ directives to overseas com-
munities, where it is also expressed in Acts 15:20 in terms of the variation
‘pollutions of the idols. Interestingly enough, too, this condemnation of
‘eating things sacrificed to idols’ is even found and grouped together with
both ‘fornication’ and the language of ‘being led astray’ in Revelation 2:20.%
These are additional First-Century dating parameters.

Much debate, too, has crystallized about the term ‘the Kittim, so
important to the literature and outlook of Qumran especially in the
Commentaries (‘the Pesharim’), the War Scroll, and those documents
related to it.” Several references are absolutely critical for the correct
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elucidation of this seemingly purposefully obscure allusion and
archaism. The first is in the Nahum Pesher where ‘the Kittim’ are specifi-
cally identified as ‘coming after the Greeks’* Several others come in the
Habakkuk and Psalm 37 Peshers where, in the former anyhow, they are
specifically described as ‘pillaging the Temple.? Josephus is very specific
about this point and makes it quite plain that there was no ‘pillaging of the
Temple’ by the Romans either in 63 BC under Pompey because they wished
to ingratiate themselves with the People; nor by Herod in 37 BC who,
Josephus tells us, actually had the soldiers paid out of his own pocket
expressly to avoid such a happenstance.®

That leaves only Vespasian and his son Titus who did, in fact, plunder
the Temple in 70 CE, and used the proceeds afterwards to pay for the abomina-
tion now famously referred to worldwide as ‘the Coliseum.* There can be a no-
more definitive chronological placement of the Habakkuk Pesher than
this extremely telling allusion and this is what is meant by a proper
appreciation of ‘the internal data’ being frustrated or rendered meaning-
less by inept and over-inflated interpretation of and reliance upon ‘the
external’ Of course, in this context, too, there is the decisive reference to
the Kittim ‘sacrificing to their standards and worshipping their weapons of war,
which we shall further discuss in due course as well.* It has been pointed
out by numerous commentators, but seemingly to little avail, that this is
Roman military practice not Hellenistic or Greek — and, specifically, Imperial
Roman from Augustus’ time forward, since the Emperor whose bust was on
the standards had, commencing in that period, been deified and wor-
shipped as a God.”

Just as telling is the reference, immediately following this in the same
document, to how these same violent and brutal ‘Kittim, who conquered
‘Nation after Nation,” had ‘no pity even on the fruit of the womb’ — Josephus
describes just such carnage by the Sea of Galilee in 67 CE in the run-up
to the siege of Jerusalem two years later, where the Romans did actually
kill just such infants — and ‘whose eating was plenteous, ‘parcelled out’ their
taxes like fishermen catching fish in their nets.”* Here, to be sure, one has a
combination of motifs familiar in the ‘fishermen’ and ‘nets’ themes in the
Gospels — of course, as always, with reverse or more effectively trivializ-
ing signification. Matthew 17:25—27 even goes so far in response to
matters concerning the paying of ‘tribute’ (in this case, delineated in terms
of paying the Temple tax) to actually portray Jesus as sending his favorite
Apostle ‘Peter’ (also a Galilean ‘fisherman’) to the Sea of Galilee to retrieve
the required coinage out of the mouth of a fish!

In addition, however, it is clear that what is being described in this
pivotal section of the Habakkuk Pesher, as we shall see further too, is the
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well-known Roman administrative practice of ‘tax-farming, particularly
among the petty Kings in the East (like the ‘Herodians’ who functioned
as Roman juridical and ‘tax-gathering’ officials — in the Gospels, that is,
‘Publicans’!), and which the Romans practised so assiduously in the
Eastern part of the Empire (therefore, the alleged ‘Census’ referred to in
Luke).” Once again, these petty or Eastern Kings were specifically refer-
red to in Roman juridical language, as we shall also see further, as ‘Kings
of the Peoples’ — of which such ‘Herodians’ were prototypical.'> Here, too,
the exact phraseology actually appears in the Damascus Document in
describing just such kinds of ‘pollution, which included even ‘polluting the
Temple Treasury, ‘robbing of Riches, and ‘approaching near kin for fornication’ —
meaning, ‘marriage with nieces’ and ‘close family cousins.

Of course, once one has accepted such evidence, it must be accepted,
as we have been trying to point out, that all ‘sectarian’-style texts — or
those referred to also as ‘extra-Biblical’ at Qumran — have to have been
written at more or less the same time since they all use the same vocabu-
lary, refer to the same dramatis personae, and express basically the same concerns
and orientation. As hard as this may be to appreciate for those making
superficial analyses on the basis of pseudo- or quasi-scientific ‘external
data, this is true and defeats both palacographic theorizing and archaeo-
logical reconstructions, such as they are, not to mention the ‘wishful
thinking’ embedded in the unrealistic expectation or inflation of ‘the
results’” of radiocarbon test-data analysis. To be sure, there may be copies
made of copies, but all of the key ‘extra-Biblical’ or ‘sectarian’ texts — except
some very early apocryphal and pseudepigraphic texts — particularly
those including real historical indications or dating parameters, had to
have been written in more or less the same period of time.

One could go on perhaps endlessly to give examples of allusions or
expressions from the Scrolls demonstrating a First-Century CE prove-
nance but not a particularly earlier one. Two of the most telling of these
are ‘the House of his Exile’ or ‘his Exiled House, used in the Habakkuk
Pesher to describe a final confrontation of some kind between ‘the Wicked
Priest’ — clearly the Establishment High Priest — and ‘the Righteous Teacher,
which seems to have ended up in the destruction of the latter along with
a number of his followers referred to, as just noted, as ‘the Poor
(Ebionim).” No sense whatever has ever been made of this ‘House of
Exile’ by any commentator (including, as far as I can see, the above-men-
tioned Professor Vermes of Oxford); but, as we shall demonstrate, it
clearly relates to the ‘Exile’ of the Sanhedrin around the Thirties to the Sixties
of the Common Era, frequently attested to in the Talmud*(therefore, the
‘House’ in question is ‘his House, meaning the High Priest’s ‘ House’ and not
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the ‘house’ of the Righteous Teacher as per the usual exposition — Hebrew
typically being imprecise in genitives of this kind), from its place of sitting
in the Great Stone Chamber on the Temple Mount to a ‘House’ outside its
precincts (not unlike the trial at ‘the House of the High Priest’ in the Luke
22:54/Matthew 26:57) — the implication being that, because of this, all
capital sentences imposed in this Period under such jurisdiction were to
be considered unlawful or invalid.

Finally there is the reference in the Damascus Document to ‘raising’
or ‘re-erecting the fallen Tabernacle of David’ in a Land seemingly North of
‘Damascus’™® But this usage is also one expressly attributed to and ex-
pounded by James in his speech at the famous ‘Jerusalem Council’ in Acts
15:16, which we shall elaborate in considerable more detail in the second
part of this book. Another such allusion, expressly attributed to James in
early Church accounts of the circumstances leading up to his death (to
say nothing of ‘Jesus”™#), is the proclamation of ‘the coming of the Heavenly
Host upon the clouds of Heaven’ which will, as we shall also see, form the
backbone of two extensive apocalyptic sections of the War Scroll. s

There, of course, it is ‘the Star Prophecy’ of Numbers 24:17 which is
being both evoked and expounded and, once again, we have come full
circle, because according to Josephus this was the ‘ambiguous Prophecy’ —
‘ambiguous’ because it was capable of multiple interpretations — that ‘most
moved’ the Jews to revolt against Rome.™ To put this in another way: this ‘ Pro-
phecy, referred to upwards of three times in the extant corpus at Qumran,
together with Isaiah 10:34—11:5, also extant in Pesher-form in at least two
contexts at Qumran, was the driving force behind the Revolt against Rome —
again, yet another unambiguous dating parameter. One need not mention, of
course, the fact of the emergence of the whole ‘Christian’ tradition, itself
another response to this ‘ambiguous’ Prophecy. Then, of course, there is the
very term ‘Damascus’ itself, the esoteric meaning of which we shall attempt
to delineate at the end of this book. Though one could go on, this is the
kind of powerful ‘internal evidence’ that exists for a First-Century prove-
nance of many crucial and interrelated ‘sectarian’ texts at Qumran.

The James Ossuary

Recently — possibly as a direct result of all the attention I and several
others have focused on James over the last several years — an ossuary ‘was
discovered’ or, should we rather say, suddenly surfaced, containing a trace
of remains and allegedly bearing the inscription in Aramaic ‘James the son
of Joseph the brother of Jesus. Much discussion concerning this ossuary
ensued including coffee table-style books, television documentaries, and
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endless polemics (exploitation?) about both its palacography and the
very authenticity of the artifact itself. Most of this occurred in the same
magazine, The Biblical Archaeology Review, already mentioned in connec-
tion with the Facsimile Edition and other disputes concerning carbon
dating and the breaking of the monopoly on the Dead Sea Scrolls."

Not only did the present writer question its authenticity from the
first day of its appearance when its ‘discovery’ was presented to the press
in a release by Hershel Shanks, BAR’s above-mentioned Publisher, but
my article ‘A Discovery That’s Just too Perfect” (October 29th, 2002) was
perhaps the first to do so in a systematic manner and appeared ten days
later on the Los Angeles Times Op-Ed Page. The reason I was invited by
its editors to write this piece was probably because of my role as con-
sultant to the Huntington Library on its decision to open its archives
and, as it were, ‘free the Scrolls’; but also because mine had been the most
widely-circulated comments in the press then questioning the authen-
ticity of the ossuary — and this, once again, on the basis of ‘the internal’ not
‘the external’ evidence. But even now the preponderance of ‘external’ evi-
dence, concerning the ossuary, has more and more turned to support its
being — to some degree anyhow — a forgery, at least that is the conclu-
sion of an Israeli panel of experts that investigated the matter and police
action has even been undertaken against its proprietor.'®

That the ossuary was old and from the period in question never really
was the point of contention. Such ossuaries are plentiful in the Jerusalem
area, some inscribed — some even uninscribed. They could be bought in
a fairly good state of preservation by any collector from the antiquities
dealers in the Old City of Jerusalem and elsewhere for perhaps a few
hundred dollars — ‘in the old days, when the owner of this particular
‘ossuary’ claims it came into his family’s possession, much less. The ques-
tion rather was, as the present writer saw it, whether people would have
thought to use words such as those inscribed — in a fairly abnormal
manner — on the reverse of this ossuary to refer to someone like James at
this time at all, not whether the inscription was really that of ‘James the
brother of Jesus’ (the subject, to some extent, of this and my earlier book),
the seeming general preoccupation of those originally supporting the
ossuary’s authenticity. So interested were these last in proving the exis-
tence of ‘Jesus’ that at the beginning anyhow they were not really ad-
dressing the question of its possible fraudulence in any serious manner —
a fraudulence that would have raised the value of the ossuary from about
$200 to say $2,000,000 or more!"*”

This was the present writer’s point. It was obvious that the unusual
character of the inscription made it clear that those who had executed
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it aimed it at those who held the family of Jesus’ in high regard and
meant it to be taken for the real burial repository of the bones of his illustri-
ous ‘brother, also known as ‘James the Just’ Though I had everything to gain
personally by its being taken as authentic having, as it were, ‘written the
book’ on the subject and a tremendous amount of additional attention
would, therefore, have been focused on James, increasing my sales pro-
portionately™; furthermore, despite the fact that many urged me out of
self-interest to keep silent, I found it impossible to do so and felt it all the
more incumbent upon myself to speak out on the issue since it was
obvious to me, from an historical and ideological point-of-view, that the
inscription could not in any way be considered to be authentic — and
this, once again, from the perspective of the ‘internal’ not the ‘external evi-
dence. As just observed, my point rather was that the inscription reflected
what a latterday observer — probably modern or, at the very least, some
early Pietist from the Third or Fourth Century CE after the doctrinal
view of ‘Jesus, as we know it from ‘Scripture, had had time to develop —
would have thought should be written about James or what we, the heirs
to the tradition, would have wished or expected to see written.” That’s
why I termed it ‘A Discovery that was just too Perfect’

But this was not what the palacographers were saying, the most well-
known of whom were, on the contrary, literally ‘falling all over one another
to extol the excellence of ‘the bookhand (the term used to describe
formal or semi-formal scripts) as a perfect representative of First-
Century Judean script — but this, not surprisingly, would be a simulation
any artificer would have been most anxious to achieve." And here, I
think, we have come to the limits of palacography as a ‘scientific disci-
pline. They were saying that both scripts involved were authentic — and
there were ostensibly fwo hands on the ossuary, one formal or semi-formal
and the other more cursive. This distinction was obvious to even the
amateur or most-unpracticed observer but had never been mentioned in
the first reports about the ossuary."s Moreover, I think, by making such
over-hasty and emotionally excited judgements reflecting what they
wished to be true, not what actually was frue, they basically discredited
palacography as a serious and objective study to be applied to the wider
issue of the chronological dating of the Dead Sea Scrolls.

One of the ossuary’s principal palacographic advocates, a Sorbonne-
trained French ‘epigrapher’ — as he was referred to — who had made the
original determination of its authenticity, had even gone so far as to date
it to 63 ci! What precision and such a miniscule margin-of-error —
typical one might add of pseudo-scientific practices and the arrogance of
those relying solely on the measurement of ‘external data’ in this field.
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Nor, doubtlessly, had it escaped him that, according to Josephus, James
had died in 62 cE and, therefore, such an inscription (if authentic) could
not have been executed before 62 CE — say, for instance, 61 CE!"*

‘Epigraphy, as some might call it, or palacography aside — the inscrip-
tion on the back of the ossuary did perhaps, as already suggested, come
into being because of some of the attention I myself had called to James
in James the Brother of Jesus (Viking, 1997/Penguin, 1998), which was
known in Israel and had been reviewed in The Jerusalem Post on April
22nd, 1997 using such superlatives as:‘a tremendous work of historical schol-
arship, ‘apocalyptic, ‘expert, ‘great, and ‘this book will live and live and live."s
In its Introduction, I had even said — concerning the paucity of histori-
cal information about ‘Jesus’ himself, to say nothing of his having ‘several
brothers, one of whom was called James’ —

In fact, taking the brother relationship seriously may turn out to be one of the only

confirmations that there ever was a historical Jesus",

and I assume that the artificers of the ossuary had at least read this far in
my book.

A pity they did not read further because, had they done so they would
have known that, according to three observers anyhow — Hegesippus,
Eusebius, and Jerome — James’ burial site was known and its marker still
extant seemingly in their own times (all had lived in Palestine at one
time or another), namely, the Second, Fourth, and Fifth Centuries."” This
means that at least till then —a century or two, that is, before the Muslim
conquest — James was buried in the ground in the normal manner and there
would have been no ossuary! Again, this is the insight or determination that
paying close attention to the ‘internal data’ would have brought them.
However, so excited were so many to get a First-Century witness to
‘Jesus’ that they obviously did not do so.

This being said, as I saw it, James was so famous in his own right —
which would have been even more pronounced if he were ‘the Righteous
Teacher' from Qumran as well — that few, if any, would have thought he
needed to be identified by the additional appellative ‘the brother of Jesus’
A cognomen such as this was rare in any event in ossuary inscriptions
from the First Century in Palestine and only one or two have ever been
discovered.”® As already suggested, too, this sounded more like what a
modern believer, not an ancient one, already schooled in the fact that
‘Jesus’ was so much more important and famous than his ‘brother’ James,
would have expected to see and thought should been required to iden-
tify him. Nor is this to say anything about the whole problem of ‘the
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Historical Jesus, the existence of whom is only undoubted by modern
observers, well-schooled, as just remarked, in the Gospels and attendant
literature as ancient writers, for the most part, hardly mention him at
all." Certainly he is not identified in any way in the Dead Sea Scrolls.>

Then there is the whole question of who the father of James — to say
nothing of ‘Jesus’ — actually was in early Church tradition and, once
again, whether a ‘Joseph’ ever really existed as such except in the modern
believer’s imagination, again schooled in the genealogies and historical
pretensions of the Gospels, since ‘Jesus’ was not even supposed to have
been ‘the son of Joseph’ but rather ‘the Son of God.

We have quite a few other names of persons associated with and
related to James, some clearly in a patrilineal manner — for instance
‘Cleophas, called in early Church tradition ‘the brother of Joseph’ and the
‘uncle’ germane of Jesus;™ ‘Alphaeus’ (Matthew 10:3 and pars.), certainly
a corruption of ‘Cleophas’; ‘Clopas the husband of Mary’ (‘the sister of the
mother of the Lord’ — thus! — John 19:25); and ‘Cleopas’ the first to see Jesus
on the road to Emmaus (Luke 24:18). So one might have expected to see
something like ‘James the son of Cleophas, ‘James the son of Alphaeus, or even
‘James the Just (‘ha-Zaddik’ in Hebrew), but not necessarily ‘Joseph’ as
such, as the modern adept or believer might expect. There is also the
mysterious ‘Lebbaeus’ in Matthew 10:3, possibly corresponding to James’
cognomen ‘Oblias’ in Hegesippus’ report in the Second Century,
meaning — or so it would seem — ‘the Protection of the People.™

These are the kinds of problems associated with James’ parentage if
not Jesus’ and still one hasn’t even approached the problem of how and
in what manner ‘Joseph’ could have been considered Jesus’ father even if
he did exist. Nor is this to say anything about the question, which we
shall treat further below, of whether when one speaks of ‘ Joseph, one is
not simply speaking of the ‘Messiah Ben Joseph’ designating in Talmudic
lore a tribal affiliation in the Northern Kingdom (as he would have been
referred to as well in Samaritan tradition) as opposed, for instance, to the
‘Messiah ben Judah’ designating a Messianic individual in the Southern
Kingdom.™ Finally, as already alluded to as well, the writer raised the
point about whether it can safely be said that James was even buried in
a manner such as this and his bones collected in an ossuary with a First-
Century CE inscription on it.

Actually, I covered many of these points in James the Brother of Jesus
and the reader who wishes to be acquainted with this kind of data would
be well-advised to consult it. In that prequel to this volume, I collected
many of the notices from early Church literature which generally
describe how James was stoned under the Pinnacle of the Temple and buried in
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the normal manner where he fell atter ‘a laundryman’ had given him a coup de
grace with his club (thus!).>* Whether these traditions can be relied upon
and were not exaggerated is a question an individual reader will have to
judge for him or herself. If, however, one goes according to the gist of
these testimonies, then James was not laid out in a rock-cut tomb at all —
unless, that is, burial traditions purporting to be descriptive of how Jesus
was interred were, as we shall also argue to some degree as we proceed,
actually descriptive of how James was interred — but simply buried in the
ground in the normal manner, in which case his remains would not have
been collected in an ossuary at all, at least not in the First Century and
not as far as any of the above sources were aware.

This may well have happened at a later time, when Pious pilgrims
could have come, dug up his body, and reburied it in an ossuary of the
kind, say, that one finds in Santiago de Compostela in Spain, said to have
been brought there by Pious pilgrims in the Eighth or Ninth Century
CE and belonging, allegedly, to the other ‘James’ — ‘James the brother of
John!>s There are some traditions, too, associated with the Armenian
Church of St James that also claim to have an ossuary belonging to James
buried beneath the altar of that Church but these,too, too seem to be
later traditions certainly unknown or, at least, not remarked in any liter-
ary manner before Jerome’s testimony in the early Fifth Century to
actually having seen James’ burial marker in the Kedron Valley where he
tell.* But, once again, then why is the inscription on the ossuary —
which according to first reports was homogeneous throughout —and the
epigraphy of First-Century origin? Of course, despite these initial re-
ports, the inscription is certainly not homogeneous throughout, but why
would later epigraphers then use a purportedly First-Century script to
reformulate 1t?™7

The reader should appreciate that ossuaries were used when persons
were laid out in rock-cut tombs and, in Palestine, this primarily in the
First Century. After the mortal flesh rotted away, the bones were some-
times collected by loving relatives or admiring followers and preserved
in the ceremonial limestone boxes now referred to as ‘ossuaries. This
might have been the case for James — one cannot say, but one has no indi-
cation of it in the traditions preserved about James. Rather, as we saw,
they tell us a totally different story.

Nevertheless, James may have been buried in a rock-cut tomb in the
manner reported of ‘Jesus, ™ as there are oral traditions in the form of
pilgrims’ tales associating James with a tomb now identified as ‘the Tomb
of the Bene Hezir' in the Kedron Valley beneath ‘the Pinnacle of the Temple’
Next to this are those known to tradition as ‘the Tomb of Absalom, ‘the
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Tomb of Zechariah’ and, as it would seem from the latterday document
tound at Qumran known as the Copper Scroll (documenting, as well, it
would appear, the hiding places of the Temple Treasure), the Tomb of Zadok’ or
perhaps even ‘the Zaddik® (‘the Just One, as James was called as we saw in
all traditions associated with his name).® This last-named is difficult to
pinpoint with any precision, but it is probably one of these, that is, either
‘the Tomb of Saint James’ or ‘the Tomb of Zecharial’ just referred to above.'®

There can be little doubt that the rock-cut tombs in the Kedron
Valley beneath the Pinnacle of the Temple that we are speaking about
here are upper-class tombs from the Maccabean, Hellenistic, or even
Herodian Periods, all most likely ‘Priestly’ This is certainly the case for
‘the Tomb of the Bene Hezir, ‘the Bene Hezir being one of the twenty-four
Priestly courses in the Temple referred to in Ezra and Nehemiah and
clearly denoting an important ‘ Herodian High-Priestly’ Line.” This funer-
ary monument contains an inscription plaque with this reference —
therefore the name — enumerating the names of the Priests in this line.
The inscription makes it fairly clear that this was the family mausoleum
of High Priests known to both Josephus and in the Talmud as ‘the Boethu-
sians, an incredibly wealthy High-Priestly clan that Herod imported
from Egypt after marrying a daughter of a scion of this line named Mari-
amme in place of his Maccabean wife (also named Mariamme), whom
he had executed for alleged adultery with his brother-in-law, another
‘Joseph’ (the original ‘Joseph’ and ‘Mary’?).13

Therefore, it is certainly not without the realm of possibility that the
burial of James did take place in just such a rock-cut tomb as that of “the
Bene Hezir (‘the Tomb of St. James’ of Christian pilgrimage tradition) just
as Jesus’ burial is portrayed in the Gospels in ‘a Rich Man’s tomb’ — once
again, another ‘Joseph’ — now called, most incredibly, ‘Joseph of Arimath-
aea.’ss Still, as things have since transpired, the authenticity of this ossuary
ascribed to James which so suddenly materialized as if out of nowhere —
its inscriptions and the smattering of remains therein — has now been
seriously invalidated, not only because of the lack of secure provenance
and a known transmission tradition, but also because of the behaviour
and reputation of those who claim, not only to have owned it, but to
have been its custodians and conservers, the credibility of whom 1is now
in serious question and the subject of an ongoing police inquiry in Israel
itself.s* We do not say this with any great sense of celebration, but simply
as a statement of fact to counteract some of the exaggerated and wildly
implausible claims that have been and are still being made regarding it
on the part of those having virtually no knowledge at all and who appear
to be either capitalizing, exploiting, or profiteering oft its notoriety.
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One says here ‘inscriptions’ because, as already remarked, it is obvi-
ous — and this even to the amateur — despite the initial expert testimony
to the contrary, that there are two different hands in evidence in the inscription
even as we presently have it: one, as just noted, formal and ceremonial,
finely chiseled by an extremely precise hand — the first part, ‘James the son
of Joseph, by which name there could have been numerous persons in the
Jerusalem of the day — and the other, rough, done in cursive script, not
finely incised but indistinct and obviously executed with a difterent tool.
This is the second part, ‘the brother of Jesus, a rare though not unheard of
ascription in Second Temple times, as already indicated.™s

Not only is this an unlikely combination, but even the content of the
second inscription — which was obviously added — raises serious issues.
In the first place there is the disagreement about who the father of James
in early tradition really was, the phraseology ‘Jesus the son of Joseph’ or
‘Jesus ben Joseph’ being just too pat from a theological point-of-view. In
the second place, at the time of James’ death, as also already underscored
above, few if any would have felt the need to further identify him as ‘the
brother of Jesus’ in this manner, because James was so famous in the
Jerusalem of his day as ‘the Righteous’ or ‘Just One’ as to need no further
identification. This would, as just explained too, rather reflect the attitude
of a more recently-believing Christian, say from the early or mid-200’
onwards — even up to the present — not anyone in the time of James,
which those who authenticated the epigraphy of this inscription insisted
and are, to some degree, still insisting today!

But new questions, too, have arisen concerning the strongest argu-
ment for authenticity those asserting this claim could muster and that
had to do with the ‘patina’ At the time in my Los Angeles Times Op-Ed
piece, I wrote:

The only really strong point the arguers for the authenticity have is the so-called
patina, which was measured at an Israeli laboratory and appears homogeneous.
As this is a new science, it is hard for me to gauge its value. Still, the letters do
seem unusually clear and incised and do not, at least in the photographs, show a
significant amount of damage caused by the vicissitudes of time.s®

But, as has since become apparent in subsequent investigations and
analyses, just as I originally thought, ‘patinas’ are now being routinely fab-
ricated in archaeological antiquities forgeries, the faking of which have
now assumed the dimensions of a firestorm.'

In fact, that it would seem the individual claiming ownership of this
ossuary (to say nothing of its authenticity) was not long before involved

03

——



NTC 01-2 final 1-64.gxp 30/5/06 3:07 pm P§$§ 64

PRELIMINARIES

in another much-publicized and highly questionable antiquities discov-
ery, ‘the Joash Inscription, having to do with a ceremonial object found
allegedly from the First Temple, the patina of which has since come un-
der severe questioning and scrutiny by Israeli researchers as well."s* It
now turns out that, according to the Committee established by the Israel
Antiquities Authority to investigate such claims (which has now gone so
far as to actually declare the James ossuary a fraud), not only is the ‘patina’ on
‘the Joash Inscription’ fraudulent, but the one on ‘the James Ossuary’ now
turns out not to be homogeneous as originally announced and, accord-
ing to it, there are observably severe discontinuations in it.”

So the question remains, is the inscription on ‘the James Ossuary’ an
ancient addition done by some faithful pilgrim at some later date or is
the whole a modern reproduction? For the present writer, the sudden
appearance of this ossuary at the height of all these debates surrounding the
figure of James and his importance (in my view, as already stressed, partially
engendered by my James the Brother of Jesus) is just a little too fortuitous
to be credited, though it would be nice if it were true. Still, as is the case
with many such forgeries, it is often impossible either to know or say
with any finality and perhaps only one’s Faith will answer questions such
as these.

But it does not matter. Whatever one’s answer is, the finding of this
ossuary, real or imitation, as well as the discovery of the burial enclosure/
mausoleum at the head of the graveyard at Qumran, have focused
people’s attention on matters relating to James and, as a consequence, the
Dead Sea Scrolls and burial monuments such as these as never before. To
add to these, now we have the new discovery of ‘the Gospel according to
Judas’ which will focus people’s attention of the ‘literary’ ahistorical char-
acter of many such narrative while at the same time help blunt the nega-
tive connotations associated with the title ‘the Iscariot’ as never before.'*

In the end these are wholesome developments and there can be no
objection to them. They are good things and broaden peoples’ perspec-
tives in a manner, the effect of which is impossible to finally calculate.
Nor is it possible to say where the interest engendered by such things
will lead, but for the general public it can only be considered a positive
and not a negative. It is safe to say that in and of itself such interest is
healthy not harmful and leads to a closer and fuller regard for real his-
torical truth and an abandonment of historical ‘shibboleths. It is as a
response to interests and needs such as these that the present book is
intended. It is hoped, therefore, that the reader will find much in it that
will be helpful in providing deeper insight and illumining questions and
interests of this kind.

04

——



NTC 03-4 final 65-122.gxp 30/5/06 4:38 pm %ge 65

PART II

THE NEW COVENANT IN THE LAND
OF DAMASCUS



NTC 03-4 final 65-122.gxp 30/5/06 4:38 pm %ge 66



NTC 03-4 final 65-122.gxp 30/5/06 4:38 pm %ge 67

Essene Bathers in the East and
Abraham’s Homeland

Life-long Naziritism and the ‘Perfect Holiness’ Lifestyle

The traditions about James’ ‘Holiness from his mother’s womb’ or life-long
Naziritism, vegetarianism, and abstention from sexual relations are to be
found, as we have already alluded to, in the early Church fathers Hege-
sippus, Origen, Eusebius, Jerome, and Epiphanius.' Though many of
these notices go beyond what is normally associated with a ‘Nazirite’ or
‘Petfect Holiness life-style,> they persist in all sources relating to James and
among all groups seemingly descended or claiming descent from him.
They also appear, not surprisingly, to relate to what numerous persons in
different contexts are calling ‘Essenes.

Where James’ sexual continency — his ‘life-long virginity’ as Epiphanius
graphically describes it? — is concerned, this may, in any event, have been
a concomitant of his ‘life-long Naziritism, as it was of people contempo-
rary with and not too different from him, such as the individual
Josephus’ calls ‘Banus’ and those he denotes as ‘ Essenes.’+

Obliquely too, it provides a clue as to how this claim came to be
reflected — or retrospectively absorbed as the case may be —into the more
tamiliar one of Mary’s life-long ‘virginity’ or, as this was first seemingly
enunciated in the early Second Century, her ‘perpetual virginity.s The ‘per-
petual’ aspect of this claim can certainly with more justification anyhow,
be applied to James since, even according to orthodox theology, ‘Mary’
(if she can be pinpointed in any real way and was not just a reflection of
the earlier ‘Joseph and Mary’ story in the Herodian family machinations
mentioned above®) had at least one son and perhaps even more, not to
mention at least one daughter.”

The claim of Mary’s ‘perpetual virginity, in any event, had an anti-
James undercurrent to it meant to deny the credibility of there actually
being any ‘brothers’ as such or, as the polemic shook out, ‘half-brothers,
‘cousins’ (this is how Jerome and, following his lead, Catholicism to this
day ultimately approached the issue), or ‘milk brothers’® Incredibly
enough, the claim for Mary’s ‘perpetual virginity’ is first made in a text: The
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Protevangelium of James, which is attributed to James and actually put into
his mouth, the implication being, of course, that he, the closest living ‘rel-
ative, heir, and even successor, would have known about these kinds of
things better than anyone else — and no doubt he did.®

The motifs of sexual continency and abstention from meat or vege-
tarianism, whether part of a ‘Nazirite’ oath procedure of some kind —
‘temporary’ or ‘life-long’ — are also to be seen in the notices from Rabbinic
literature and Acts about exactly such kinds of *Nazirite’ oaths on the part
of extreme irredentists or revanchists — again ‘temporary’ or ‘life-long.*® In
Acts 23:12—21, as we saw, such persons vow ‘not fo eat or drink’ until they
have killed Paul, the implication being that they will not eat meat or drink
wine. In contemporary Rabbinic sources, the implication shifts to waiting
until the Temple should be reborn or rebuilt; and the interconnectedness of
these imageries to Paul’s and the Gospels’ presentations of Jesus’ body as
Temple should be clear.”

From 1 Corinthians chapters 8—12, where he is actually discussing
James’ directives to overseas communities (in particular, ‘keeping away from
food sacrificed to idols’ — the Hebrew equivalent of ‘keep away’ or ‘abstain
from’ in the vocabulary of the Damascus Document being the phraseol-
ogy of ‘lehinnazer, which is based on the same Hebrew root N-Z-R
underlying the English words ‘Nazirite’ or ‘Naziritism’); Paul himself
speaks about ‘eating and drinking, to wit, ‘have we not every right to eat and
drink?’ (9:4) Such challenges not only lead up to his ultimate allowing of
‘eating’ or ‘partaking of things sacrificed to idols’ — in fact, ‘all things sold in the
market place’ (10:25) — and his ‘for me all things are lawful’ allusions (10:23
repeating 6:12), but also his climactic final formulation of ‘Communion
with’ the body and blood of Christ Jesus (10:16).

The Gospels also emphasize this kind of Naziritism when they
describe John the Baptist as ‘coming neither eating nor drinking’ — this, as
opposed to the more Paulinized description of ‘the Son of Man’ or ‘Jesus
coming eating and drinking’ in Matthew 11:18—19 and Luke 7:33—34. Such
ideologies are immediately reinforced by the portraits of ‘Jesus’ as ‘a
glutton, ‘wine-bibber, and ‘a friend of tax-collectors and Sinners’ that follow —
this ‘friend of tax-collectors and Sinners’ phraseology parodying ones like ‘the
Friend of the Emperor’ so common in Roman court usages and the por-
trait of Jesus ‘eating and drinking with publicans and Sinners’ generally
throughout the Gospels.”

As Paul develops this ideology and these esotericisms in his final
enunciation of the true meaning of ‘the Cup of the Lord’ and ‘drinking’ it
as ‘the New Covenant in (the) Blood’ of Christ, he totally reverses the life-
long or temporary Nazirite notion of ‘not eating or drinking’ and rather
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aims at those who would ‘eat this bread and drink’ this Cup ‘unworthily’ (1
Corinthians 11:27). In a final crowning, and what might be construed as
a cynical reversal of this ideology, such persons now become ‘guilty of the
body and blood of the Lord, a frightening accusation in any context, as the
history of the Western World has demonstrated. Using this imagery,
which we already have found present in the Habakkuk Pesher, such
persons will now actually ‘drink vengeance to themselves, not seeing through
to the Blood of Christ’ (11:29), an equally terrifying imprecation.” As we
shall see towards the end of this book, one understanding of this phrase-
ology will be that such persons do not understand the word ‘Damascus’
according to its proper or esoteric sense — such things, as he would have
it in Galatians 4:24 (when speaking about ‘casting out the slave woman’ and
‘Agar which is Mount Sinai in Arabia’) ‘being allegory.*

By contrast, as we just remarked, in Rabbinic sources such ‘tempo-
rary’ or life-long Nazirite oaths shift and take on a wholly different, more
nationalistic — even ‘Zionistic’ — sense of ‘not eating or drinking’ until one
should see the Temple rebuilt.’s For these sources and Karaism to follow,
including later witnesses like the Eleventh-Century, Spanish-Jewish
traveler Benjamin of Tudela, such oaths are a consequence of mourning for
the destruction of the Temple and waiting for it to be rebuilt which, in turn,
blossom into a full-blown Movement, ‘the Mourners for Zion, the origins
of which, though clouded in obscurity, have to be understood in terms
of the events of this period.*

Such a period of ‘waiting’ relating to the rebuilding of the Temple
resembles nothing so much as the well-known one associated with ‘the
Disciple Jesus loved at the end of the Gospel of John or that ‘delay’ in the
Habakkuk Pesher, which goes in Christianity later by the name of ‘the
Delay of the Parousia, based in the Pesher on Habakkuk 2:3:

If it tarries, wait for it, for it will surely come and not delay (introducing the
even more famous ‘the Righteous shall live by his Faith’ from Habakkuk 2:4
that follows).

The notion of such ‘Mourners for Zion’ is highly underestimated in the
history of this period and deserves a good deal more attention than it
usually gets. There can be little doubt that one can still discern its influ-
ence, however metamorphosized, in the black garments worn by Jewish
‘Hassidic’ groups to this day — to say nothing of ‘Christian’ ones. It also
paves the way for the development of Karaism in Judaism which, with the
appearance of Dead Sea Scrolls material in Jerusalem at the beginning of
the Ninth Century, reached what some might consider a final fruition.”
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‘Karaism’ itself certainly grew out of movements such as these
‘Mourners for Zion’ forming part of its own ideology.” ‘The Mourners for
Zion’ themselves had already been functioning in Palestine and places
turther East prior to the emergence of Karaism in the Seven Hundreds
CE. In fact, such ‘Mourners’ were already influencing a series of ‘Messianic’
Uprisings in the East in areas being treated in this book, namely Kurdis-
tan, Northern Iraq, and Persia, a happenstance that may not be
coincidental.”

Nor is it too much of a stretch to put the Crusaders in a similar cate-
gory as these ‘Mourners’ and undoubtedly a case can be made that these
‘Mourners for Zion’ had a tenuous, even if underground, influence on
groups like ‘the Templars’ and, if real, possibly the now infamous inner
coterie known to some as ‘the Prioré de Sion,* both of which preserving
some semblance of their name. This may even extend to ‘the Cathars’/ “the
Pure’ whose Priests, carrying on this theme of ‘mourning, however bizarre,
actually wore black rather than the more typical white. In Jerusalem, unfortu-
nately, all such Jewish groups were probably liquidated in the general
blood-letting that occurred in 1099 after it fell at the end of the First Cru-
sade — a possible consequence of their own success — though perhaps not
before many of their ideas were communicated to groups such as the
Templars (and ‘the Prioré) if it ever really existed — a doubtful proposition).

Notices such as ‘life-long Naziritism’ and ‘Perfect Holiness’ — Holiness
from his mother’s womb, as all our descriptions of James put it — are also to
be found in Gospel descriptions of John the Baptist and in the way Paul
describes himself in Galatians 1:15—16 — seemingly in competition with
James — as ‘separated’ or ‘chosen’ by God from his ‘mother’s womb’ to ‘reveal
His Son in” him. They are also found in the Dead Sea Scrolls, particularly
in the Hymns.>

We have just seen how the Gospels of Matthew and Luke insist that
John ‘came neither eating nor drinking, seemingly implying that like James
thereafter John too was a vegetarian.®> As Luke also puts this earlier in the
form of a prophecy, once again, by ‘an Angel of the Lord’:

He shall be great before the Lord and never drink wine or strong drink and
he shall be filled with the Holy Spirit even from his mother’s womb. (1:15)

This clearly implies that, for Luke anyhow, John like James was ‘a lifelong
Nazirite, a condition that apparently entailed for Matthew and Luke — as
in early Church descriptions of the details of James’ life — in addition to
abstaining from wine and strong drink, abstention _from meat.>

Extreme Nazirites may have insisted, in the manner of James, on
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going as far as vegetarianism as Judas Maccabee in a previous epoch
seems to have done when, according to 2 Maccabees 5:27, he ‘withdrew
into the wilderness along with about nine other companions’—‘the Ten Just Men’
of Jewish mystical lore, upon whose existence the continued existence
of the universe was predicated® — ‘Rechabite’-style, ‘eating nothing but wild
plants to avoid contracting defilement. The situation 2 Maccabees is describ-
ing here at the beginning of Judas’ Revolt against the Hellenizing
Seleucids in Syria would appear to have been particularly applicable
when 1) the Temple had been defiled; 2) was no longer functioning; or
3) the charge of ‘pollution of the Temple’ or the corruption of its sacrifice
practices was in the air or perceived as valid.

This charge in particular, as alluded to above, is fundamental to almost
all Qumran documents, as it is in so-called ‘Jewish Christian’ or ‘Ebionite’
ones.* The rationale here would be that, with the corruption or ‘pollution of
the Temple,) the permission to eat meat — which in biblical terms was
dependent upon Noah’s atoning sacrifice after the flood in Genesis
8:20—9:17 — was no longer viable or had been withdrawn. At Qumran
too, as among ‘Essene’ groups generally (not to mention those following
John the Baptist, if they can be differentiated in any real way from the
previous two), the practice of ‘bathing’ was fundamental — in large part
‘daily bathing.*

Extreme purity regulations, however, to the extent of abstaining from
meat or wine, are not clearly articulated either at Qumran or in the
various descriptions of ‘Essenes’ that have come down to us.** In the
Scrolls, the latter may have rested on the distinction between ‘new wine’
and older more alcoholic kinds, since ‘wine’ is generally referred to quite
freely in them but not what kind of wine, a distinction that does not go
unnoticed in Gospel commentary.*® On the other hand, ‘pure food’ —
whatever might have been meant by this either in Qumran documents
or among ‘Essenes’ — was insisted upon for all full-fledged participants in
such groups, meaning those in the higher stages of Community mem-
bership,*” and this may have involved a certain amount of vegetarianism
not very different from that reflected in these descriptions of James and
implied in the ones about John.** Certainly Paul’s remonstrations against
precisely such kinds of persons, whom in Romans 14:1-15:2 and 1
Corinthians 8:7-15 he refers to in the most intemperate manner con-
ceivable, basically calling vegetarians like James ‘weak’ (certainly ‘weak in
Faith’ or ‘having weak consciences’ — ‘conscience, as we shall repeatedly see,
being one of his favorite euphemisms for ‘keeping the Law’3?), make one
suspect that special dietary observance of this kind did include what
others perceived of as vegetarianism.
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‘Nazirite’ Bathing Groups in the East

‘Nazirite’ or ‘bathing’ groups such as at Qumran or in Northern Syria are
variously referred to by early Church fathers and others as ‘Nazoraeans,
‘Ebionites, ‘Elchasaites, ‘ Sampsaeans, ‘ Masbuthaeans, * Sabaeans, * Naassenes,
‘Jessaeans, and ‘Essenes.®°. In fact, whatever the term ‘Essene’ might have
meant, there is every likelihood that it was generically applied, at least by
Palestinian and Egyptian commentators of the First Century (namely
Josephus and Philo) and the Second-Century, Early Christian heresiol-
ogist Hippolytus, to all bathing groups of this kind. In other words,
however one chooses to define the term — and there is even now no
agreement on this definition® — ‘bathing’ is an integral aspect of it — in
particular ‘daily bathing’ (‘Hemerobaptists’ in early Church sources; ‘Mas-
buthaeans, ‘ Sobiai’ or ‘Sabaeans’ in Syriac, Aramaic, and Arabic ones).

Woriters from these times — ‘heresiologists’ in some vocabularies, that is
cataloguers of ‘heresies’ (the designation is significant in illustrating their
outlook) — were fond of multiplying these groups into an endless
panoply of schisms and sects depending on whose writings they had
seen, whether they understood the terminologies they were seeing or
not, or were themselves able to pronounce or transliterate the terms in
an accurate manner.” Though the term ‘Essene’ may have been popular
in Palestine or Egypt, in a different tradition, the very same group may
have been known by a different appellative based on a somewhat differ-
ent linguistic root or phraseology.

‘Sabaeans, for instance, a term that has come down to us through the
Koran and Islamic usage, is probably the same as what goes in Aramaic
and Syriac sources as either ‘Masbuthaeans’ or ‘Sobiai, that is, ‘Bathers’ or
‘Immersers. It is also probably interchangeable with what the Fifth-
Century heresiologist Epiphanius, somewhat mysteriously, calls ‘Samp-
saeans, which he thinks, because of a homophonic root in Hebrew
meaning ‘sun, has something to do with their worship of the sun.s
Perhaps he is right, as many of these groups do seem to have prayed at
dawn to greet the rising sun, but the term probably has more to do with
consonantal confusions as expressions were transliterated from one lan-
guage to another.

Though many of these writers think they are eponymous designa-
tions referring to a person — as ‘Christianity’ does ‘the Christ’ — usually the
founder; often they are conceptual describing some aspect of the tradi-
tion that seemed particularly significant to the commentator — as, for
instance, ‘the Elchasaitess and their eponymous founder ‘Elchasai’>*
Notwithstanding, almost all really are but an adumbration probably of
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the same basic ideological orientation regardless of chronology or place.
Therefore in these catalogues, the same group may at times be called
‘Essene’ or at other times, ‘Ebionite, Elchasaite, ‘Sampsaean’ (basically the
same as ‘Elchasaite’ anyhow), ‘Jewish Christian, ‘Sabaean, or some other
such appellation. What all the foregoing, anyhow, would have in
common is an emphasis on ‘bathing’

According to most of these early Church heresiologists, these groups
mostly inhabited the area around the Dead Sea, particularly the Eastern
side of the Jordan in what was called ‘Perea’ or the area around Damas-
cus and north from it — referred to in the Damascus Document as ‘the
Land of Damascus’ and, even possibly, in Matthew 4:15 as ‘Galilee of the
Gentiles’ — on up to Northern Syria and beyond across the Euphrates to
the Tigris (what more latterly is often referred to as ‘the Fertile Crescent’).
‘Perea, it should be observed, was the area on the other side of the Jordan
where John the Baptist, particularly important in most of these tradi-
tions, is pictured as originally operating. Not only is this an area in which
there are extremely attractive warm water springs, in fact it is well
known that John was even executed there at the Maccabean/Herodian
Fortress of Machaeros.*

Recently, as already signaled, with renewed exploration of the Trans-
Jordanian area, graves have been found with the same puzzling North-
South orientation evidenced by the graves at Qumran as well as at other
habitations further south along the Dead Sea.3* One has yet to make sense
of this orientation, but in the realm of ‘bathing groups’ such as ‘Essenes,
‘Ebionites, ‘Elchasaites, ‘Masbuthaeans] and their successors further East.
That, according to Muslim heresiologists, many of these turned towards ‘the
vault of Heaven’ or the North in their daily ministrations, is one way of
making sense of this puzzling orientation.” In fact, it can be seen as com-
prising one proof that the Qumran ‘Essenes’ basically followed the same
pattern as these other Transjordanian or Northern Mesopotamian
‘bathing’ groups even as early as the First and Second Centuries CE.

Matthew 4:15°s ‘Galilee of the Gentiles’ makes it clear it is based on
Isaiah 8:23 — 9:1, where the ‘Galil’ or * Circle’ being referred to as ‘seeing a
great light' (‘Galil’ meaning ‘Circle’ in Hebrew) is quite explicitly desig-
nated as being ‘beyond Jordan’ In this sense, the term really means ‘the
Region’ or ‘Circle of the Gentiles’ beyond the Jordan River — normally, as
just remarked, referred to as ‘the Fertile Crescent’ — not the ‘Galilee’ in
Northern Israel as the Gospels take it to be. These are the same areas in
which one encounters a bewildering plethora of petty kings — ‘the Kings
of the Peoples, as already signaled, as Roman sources designate them
(‘Ethne’/ Peoples’ in Greek;* Gentium’/‘Gentiles’ in Latin — as evidenced for
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example by Paul’s ‘ Gentile Mission’ allusions).*

We have already seen that this expression, ‘the Kings of the Peoples, is
also used in a key portion of the Damascus Document where ‘the Kings’
of the Ruling Establishment referred to are also alluded to as ‘the Princes
of Judal’ and their oftences, such as ‘fornication, ‘incest, ‘pollution of the
Temple, and illegally amassing ‘Riches, are vividly delineated.* This also
provides, as we saw too, a good dating tool if such were needed and a
further indication that the Sitz-im-Leben (life setting) of documents
making references such as this was Roman — in particular Imperial
R oman — and not Seleucid or Hellenistic.* In fact, all such petty, Greek-
speaking, tax-farming ‘Kings’ in the Eastern areas of the Empire should
probably be included in this category as this was how they were referred
to in Roman jurisprudence — ‘the Peoples’ (Ethnon/Gentium — “Am’ or
“Amim’ in Hebrew) being the subject ‘Peoples’ in Asia Minor, Northern
Syria and Mesopotamia, and even Palestine.

In this regard, the allusion to ‘tax-farming’ is particularly appropriate
since this is an issue having singular resonance with Gospel portrayals of
people involved in such activities, especially in the picture of those called
‘publicans’ or ‘tax-collectors’ interacting with or ‘keeping table fellowship’ with
‘Jesus’ or ‘the Messiah.’ It should be appreciated that a picture such as this
also had political or theological implications as, of course, did the
charged reference to ‘prostitutes’ usually accompanying it — the point
being that one should not object to or disapprove of such persons, but
rather conciliate them or accommodate them.

This issue of ‘tax-farming’is also reflected, as already remarked, in a key
portion of the Habakkuk Pesher expounding Habakkuk 1:14—15, ‘taking
up fish with a fish-hook and catching them in a net, and has a significant rela-
tionship to Gospel portraiture. Here of course one has actual allusion to
‘fish’ and ‘fish-hook’s not to mention ‘nef’s. It is in this context, too, that the
tantalizing pseudonym ‘the Kittim, in exposition of Habakkuk 1:17’ ‘his
eating is plenteous, was delineated as:

parceling out their yoke and their taxes (here the ‘tax-farming allusion) con-
suming all the Peoples year by year, giving many over to the sword . . . and having
no pity even on the babes in the womb —

a terrifying indictment resonating with (as we saw as well, but it bears
repeating) Josephus’s portrayal of what actually occurred in these times
around the Sea of Galilee in 67 CE by contrast to more heart-warming and
folksy Gospel portraiture.+
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The Descendants of Queen Helen of Adiabene

The same Rulers can also sometimes be found referred to in Roman
sources as ‘Arabs’* Not only must the Herodian family in Palestine,
which also gained footholds as model Roman bureaucrats in Lebanon,
Syria, and Asia Minor in this period, be reckoned among such ‘Arabs’;
but so should ‘Kings’ like the First-Century Northern Syrian Monarch,
Eusebius calls ‘Agbarus’ or ‘Abgarus’ — in variant manuscripts even
‘Albarus’ or * Augurus’—‘the Great King of the Peoples beyond the Euphrates.+
It is to Constantine’s Bishop Eusebius, formerly Bishop of Caesarea in
Palestine and responsible for some of the most far-reaching innovations
concerning the ‘Christianity’ ultimately adopted into the Roman
Empire, that we owe this latter title — the use of the term ‘Peoples’ in it
being both revealing and giving it an aura of credibility.+

Terminologies such as ‘Kings of the Peoples’ and ‘Arab’ should also
probably extend to families like the one Josephus, the Talmud, and Euse-
bius himself refer to as ‘the Royal House of Adiabene’ on the borders of this
‘Abgar or ‘Agbar’s Kingdom ‘beyond the Euphrates’— basically today’s Kur-
distan. Neighboring the Parthian or Persian Empire further East, it is an
area which would include the now familiar cities of Mosul, Arbil, and
Kirkuk.# Nor is it really clear whether these two dynasties, the Edessene
and that of Adiabene, contiguous as they were — n.b., the common use
of the term “Ad’ or “Adi’** — can be distinguished in any real way from
one another. Some Armenian and Syriac sources suggest they cannot.*
Whether they can or not, all had strong political and marital connections
with each other.

Eusebius claims to have personally found and translated the account
of Agbarus’ conversion to what he considers to be ‘Christianity’ from
a document in the Royal Archive at Edessa. As we have described,
tor Strabo and Pliny this i1s originally ‘Antioch Orrhoe’ (meaning ‘Assyrian
Antiocl’) or ‘Antioch-by-Callirhoe’ (a tributary of the Euphrates) as
opposed to ‘Antioch-on-the-Orontes’ turther West (the former capital of
the Seleucid Kingdom and the ‘Antioch’ everyone thinks they are talking
about when speaking of ‘Antioch’) or ‘Antioch in Pisidia’ in Asia Minor
(Acts 13:14). Eusebius dates Agbarus’ conversion to 29 CE, extremely
early by any reckoning and about the same time, not incuriously, that
Josephus provides the parallel story of the conversion of Queen Helen
of Adiabene and her family (presumably including her husband).+ The
story is to be found at the beginning of the all-important Book Twenty
of the Antiquities, climaxing with the account of the death of James in 62
CE and ending with an enumeration of all the High Priests in the Temple
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up to the time of its destruction.

The “Ad’/‘Ed’ in ‘Adiabene’ and ‘Edessa] as we just saw, links up
with the eponymous teacher in these areas, variously referred to in
Apocryphal, Syriac, and Arabic sources as “Ad,) “Adi, ‘Addai, and
even ‘ Thaddaeus) not to mention another name having a certain phonetic
equivalence to this last, ‘Judas Thomas.* Some Armenian sources, based
probably on earlier Syriac ones, actually consider Queen Helen both
King Agbar’s wife and half-sister.®® All these monarchs had multiple
wives and large numbers of concubines and sister and half-sister mar-
riage was, seemingly, one of the characteristic practices of the area, just
as it appears to have been in the biblical story of Abraham and Sarah —
also pictured as originating in Northern Syria/Iraq.

In fact, if one takes the chapter headings in Eusebius’ narrative seri-
ously, whether late additions or otherwise, the implication is that ‘Agbar-
us’ or ‘Abgarus, the King of the Osrhoeans’ (‘the Assyrians’) and ‘the Great
King of the Peoples beyond the Euphrates’ (‘Adiabene’ being precisely one of
those areas ‘beyond the Euphrates’) and Helen, designated in such head-
ings as ‘the Queen of the Osthoeans, are linked by marriage as well. In addi-
tion, Eusebius identifies Agbar as ‘Abgar Uchama’ or ‘ Abgar the Black’ — in
Syriac sources seemingly Abgar III who died around 45—50 CE.*

Even this designation, however recondite, has real bearing on the
parallels — even, in fact, the parodies — of these 29—30 CE timeframe
conversions in the peculiar stories Acts provides: the first of these, as
already signaled, being Paul’s conversion in Acts 9:9—20 at Damascus ‘on
a Street called the Straight’ — tellingly, ‘neither eating or drinking’ — at ‘the house
of one Judas’ (the parallel in other sources would probably be either ‘Judas
Barsabas, ‘Judas Thomas, or ‘Judas the brother of James’s?). It is here Paul is
pictured as meeting ‘a certain Disciple by the name of Ananias, as we already
saw as well, also prominent in Eusebius’ story of the conversion of King
Abgar as well as Josephus’ description of the conversion of Queen Helen
and her sons.*

The second of these stories is the one Acts 8:26—40 provides of the
conversion of the ‘Ethiopian Queen’s eunuch’ on the road to Gaza.As I have
already argued in my Preliminary remarks and in _James the Brother of Jesus,
there was no ‘Ethiopian Queen’ at this time except in the annals of Strabo’s
Geography some seventy-five years before. There she is designated rather
as the Nubian ‘Queen of Meroe’ up the Nile in today’s Sudan or Nubia.
This is a notice, not only picked up by Pliny in his Natural History in the
70s of the Common Era, but undoubtedly also the source of Acts’ some-
what misleading co-option of the appellative ‘Kandakes’ to describe her.’*
Nor would or did such a ‘Queen’ send her * Treasury Agents’ some thousand
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miles north up to Jerusalem laden with coin, as Acts 8:27 would have it,
and certainly not in approximately 25 BC.

Not only would such a trip have been impossible for anyone from
Nubia carrying such ‘treasure’ — to say nothing of ‘Ethiopia’ — but there is
no record that the principal court officials of such ‘Queens’ (or for that
matter ‘Kings’) were ‘eunuchs, there being no harems there to protect. This
was rather a custom of states dominated culturally by and on the border
of Persia, such as Helen’s or her husband’s where there actually were
‘eunuchs’ In fact, it was Queen Helen, probably part of a huge harem of
her putative brother and greater ‘King’ (the one, as we have seen, called in
Eusebius, ‘the Great King of the Peoples beyond the Euphrates’) who did, in
fact, in this period send her ‘treasury agents’ to Jerusalem.

This is the picture, of course, one gets in Josephus, the Talmud, and
Eusebius dependent upon them, all of whom make it clear that from
thence (either Palestine or Jerusalem), she and her sons Izates and
Monobazus — both of whom circumcised themselves!’> — sent these agents
down to Egypt and out to Cyprus to buy grain to relieve ‘the Great
Famine’ that, as Acts paraphrasing Josephus puts it, ‘was then over the whole
world’ (11:28 — the ‘Great’ here seemingly being appropriated from Euse-
bius’ Edessene Chancellery Office records above designating Abgarus as
‘the Great King of the Peoples’). It is because of these ‘famine relief” efforts
that in all these sources (including later Armenian ones) Helen and/or
her sons win undying fame. It is also possible to conclude that it is for
this reason Acts 8:26—27 refers to this ‘Queen’s agent as being ‘on the road
to Gaza, the traditional gateway to Egypt.*

Acts 11:27-30, of course, puts Paul among those who brought ‘famine
relief” up from ‘Antioch’ to Jerusalem. ‘Philip, too, in 8:26 received his
command to ‘go down from Jerusalem to Gaza’ from a mysterious ‘Angel’ of
some kind — upon which way he then encounters this curious ‘eunuch’
of ‘the Ethiopian Queen’ — in response to a mysterious oracle by an
unknown ‘prophet’ pointedly named ‘Agabus’ — an obvious garbling, as we
shall argue below, of ‘Agbarus’/‘ Abgarus, clearly indicating the source
from which Acts lifted the narrative. For his part, as we shall see below
as well, Paul never mentions such a visit in his version of these events in
Galatians 1:17—20 and denies, on pain of an oath that he was ‘not lying,
that he had ever been to Jerusalem in the ‘fourteen years’ since the visit
when he saw ‘none save Peter and ‘James the brother of the Lord’ and his
return — again ‘as a result of a revelation’ (apocalypsin) — taking Barnabas and
Titus with him, to lay before ‘those considered something’ the gospel as he
proclaimed it ‘among the Peoples’ (2:1—2 — as usual, the pivotal reference to
‘Peoples’ — Ethnesin).s?
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Acts 12:1—24 not only conspicuously fails to delineate this ‘famine-
relief mission ‘fo the brothers dwelling in Judea’ (¢f., CD, Columns 4—6 on
‘going out from the Land of Judah to dwell in the Land of Damascus’) except,
curiously, to announce its conclusion in 12:25 and somewhat backhand-
edly allude, as well it might (though without any prior introduction), to
James in 12:17; but it is doubled by another trip Paul and Barnabas make
‘up to Jerusalem’ which Acts describes in some detail, starting in 15:1—2
when introducing the storied ‘Jerusalem Council. Of course, if Paul and
Barnabas did actually make such a trip, as Acts seems to think they did,
with ‘famine-relief funds’ from ‘the Disciples’ in Antioch (where Christians
‘were first called Christians’ — 11:26) up to the ‘the Presbyterous’ (‘Elders’) in
Jerusalem; this would probably, in effect, put both him and Barnabas
among the representatives of either Queen Helen, her husband, and/or
her sons Izates and Monobazus, at the conversion of whom Josephus has
already placed (along, curiously, with an unnamed other) a namesake of
Paul’s companion ‘in Damascus, ‘ Ananias.**

It should also be appreciated that, first of all, the trip by Paul and
Barnabas up ‘fo the Elders in Jerusalem’ described in Acts 15:2 is begun, not
as in Acts 11:27 by ‘Agabus’ ‘coming down from Jerusalem to Antioch’ but by
‘some coming down from Judea’ and ‘teaching the brothers that unless you were
circumcised according to the tradition of Moses, you could not be saved’ (15:1).
Second of all, it is in fact rather the conversion of Helen’s favorite son
Izates — according to later Syriac sources, ‘King Ezad’* — and his brother
Monobazus who, after reading the passage about Abraham circumcising all
his household in Genesis 17:9—14, insist on being circumcised as opposed
to Ananias and his unnamed companion’s teaching.

This would also appear to be the butt, as we just saw, of Acts’ some-
what disingenuous and even rather malicious description of its Queen’s
‘treasury agent’ as a ‘eunuch, there being no indication of the practice, nor
for that matter the harems connected with it, in ‘Ethiopia’ at the time —
such usages being generally a fixture of Persian cultural ambiances such
as ‘Adiabene’ and ‘Edessa’ Nor is this to mention the perceived relative
‘blackness’ of these Northern Syrian, Mesopotamian ‘Kings’ or ‘Queens’ —
possibly reflected in Agbarus’ cognomen in Eusebius as ‘Uchama’ —
meaning ‘Black’ — and the perception, in Roman texts, already noted
above, of all of them anyhow as ‘Arabs’!

Elchasaite Bathing Groups across Jordan, and ‘the Subba® of the Marshes

One of the groups which seems to have flourished in both Palestine, and
across Jordan, and further East in these times were ‘the Elchasaites.
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Though the sources regarding them are unclear, they first come to the
fore about 100 CE, and are considered to have taken their name from
their leader, one ‘Elchasai’ Nevertheless, the precise meaning of this term,
probably a title in any event, is debated. Some, preferring to consider its
Aramaic root, define it as ‘Hidden Power ; others, ‘the Righteous’ or ‘ Petfect
One’* 1t the latter, then the connection in this period with James-type
leaders or other Zaddikim’ (‘Righteous Omnes, such as those leading the
Community at Qumran) is patent.

One interesting etymology, noted by an early commentator, is a cor-
ruption of the Greek word ‘Ecclesia, ‘Assembly’ or ‘ Church, though this is
probably far-fetched.® If it is not far-fetched then, according to this view,
no such person ‘Elchasai’ really ever existed as such in Palestine and we
are simply back among the descendants or successors of the original
Jerusalem Assembly’ or ‘Church’ of James the Just or further terminologi-
cal derivatives (or confusions) — ‘Ecclesia’ literally meaning ‘Assembly’ in
Greek or what the Dead Sea Scrolls would refer to as ‘the <Edah.

If *Elchasar’ is a title, then depending on the language one is using, it
is not very different from the usage ‘Righteous Teacher at Qumran or one
of his ideological descendants. This is the problem with many such deno-
tations. It is never really clear whether they come from Greek, Hebrew,
Aramaic, Syriac, old Persian or Pahlevi, or later Arabic. Therefore names
like either ‘Bazeus’ or ‘Monobazus’ — the most prominent name among
Helen’s relatives and descendants, the second no doubt of Persian deri-
vation — could well have been equivalent to what goes in more Semitic
renderings as ‘Agbarus’ or ‘Abgarus’ This is also true, as we saw, for the
confusions one encounters between Greek and Aramaic names such as
‘Peter’ or ‘Cephas, not to mention Greek and Latin ones like ‘Silvanus’ or
‘Silas’ and * Timothy’ or ‘ Titus’

However this may be, the leader of these ‘Elchasaites’ in Palestine — if
they existed in any separate way and were not simply local variations of
groups like ‘the Essenes’ or ‘Ebionites’ — would certainly have been a con-
temporary of James’ ‘cousin’ — as already suggested, possibly his putative
‘brother — Simeon Bar Cleophas, who reigned over what was left of
James’ ‘Jerusalem Assembly’ and, according to reports in early Church lit-
erature (themselves difficult to credit where chronology is concerned),
survived into and was crucified under Trajan’s reign!®

Nor is this to say anything about another putative contemporary of
this ‘Elchasa® and ‘Simeon, ‘Simeon bar Yohai, the eponymous founder of
Zohar tradition.* Epiphanius together with Hippolytus, our main sources
for this bewildering plethora of sectarian and bathing groups, relates ‘the
Elchasaites’ to both ‘Nasaraeans’ (or ‘ Nazoraeans’) and * Ebionites’.% Nor does
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Epiphanius distinguish to any extent between these last, that is, ‘Nazo-
taeans’ and ‘Ebionites’ — whatever he intends by such designations. For
him ‘Elchasai’ was originally an ‘Ossaean’ (clearly he means ‘Essene’ here)
with followers on both sides of the Dead Sea and further north in Syria
and Northern Iraq. These latter areas, in turn, are where the conversions
of King Abgar/Agbar and Queen Helen’s family occurred — whether to
Christianity or Judaism, or something in between.*

These Elchasaites also seem to have spread down into Southern Iraq.
In the Koran and later Arab sources they are referred to as ‘Sabaeans, a
term itself — despite innumerable confusions even in Islamic sources —
going back, as already suggested, to Greco-Aramaic and Syriac usages
like ‘Sobiar” and ‘Masbuthaeans, that s, Immersers’ or ‘Daily Bathers’ Again,
this was the same area where Queen Helen’s favorite son Izates was
living at Charax Spasini (today’s Basrah). Curiously this town, which was
a trading center at the mouth of the Tigris, was another of those cities
known as ‘Antioch’ — this time, ‘Antiochia Charax, the fourth we have so
noted.

It is here this highly favored son of Queen Helen (strikingly, Josephus
uses the term ‘only begotten’ that the Synoptic Gospels use to describe
Jesus”) was living when he was converted in the Twenties of the
Common Era to something Josephus presents as approximating
‘Judaism. In his version of this episode — introducing, as we saw, the all-
important Book Twenty of his Antiquities — Izates was converted by the
Jewish teacher, we mentioned above, named Ananias.”® We say ‘approxi-
mating’ here, because what Ananias and his unnamed companion taught
(whom, given the circumstances and teaching involved, we take to be
Paul) did not require circumcision — a strange sort of Judaism!

‘Ananias, whom Josephus refers to as ‘a merchant, also appears in par-
allel texts like the one Eusebius claims he found in the Royal Archive of
the Edessa describing ‘Agbarus” conversion to what Eusebius thinks is
‘Christianity, though the date is only 29—30 BC or thereabouts. It is not
incurious, as already remarked (but one cannot remark curiosities such as this
too offen), that he also appears in Acts’ presentation of the aftermath of
Paul’s conversion at a house of one ‘Judas’ on ‘a street called the Straight in
Damascus.”

Just as in Scroll delineations of its ‘New Covenant in the Land of Dam-
ascus, Acts also considers the conversion of the character it most cares
about to have taken place ‘on the road to (or ‘in the Land of’) Damascus,
which might have wider implications, as we shall eventually see, than the
first-time reader might initially imagine.” One consequence of this cor-
respondence is that the ‘Covenant’ in the first might simply be reversing
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the other, that is, unlike the more ‘Paulinizing’ one in Acts, Qumran’s ‘ New
Covenant in the Land of Damascus’ — in which ‘the Penitents of Israel who
went out from the Land of Judah to dwell in the Land of Damascus’ (also called
‘the Princes’ who go out with ‘the Nobles of the People(s)’™) ‘to dig the well
of living waters’ with their ‘staves’ (in Hebrew, a homonym for ‘laws’/
‘hukkim’) — rather insisted on ‘separating Holy from profane’ as well as ‘setting
up the Holy Things according to their precise specifications.”

Not only did Mani (216—277 cE), the founder of Manichaeism,
reportedly come from an ‘Elchasaite’ family living in the same general
locale in Southern Iraq as Izates when he was converted — a place the
sources refer to as ‘Mesene’; the Mandaeans, who represent themselves as
the followers of John the Baptist and are in all things absolutely indis-
tinguishable from these same ‘Elchasaites, inhabit Southern Iraq down to
this very day.” They have been referred to in Arab texts for over a thou-
sand years as ‘Sabaeans’ — again, Arabic for ‘Baptizers’ or ‘Daily Immersers’
(not persons from Southern Arabia as normative Islam usually considers
the term to mean) and, in popular parlance, used by Arabs then and still
today, ‘the Subbac of the Marshes’ These Mandaeans also refer to their priest
class as ‘Nasuraiya, that is, ‘Nazoraeans’ (compare this with the town of
Naziriyya recently fought over by US forces in the war in Iraq),
though it seems to have taken a Saddam Hussein to all but eradicate
them by draining the marshes — attempts to reverse which are now
seemingly underway.”

This is the area that in later times ultimately becomes a hotbed of
Shicite Islam as it clearly still is today. The key seems to have been ‘the
Primal Adam’ ideology associated, according to all commentators, with
groups like ‘the Ebionites’ and ‘Elchasaites’ It, in turn, was transformed into
what became ‘the Imam’ or ‘Hidden Imam’ idea so integral to ‘Shi‘ite’
though not Sunni Islam.” The ‘Hidden Imam’ idea is basically a variation
of this ‘Primal Adam’ or ‘Standing One’ notation fundamental, according
to the Pseudoclementines, Hippolytus, and Epiphanius, to groups like
the Ebionites, Elchasaites, Jewish Christians, and, even before these,
Simon Magus.”

The idea would also appear to be present in one form or another in
Qumran documents and echoes of it are identifiable across the breadth
of New Testament literature — though not perhaps to the uninitiated
reader — in the never-ending allusions to ‘standing’ one encounters in it.”
Like ‘the Elchasaites’ preceding them, the Manichaeans were precursors of
Islam and, for the most part — in this part of the world anyhow, probably
absorbed into it. Indeed, Muhammad has many doctrines in common
with the traditions represented by both groups, in particular, the idea of
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‘the True Prophet’ or ‘the Seal of the Prophets’ and the importance of
Abraham in the salvationary scheme he is delineating.”

The Land of Noah and Abraham’s Religion

The connection to Abraham of traditions relating to religious ideas
arising in these areas should not be underestimated. It is important to
realize that Edessa, the capital of Eusebius’ ‘Great King of the Peoples
beyond the Euphrates, is basically the sister city of Haran some thirty miles
south. Haran is well known in the Bible as Abraham’s place of origin
before he received the call to depart for the Land of Israel (Genesis
11:28—32), a fact its inhabitants are not slow to advertise to this day. Nor
were they in ancient times as Abraham’s fame grew more and more leg-
endary. As already underscored, it was at Edessa that Eusebius claimed to
have originally come upon the King Agbar conversion narrative he
translated.

Not only do shrines and legends connecting Abraham with sites in
this area persist to this day, Paul and Muhammad — whose respective sal-
vationary schemes, while not always distinguishable from one another,
pivot on the spiritual status of Abraham — both emphasize their common
connection to ‘the Faith® or ‘Religion of Abraham.” So does the ideologi-
cally opposite and, in this sense, parallel salvationary scheme set forth in
the Letter of James and, if one looks carefully, one can detect the same
ideological focus on Abraham across the breadth of the Qumran corpus,
in particular in the Damascus Document, where one would expect to
find it, but also in the ‘Letter’ or ‘Letters’ known as ‘MMT',’ the source lat-
terly of so much controversy in Dead Sea Scrolls Studies.”

Paul makes his allusion to Christianity being ‘Abraham’s Religion’ in
Galatians 3:6—4:31 and Romans 4:1—22 and 9:7—9, even going so far as
to claim that Christians were the true ‘Heirs to’ or ‘Children of the Promise’
and ‘were justified’ in the way ‘Abraham was justified’ — his famous ‘Justifica-
tion by Faith’ polemic.® James, authentic or otherwise, against whom
many of these positions appear to be directed, likewise evokes the salva-
tionary state of Abraham (2:21—24, paraphrasing Genesis 15:0).

In James however, as is well known, Abraham ‘is justified by works, his
‘Faitl’ rather ‘Perfected’ or ‘made Perfect — according to some translations
‘completed” — by works’ This then fulfills the biblical passage about
Abraham’s ‘Belief, that he ‘believed God and it was counted’ or ‘reckoned to
him as Righteousness’ It is as a result of this that, according to James
2:22—23, he was called Friend of God, all terminologies well-known to the
Dead Sea Scrolls.® This position, of course, is the opposite of that of the
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stated opponent of James — ‘the Empty’ or ‘Foolish Man’ (2:20) — that
Abraham was saved ‘by Faith only’ and thought by most to reflect the posi-
tion that can be identified with Paul in Galatians 2:16—3:7 above.*

For his part, Muhammad varies this only slightly and includes even
the emphasis on Abraham’s willingness to sacrifice his son, fundamental
both to James 2:21 and the Letter to the Hebrews 11:17 but at odds with
them (according to orthodox Islamic doctrine) as to whether it was Isaac
or Ishmael who was to be sacrificed as an example of Abraham’s ‘Faith-
fulness® Nor is Muhammad very clear in the Koran about whether this
was a demonstration of either Abraham’s ‘Faith, ‘works, or both.

However this may be, claims such as these generally come in Koranic
passages connected to “Ad and Thamud, ‘Hud and Salih, and ‘the Land of
Noah* In such ideological contexts, these geographical allusions also
seem to be evocative of Northern Syria/Iraq, Abraham having never
really visited ‘Arabia’ in the classical meaning of that term — Islamic
claims to the contrary about his building the Kacabah in Mecca notwith-
standing. Also, just as the Koran associates ‘the Land of Noah’ with*“Ad and
Thamud, ‘Hud and Salih;’ according to both Josephus and Hippolytus,
‘Adiabene’ was the land where Noah’s ark landed."

For Muhammad, just as in Paul’s new ‘Christianity; Islam 1s ‘Abraham’s
Religion’ (for Paul, strictly speaking, the term is ‘Abraham’s Faith’). But as
in the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Letter of James, Muhammad goes even
further designating Abraham as ‘the Friend of God’ — the epithet for him
ever after in Islam to this day to the extent that ‘al-Khalil’ (‘the Friend’) is
used in place of Abraham’s very name itself.* The only difference
between Muhammad’s arguments, as they develop in the Koran, and
Paul’s, however, is that for Paul, Abraham’s ‘Faith’ (using the language of
Genesis 15:6) ‘was reckoned to him as Righteousness” before the revelation of the
Torah or the Law to Moses and, therefore, Abraham — as he puts it so inim-
itably — could not have been ‘justified by the Law. For Muhammad, following
Paul’s ploy, it was rather ‘Abraham’s Religion’ that came before both Judaism
and Christianity or, as he so inimitably puts it in the Koran, as well, before
either Judaism or Christianity could corrupt ‘the Religion of Abraham’ with
their ‘lies’ (2:145—56). One should note that, in using this language of
‘Lying, he demonstrates, once again, a certain linguistic commonality
with all three: the Letter of James, the Dead Sea Scrolls, and with Paul.*

If these arguments were directed to the inhabitants of Northern Syria
(as to some extent, in the writer’s view, they are in the Dead Sea Scrolls
as well), then the evocation of Abraham’s salvationary status is perhaps
neither accidental nor very surprising, particularly where those seeing
themselves as inhabiting ‘Abraham’s homeland’ were concerned. As just

83

——



NTC 03-4 final 65-122.gxp 30/5/06 4:38 pm %ge 84

THE NEW COVENANT IN THE LAND OF DAMASCUS

pointed out, too, important documents in the Dead Sea Scrolls such as
the Damascus Document and the one I named ‘Tivo Letters on Works
Righteousness’ (‘MMT"’) tollow the same basic approach.”

‘MMT" actually uses the language of ‘works reckoned as Righteousness’
(only really to be found elsewhere in the Letter of James) in addressing the
‘King’ it compares to David, who would appear to be its respondent; and
‘his People, that is, as we shall see, seemingly a foreign ‘People’* By impli-
cation, this compares the salvationary state of this ‘King’ with Abraham’s
salvationary state, providing further evidence that this ‘King’ is probably
a foreigner and linking him to the individual Eusebius is calling ‘the Great
King of the Peoples beyond the Euphrates’ and, even perhaps, Queen Helen’s
son ‘Izates’ (as we saw, seemingly ‘Ezad’ in Armenian/Syriac sources) — if’
the two, in fact, can be differentiated in any real way.*

In the same vein, Muhammad’s subsequent ideological reliance on
Abraham — prefigured, as it were, by Paul — is not so surprising either.
Certainly Paul visited this area. But, in our view, so did Muhammad.
Plainly he was heir to the traditions, however garbled, stemming from
these lands as suggested by the striking references he provides to them in
the Koran.* If Muhammad participated in the caravan trade, as the
Biographies of the Prophet insist, then surely he visited the trading center
Charax Spasini (modern Basrah) at the Southern end of the Tigris. It is
here, in our view, he would have become familiar with the kinds of ide-
ologies and new salvationary schemes we have been delineating above.

But he may also have gone even further North into Northern Iraq
and Syria, which the stories he conserves about “Ad and Thamud’ seem
to suggest, since this is where “Adi’ (‘Addai’/* Thaddaeus’) and ‘Thomas’
(probably ‘Thamud’ in the Koran — in some versions of the traditions
‘Judas Thomas or, even ‘Judas Barsabas’/‘ Thaddaeus’/or ‘Jude the brother of
James’) were so important.* To put this in another way, many of his
stories about ‘Arabian Prophets’ — in the Koran, ‘Hud, ‘Salih, and ‘their
Lands’ (which were seen as including “Ad’ and ‘ Thamud, not to mention
‘the Land of Noal’ often connected to these) — are all names linked in
earlier sources, to legendary heroes of the Northern Mesopotamian
region. These include, “Adi” or ‘Addai, ‘Judas Thomas, ‘Judas Barsabas, and
‘Judas (the brother) of James, all corresponding to ‘Hud’ in the Koran itself
derived from the Hebrew ‘Yehudah’/‘Judah> Not only was “Adi’/
‘Addai’ the indigenous prophetical archetype for this region and, in some
pagan pockets, as for instance ‘the Yazidis, s still so today*’; but ‘Salih, who
also figures prominently in these stories and translates out in Arabic as
‘Righteous One, would in our view represent James, the name of whom
also carries the same cognomen in all traditions.*”
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The identification in the Koran of some of these stories with both
Noah and the land in which his ark came down only further strength-
ens these connections, because stories such as those about Helen’s
Kingdom of Adiabene or ‘the Kingdom’ her son Izates was said to have
received from his father,” as just signaled, also evoke the association of
Noah and his ark with these areas. Nor is the ark, whatever its mythol-
ogy, generally thought to have come to rest in Arabia per se, so these
Koranic stories, whatever their pretensions, really could not relate to
‘Arabian Prophets’ in the sense of ‘the Arabian Peninsula’; though contrary
to modern, more Fundamentalist belief, many of the traditions do
connect the place where the Ark came to rest with Northern Iraq, that
1s, what we now familiarly call Kurdistan.”

Not only does Muhammad allude to Abraham’s being ‘the Friend of
God, this position is in fact fully developed — even perhaps for the first
time — in the beginning exhortation in the Qumran Damascus Docu-
ment where both Paul’s ‘Justification’ theology and James’ ‘Royal Law
according to the Scripture’ are also evoked.™ Just as in the Surah of the Cow,
Surah Tivo, the principal surah of the Koran where the term ‘Muslim’ is
ultimately defined as ‘he who surrenders to God’ and Abraham is designated
as the first ‘Muslim’; these early columns of the Damascus Document, as
well as the letter attributed to James, are using the term ‘Friend’ exactly
parallel to the way the Koran is using the expression ‘Muslim. ™

Nor are such foci surprising in a text like the Damascus Document
which, as its name implies, focuses on ‘the New Covenant in the Land of
Damascus, in particular, the region ‘north of Damascus’ where for it, at
some point, ‘the fallen tent of David’ was going to be re-erected.™ As we shall
see, Acts 15:16 puts the same words about ‘re-erecting the fallen tent of
David’ into James’ mouth in its portrait of his speech at the Jerusalem
Council above, another incontrovertible parallel between Acts’ portrait
of events it considers central to the development of the early Church and
Qumran’s picture of its own history." The position of this book will be
that, not only are all these allusions parallel, but they argue for a parallel
chronological provenance for documents in which they are to be found.
In addition, they are directed towards conversion activities in areas where
Abraham’s name and his salvationary state were looked upon with more than a
passing reverence.

Not surprisingly, too, when James does send his messengers Silas and
Judas Barsabas ‘down from Jerusalem’ to this region in Acts 15:22—35, it is
to ‘Antioch’ they direct their steps — the only question being, as we have
suggested, which ‘Antioch’ was intended. Was it the one assumed in nor-
mative Christian tradition and by all commentators (though never
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proven) ‘Antioch-on-the-Orontes] where nothing of consequence appears
to have been happening in this period, or the more historically signifi-
cant Syriac ‘Antioch-by-Callirhoe’ or ‘Antiochia Orrhoe, also known as
Edessa and all but indistinguishable from Abraham’s city Haran, where all
these incredible conversions were going on and Abraham’s name was
held in such regard? As far as I can see, the answer should be obvious —
the second.

Izates’ Conversion and Circumcision

The connection of so many of these traditions and ideologies with
Abraham is not simply fanciful as the theme, whether in the Koran,
earlier Christian writings, Josephus, the Talmud, and even in the Dead
Sea Scrolls, is too persistent to be ignored. Not only do the people of
Urfa connect the spring at Callirhoe (from which ‘Antiochia-by-Callirhoe’
or ‘Edessa Orrhoe’ derives its name) to Abraham to this day, but he was
said to have been born in one of the caves in its environs as well."* Like
the legends connected to both the births of John the Baptist and Jesus in
Luke’s ‘Infancy Narrative’ and the Protevangelium of James, Abraham too,
according to these ‘apocryphal’ traditions, was said to have been ‘hidden’
by his mother there.'*

For Josephus, this is the Kingdom near Haran which was originally
given to Helen’s favorite son Izates by his father (whom Josephus calls
‘Bazeus’ — whatever or whomever is intended by this)."® Josephus calls
this area, which ‘Bazeus’ (evidently defective) gave Izates, ‘Carrae, thus
tightening even further the connection between Eusebius’* Great King of
the Peoples beyond the Euphrates’ and the Royal House of Adiabene. If this
was ‘Carrhae’ just south of Edessa — namely, the place of Abraham’s origin
‘Haran’ — then, of course, we are once again in the framework of
Abraham’s homeland and heritage — all the more reason why Izates should
take Abraham for his role model.

The etymological development from Haran to present day Urfa, the
name by which Edessa goes in Turkey to this day, is also not completely
irrelevant, going from Haran to Hirru to Orhai to Orrhoe to Osrhoe —
the Kingdom over which ‘Agbarus’ reigned according to Eusebius — and
finally to ‘Ruha’ in Arabic, from which the present day Turkish ‘Urfa’ is
derived.”” Of course, one could arrive at ‘Ruha’ from a simple inversion
of the original ‘Haran’ as well.

In the story of Izates’ conversion, the portrayal of Abraham as the role
model for Izates’ ultimate decision to have himself circumcised, as
opposed to Pauls position on this issue and the position of Izates’
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original teacher ‘Ananias, is pivotal as well. As we saw, ‘Ananias’ is also a
principal player in Acts’ picture of parallel events —‘Damascus’ there, cor-
responding to the picture in the Scrolls, taking the place of wherever it
was in Northern Syria or Iraq that Helen’s family was living at the time
of her conversion. The story, as already remarked, is also to be found in
the Talmud’s presentation of these events and, in my view, by refraction
in the New Testament’s picture, as we saw, of the conversion of ‘the Ethiopian
Queen’s eunuch’ as well "

In the Talmud and Josephus, which both focus on the same event,
Izates is reading the passage about Abraham circumcising his whole house-
hold — in Genesis 17:12 supposed to include even the ‘stranger dwelling
among them’ (conversely and significant, ideologically speaking, in Acts
8:32—33 ‘the Ethiopian Queen’s eunuch’ is reading ‘the Suffering Servant’
passage from Isaiah §3:7-8) when the more ‘Zealof’ teacher from Galilee,
whom Josephus is referring to as ‘Eleazar (‘Lazarus’? — in the parallel
represented by Acts 8:30 this character becomes ‘Philip’), convinces Izates
and Monobazus his brother that they should circumcise themselves too.
Whereupon, they immediately do so.™®

Basically, the issue parallels the thrust of the Letter of James (2:10 —
echoed as well both by the Gospel ‘Jesus’ and the Dead Sea Scrolls'™),
that he who ‘keeps the whole of the Law yet stumbles on one small point is guilty
of (breaking) it all’"™ It is at this point that James 2:21—22 goes on to evoke
Abraham’s willingness to sacrifice his son Isaac to stress the point that Abraham
was ‘saved by works and Faith working together as opposed, presumably, to
his unidentified interlocutor’ insistence that Abraham ‘was saved by Faith’
alone.

For his part, ‘the Ethiopian Queen’s eunuch’ — ‘on his chariot’ — who 1is
reading ‘the Suffering Servant’ passage from Isaiah in Acts when a teacher
named ‘Philip’ calls him to be baptized, immediately orders his chariot
to stop, whereupon both Philip and the eunuch went down into the
water, and Philip baptized him. In our view, what we essentially
have here is a ‘Gentile Christian’ parody of Izates’ conversion replete
with a sarcastic characterization of circumcision as castration which
would have had particular meaning for Roman audiences especially
after Nerva’s time (96—98 cg), and all the more so, after Hadrian’s
(117-138 CE)."

Par contra, using Abraham as their prototype, both Josephus and the
Talmud emphasize the ‘circumcision’ aspect of the conversion process
despite the fact that at least Josephus portrays Queen Helen, the mother
of Izates and Monobazus, as ‘having horror of circumcision’ because it would
put her in ill repute with her people. Despite her conversion, allegedly
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to Judaism, ‘circumcision’ as such was evidently not part of the religion she
was taught by Ananias and his unnamed companion above.™s Conse-
quently, not only is this the pivotal point in the controversy between
‘Ananias’ and ‘Eleazar over Izates’ conversion above, but it is also the
background against which Paul develops his whole polemic in Galatians,
in particular, the dispute at ‘Antioch’in Galatians 2:7—12 where Paul calls
the ‘some from James, of whom Peter ‘was afraid’ and, after whose coming,
‘separated himself and withdrew’ from ‘eating with the Gentiles’ (Ethnon),‘of the
Circumcision’ or ‘the Party of the Circumcision.™™

Therefore, just as the ‘Philip’/‘Ethiopian Queen’s eunuch’ conversion
episode is a Gentile Christian parody of the Izates/Monobazus one —
replete, as we just explained, with derisive caricature of circumcision as castra-
tion; this whole tangle of data is echoed in Acts 15:1—3’s seemingly
parallel portrayal of basically the same situation in its run-up to the so-
called ‘Jerusalem Council, when these ubiquitous ‘some’ — already
referred to several times earlier in Acts (these same ‘some’ even appear in
the Gospels'3) —‘come down from Judea’ to Antioch and ‘teach the brothers that
unless you were circumcised, you could not be saved’

Nor is it inconsequential that Abraham’s paradigmatic support for cir-
cumcision is also cited by the Damascus Document at Qumran." This
occurs in the Damascus Document after evoking Deuteronomy 23:24
and 27:26, emphasizing the necessity of ‘keeping the Commandments of the
Toral’ and ‘not to depart from the Law’ even at ‘the price of death’ ™ and is put
as follows:

And on the day upon which the man swears upon his soul (or ‘on pain of
deatl’’) to return to the Torah of Moses, the Angel of Mastema (meaning here
‘Divine Vengeance’ — in other vocabularies ‘Satan’)"s will turn aside from pur-
suing him provided that he fulfills his word. It is for this reason Abraham
circumcised himself on the very day of his being informed (of these things)."

Just as in the case with Izates’ and Monobazus’ conversion, the reference
is to Genesis 17:9—27 and Abraham’s obligation therein set forth, fo ‘cir-
cumcise the flesh of his foreskin’ and that of all those in his household — this last
being an important addendum — which, the biblical passage adds, he
accomplished ‘on that very day’ although he was ninety-nine years old.

But, of course, not only is this exactly what Column Sixteen of the
Damascus Document above specifies; it is exactly what Izates and
Monobazus do when the more ‘zealous’ teacher ‘Eleazar from Galilee’
points this out in the text they are reading. Just as in Acts 8:38’s depic-
tion of the ‘Ethiopian Queen’s eunuch’ immediately jumping down from
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‘his chariot, the emphasis is on the instantaneousness of the response. In
passing, it should also be appreciated that in Islam — a religious tradition
requiring, just like the ‘some from_James, circumcision — thirteen is the age,
as in Ishmael’s circumcision by Abraham in Genesis 17:27 above, by
which time boys are circumcised to this day.

Not only does the Damascus Document — like the Letter of James
and the Koran following it — designate Abraham as ‘a Friend of God, it
does so in the same breath that it describes Abraham as ‘a Keeper of the
Commandments of God. This last is also, as we shall see, basically the eso-
teric definition of ‘the Sons of Zadok’ (possibly too ‘the Sons of Right-
eousness’ or ‘of the Righteous One’) in the Community Rule at Qumran.™
In fact, in the Koran, as we saw, just as in James 2:21—23, the parallel is to
the new terminology in Arabic ‘Muslim’ or ‘one who has surrendered’ to
God’s will. Of course, being ‘a Keeper not a Breaker’ is repeatedly empha-
sized throughout the Dead Sea Scrolls and is a fundamental ideology of
James 2:8—12 as well, particularly in the background to its statement of
both ‘the Royal Law according to the Scripture’ to ‘love your neighbor as your-
self and ‘keeping the whole Law, but stumbling on one small point’ bringing
upon one the ‘guilt of (breaking) it all’

To bring us full circle: one could conclude, therefore, that being ‘a
Keeper,‘a Friend of God, and even ‘a Muslim’ are basically all parallel deno-
tations and that, in all contexts, Abraham is so designated because he
responds positively to God’s ‘testing’ and is prepared to carry out God’s Com-
mandments. In James 2:21 and in Hebrews 11:17, in particular, this
‘surrendering to God’s will, as it is put in the Koran, is deemed a kind of
‘test’ It 1s also worth remarking and certainly not insignificant that in
Hebrews the term ‘only begotten’ is applied to Isaac just as in Josephus it
is to ‘Izates’ and in the Synoptic Gospels to ‘Jesus. >
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Peter as a ‘Daily Bather
and ‘the Secret Adam’ Tradition

Sabaeans, Masbuthaeans, and ‘the Subbac of the Marshes’

To go back to ‘Elchasai; Hippolytus tells us that he was supposed to have
‘preached unto men a new remission of sins in the second year of Hadrian’s reign’
(119 cE). In addition he calls him ‘a certain Just Man, meaning ‘Elchasai’
too was ‘a Righteous One’ — again, the manner of how all early Church
sources refer to James and the Dead Sea Scrolls refer to ‘the Teacher of
Righteousness’/‘ Righteous Teacher”” Hippolytus reports as well that Elcha-
sai insisted (like the ‘some from James’ above) that ‘believers ought to be
circumcised and live according to the Law.>

Of course, ‘circumcision’ is a practice insisted on in Islam to this day but,
even more importantly, in Arabic ‘Elchasai’ can also mean ‘Hidden. We
have already touched upon how the ‘Hidden’ terminology can relate to
stories about the birth of John the Baptist and Jesus in the Infancy Nar-
rative of Luke and the Protevangelium of James, to say nothing about
Edessan stories about Abraham. Nor is this to mention the whole tradi-
tion of ‘the Hidden Imam’ in Shi‘ite Islam, which we shall discuss further
below. In Jewish mystical traditions as incorporated in the Zohar, a par-
allel allusion occurs in the description of how Noah ‘was hidden in the ark’
to escape ‘the Enemy’ who wanted to kill him.> Though an odd story, to say
the least, to be found in an allegedly ‘medieval’ document like the Zohar,
it does bring us back, however circuitously, to how the ark was related
by Hippolytus and Josephus to Queen Helen’s and Izates’ homeland and,
not surprisingly, in the Koran to the story of the destruction of the Tribe
of “Ad’ and the messenger sent to it, Hud (that is ‘Judas’ — in Hebrew,
‘Yehudal'’; in Arabic, ‘ Yehud’) 4

In Arabic too, the root of ‘Subbac, a term related to those Hippolytus
calls ‘Sobiai” whom he identifies with ‘the Elchasaites)s is ‘to plunge’ or
‘immerse; which 1s the same for Aramaic and Syriac. In fact, John the
Baptist is actually known in Arabic as — and this not just by Mandaeans
who take him as their paradigmatic teacher —‘as-Sabic, meaning ‘the Bap-
tizer or ‘Immerser’® This leads directly into the issue of what can be
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understood by those called ‘Sabaeans’ in the Koran,” who must be
seen as basically the same group as ‘the Subba® or Hippolytus’ ‘Sobiai’
(and, as we shall see, Epiphanius’ ‘Masbuthaeans’) despite slight variations
in spelling and later Islamic ideological attempts to obscure it.

The reason for this was not really malice, but rather simply historical
misunderstanding or shortsightedness, Muslims having forgotten what
the term originally meant and deciding, therefore — despite the dispar-
ity in roots — that it related to an earlier cultural group in Southern
Arabia with a phonetically similar (though not identical) name.* In time,
the term was used (perhaps with more accuracy) to designate a more
Gnosticizing group in Northern Iraq, allegedly composed of ‘Star-
Gazers’® The reason all this is so important is that in the final analysis, the
whole ideology relating to it became the basis of the Islamic notion of
‘the People of the Book’ or ‘Protected Persons.™

Nevertheless, as Muhammad uses the term in the Koran — often
within the context of discussions about Abraham" — he does so to desig-
nate a group intermediate between Jews and Christians, about whom he
appears to have personal knowledge. All three he describes as ‘believing in
Allah and the Last Day and doing good works’ (2:62). The perspicacious
reader will immediately recognize these as the exact parameters of the
debate between Paul and James, particularly as set forth in the Letter of
James with its insistence on ‘Faith (in Koranic terms that is, ‘Belief’) and
works working together, while at the same time citing Abraham’s willingness to
sacrifice Isaac.® One should also remark the accent on ‘doing’ and ‘works’
in all such contexts, emphases strong throughout the Dead Sea Scrolls and all
ideologies associated with James though not Paul.™

Muhammad uses almost the precise words, in another extremely
telling passage to describe one particular community among those he
labels  Peoples of the Book, with whom he seems particularly familiar and
of whom, unusually fond. The people of this community, as he puts it,
‘recite the revelations of Allah in the night season’ — which is certainly paral-
leled by those Josephus is calling ‘Essenes’ and in the literature found at
Qumran' — and:

believe in Allah and the Last Day and enjoin Right conduct and forbid indecency
(‘fornication’ at Qumran, a category prohibited both in the ‘ Three Nets of
Belial’ section of the Damascus Document and James’ directives to over-
seas communities as reported by Acts), and vie with each other in good works,
for they are of the Righteous (‘Salihin’)."s

‘Salihin’ in Arabic is the same root as and the plural of that ‘Salih, who
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with ‘Hud’ (a contraction of Yehudah — Judas as we have seen), is a mes-
senger to “Ad’ (Addai/Adiabene) and a ‘brother’ to the Tribe Muhammad
calls ‘ Thamud’ — a corruption, in our view, of ‘ Thomas’ or, if one prefers,
‘Judas Thomas, the same ‘Judas Thomas who taught the truth to the Edessenes’
in early Christian literature previously.'

Essenes, Ebionites, and Peter as ‘a Daily Bather

Epiphanius refers to ‘Essenes’ not only as ‘Ossaeans, but also ‘ Esseneans’ or
‘Jessaeans’ — the last, he claims, after David’s father and Jesus’ forbear ‘Jesse’
or, for that matter, ‘Jesus” very name itself.”” However, he also seems to
appreciate that ‘Essene’ can derive from the Hebrew root, ‘fo do, that is,
‘Doers’ (Hebrew, “Osim’) or ‘the Doers’/*Doers of the Toralh’ we shall meet
in due course in the Dead Sea Scrolls and the thrust of the language of
‘doing’ or ‘works’ in all doctrines associated with James or ascribed to him.
The Letter of James also actually uses ‘Doers, meaning ‘to do the Law,
three different times.” In another important overlap, the same usage
appears in the all-important Habakkuk Pesher, which we shall analyze in
more detail, crucially surrounding the exposition of ‘the Righteous shall
live by his Faith’ so dear to Pauline exposition."

Whatever one might think of the validity of Epiphanius’ derivations
and though his ‘Essenes’ are hardly distinguishable from those he is also
calling ‘Ebionites’; as he sees it, before Christians were called ‘Christians’
in Antioch in Acts — that is, around the time of Paul’s and Helen’s Famine
relief efforts in the mid-Forties — in Palestine they were known as
‘Essenes’ and, after that, ‘ Nazoraeans.*® From our perspective, this is about
right with the reservation that Epiphanius and other early Christian
writers have little or no idea what these denotations actually
signified.

In fact, for the group called ‘ Galileans’ among ‘the Seven Sects of the Cir-
cumcision’ comprising Judaism of this period according to Hegesippus (c.
150 CE) as conserved in Eusebius (c. 320 cE) — including ‘ Pharisees, Sad-
ducees, ‘Essenes, ‘Samaritans, ‘Baptists, etc. — Epiphanius substitutes the
term ‘Nazoraeans.*’ In doing so, he provides testimony, however indi-
rect, that the group, most instinctively refer to as ‘Zealots’ — otherwise
missing from both Epiphanius’ and Hegesippus’ enumerations and often
called ‘Sicarii” both by their opponents or detractors and hardly distin-
guishable from Eusebius’ ‘Galileans’>* — were from their perspective all
but indistinguishable from ‘Nazoraeans, the same group most consider
coextensive with ‘Christians” Once again, this brings home the point that
the literature concerning these matters in this period is, depending on
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the perspective of the writer, filled with and confused by many names
tor the same basic movement.

Though these ‘sects, as Eusebius and Epiphanius like to call them, also
include another group both refer to as ‘Hemerobaptists’ or ‘ Daily Bathers,
Eusebius — again dependent on Hegesippus — in effect, repeats himself
by including in the same list yet another group he calls ‘Masbuthaeans’
Once again, this terminology represents a Greek attempt to transliterate
groups like Hippolytus® ‘Sobiai’ and the Aramaic/Syriac term for
‘wash’/ ‘immersed, that is, ‘ Baptizers! This not only moves into the Arabic
‘Subba®’ as we saw, and is basically the same root of Hippolytus’ ‘Sobiai’
above, but also the same Arabic/Islamic ‘Sabaeans, some incarnations of
whom seem certainly to have been based in the neighborhood of
Abraham’s Haran in Northern Syria.

Epiphanius for his part multiplies these basically parallel or synony-
mous groups by introducing others in the course of his narrative like ‘the
Sampsaeans, yet another attempt to approximate the Arabic/Syriac
‘Sabaeans’ in Greek. In this context, one should appreciate the epigraph-
ical mix-ups between ‘P’ and ‘B’ in Arabic (there being no ‘P’ as such in
Arabic) and juxtapositions of letters that occur when names move from
one language to another, as for example ‘Abgarus’ to ‘Agbarus’ from
Semitic to Western languages. Once more we have come full circle,
because Epiphanius not only locates these ‘Sampsaeans’ around the Dead
Sea and further east across the Jordan and in Northern Iraq, but proceeds
to observe that they are not to be distinguished from ‘the Elchasaites,
which should have been obvious in the first place.*

What Epiphanius, who actually was someone of Jewish Christian
or ‘Ebionite’ background from Palestine — though he later removed to
mainland Greece — has apparently done is confuse the terms ‘Sabaeans,
‘Sobiai, or ‘Masbuthaeans’ reflecting more Semitic usage, with the linguis-
tic approximation in Greek ‘Sampsaean’ Nor does he, yet again,
distinguish their doctrines to any extent from the ‘Nasarenes’ or ‘Nazo-
raeans, whom he definitely identifies as doctrinally following James, and
chronologically, following ‘the Ebionites whom we know followed
James.>

Since all such ‘Essene’ or ‘Sabaean’-type groups were ‘Daily Bathers’ of
one kind or another, despite confusing early Church testimony that
might gainsay this, it would appear that James was one as well.> This is
also the way Peter is portrayed both in the Pseudoclementines and by
Epiphanius, the one probably dependent on the other.>* So was James’
contemporary, the teacher Josephus cryptically denotes as ‘Banus, the
transliteration of whose name has not yet been solved (though via the
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Latin, it probably points to his ‘bathing’ activities), and with whom
Josephus seems to have spent a quasi-‘Essene’ style novitiate ‘in the wilder-
ness’ — the reason probably he knows so much about ‘Essenes’” Nor is it
without relevance, when considering these things, that in the Pseudo-
clementines as well, Peter is also portrayed as a definitive ‘ Jamesian.>*

For the ‘Subba® of Southern Iraq, obviously so designated because of
their bathing practices, just as with so-called ‘Essenes, these rituals
included daily ablution and purification in addition to a more all-
encompassing immersion. This immersion was known to them even
then as ‘Masbuta’ — from which clearly Eusebius via Hegesippus gets his
‘Masbuthaeans’ — and it included both the notion of washing away of
sins and even a ‘laying on of hands) the Priest interestingly enough
laying one hand on his own head,* all notions except the last known to
Christianity.*

Actually, Epiphanius includes the note about Peter being a ‘Daily
Bather in the context of his discussion of those he is calling ‘Ebionites’ —
an honoured term of self-designation in widespread use at Qumran.*
Not only does he think that the terminology ‘Ebionites, like that of the
‘Elchasaites’ above, relates to a teacher called ‘Ebion’ — meaning that, as he
sees it, ‘Ebion’ 1s a person not a concept; he also seems to think that, as
the ‘Elchasaite’ teacher in Hippolytus above, this ‘Ebion’ went to Rome.*
It is at this point he observes:

They say that Peter was a Daily Bather even before he partook of the bread.®

That is, Peter is a complete ‘Essene.

Epiphanius combats this description in the most vituperative manner
imaginable, insisting that it was because ‘the Ebionites’ were so ‘lewd and filthy
that they bathed so often’!3* His approach is reminiscent of how Eusebius
characterizes ‘the Ebionites” Coming from Caesarea in Palestine, Eusebius
like Epiphanius also knew Hebrew. In an ideological reversal that should
by this time be all too familiar, he characterizes these same ‘Ebionites’ in
a manner as vituperative and dissimulating as Epiphanius following him
and other ‘Church Fathers’ such as Irenaeus and Origen preceding him.*
This he does by insisting in a derisive play on the Hebrew meaning of
their name that they were called ‘the Poor because of ‘their mean and
poverty-stricken notions about the Christ] meaning that what today we
would call their ‘Christology’ was ‘poverty-stricken’! — an exposition
even the beginning reader will recognize as both dissimulating and
malevolent.’

However, by contemptuously and sarcastically depicting Ebionites as
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seeing ‘Christ’ as merely a man, generated by natural not supernatural means,
advanced above other men in the practice of Righteousness or virtue, and only ‘a
prophet, Eusebius inadvertently gives us insight into their actual doc-
trines. Where the matter of ‘a Prophet’ is concerned, one will be able to
immediately discern the outlines of the ‘True Prophet’ ideology of the
Ebionites, which is such a set-piece of the Pseudoclementine literature
and reflections of which are also discernible in the Dead Sea Scrolls, in
particular, the Community Rule, proceeding down through Elchasaism,
Manichaeism, and ultimately into Islam.

This is the same spirit of malicious invective with which Epiphanius
a century later ridicules the ‘daily bathing’ of these same Ebionites (not to
mention, by implication, similar activity on the part of Peter). However,
unlike Eusebius, rather than the extreme ‘poverty’ of their Christological
notions, he focuses on their practice of “daily bathing’ of this type, while fol-
lowing an extreme purity regime and avoiding fornication.’® Nevertheless the
reader should note how both writers intemperately appeal to popular
prejudice to undermine and obscure the true sense of these appellations
and the practices underlying them.

For the writer, the aspects of their conduct Epiphanius records, for
the most part probably drawing on the Pseudoclementines, are rather the
true parameters of Peter’s existence — these, as opposed to childish episodes
incorporating ideological reversal as, for instance, the descent of “the table
cloth’ from Heaven ‘by its four corners’ in Acts 10:11, in which Peter learns
not to make distinctions between Holy and profane and to call no food unclean
(10:12—16 repeated in 11:8), the very opposite of communities such as at
Qumran and groups like those following James like ‘the Ebionites’

Not only is this kind of approach in Acts similar in genre to Eusebius
and Epiphanius, in some cases in Acts these reversals are even more
blatant. For instance, as we saw in Chapter Two, in some five-six differ-
ent episodes in almost a drumbeat fashion, Peter is presented as a
mouthpiece for anti-Semitic invective, in particular, the ‘Blood libel’ accu-
sation of having killed Christ.* In truth, this seems to be about the only real
ideological point the author of Acts seems even to know about ‘ Pefer, so
often is it repeated in his speeches and notwithstanding its marked con-
trast with the kinder, less strident and more noble picture of Peter one
finds in the Pseudoclementines.*

Aside perhaps from the material in Galatians, which relates Peter to
these same areas of Northern Syria where groups such as the Ebionites,
Elchasaites, and Masbuthaeans appear to have been prevalent at this time
(as to some extent they still are today), materials delineating Peter’s pious
‘Essene’-like behaviour — for instance, that he wore ‘threadbare clothes’
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and, as among ‘Essenes’ and at Qumran, he prayed every morning at dawn
and bathed every day (this ‘before partaking of bread’ as Epiphanius
conserves it above) — are perhaps the only properly historical materials
about Peter we have.* As an aside, it should perhaps also not go
unremarked that, like Epiphanius’ mysterious teacher ‘Ebion’ and
Hippolytus’ ‘Elchasaite’ teacher he thinks is called ‘Sobiai; Peter too
reportedly ended up going to Rome. Whether accurate in Peter’s case —
for which Acts provides no verification — it would certainly appear to be
accurate in the case of Hippolytus’ ‘Elchasaite’ teacher named ‘Sobiar’
above.

One of the reasons for the kind of daily ‘purification’ activity Epi-
phanius so derogatorily dismisses, known not only to the Pseudo-
clementines but also so characteristic of the ‘sectaries’ at Qumran — at least
among those extreme ‘Essenes’ Hippolytus insists on also calling either
‘Zealot’ or ‘Sicarii’* — 1s that even casual contact with Gentiles was
thought to be polluting in some manner. This, of course, immediately
gives rise to issues like the ‘table fellowship’ one above between the ‘some
from James’ who ‘came down to Antioch’ and Paul in Galatians 2:11—-14. In
the ‘Heavenly tablecloth’ episode, just cited above too, even Peter is pic-
tured as citing this excuse in Acts 10:14 when he is at the point of
learning he ‘should not call any man unclean nor any thing profane’ and could
eat forbidden foods.

Notwithstanding, it is just the opposition to allowing persons, who
either were not circumcised and did not keep the Law, to discuss matters relat-
ing to it that were the key issues for those extreme ‘Essenes’ whom
Hippolytus insists were called either ‘ Zealots” or ‘Sicarii, a picture in some
ways more accurate and more incisive than the received Josephus.# In
fact, Hippolytus’ picture of ‘Essenes, which agrees with Josephus on all
important points, seems to be based on an alternate version of Josephus’
works, perhaps the earlier one he claims to have written in Aramaic for
his co-religionists in a more Persian cultural framework.*

Not only did normative ‘Essenes, according to the received portrait
in Josephus, refuse to eat on pain of death and whatever the torture they
were subjected to, ‘forbidden things’; as Hippolytus refines this picture,
what those he refers to as ‘Zealot’ or ‘Sicarii Essenes’ refused to eat were
the Jamesian category of ‘things sacrificed to idols’ (Acts 15:29 and 21:25).
No wonder Epiphanius is so enraged at the picture of Peter he finds in
allegedly ‘Ebionite’ literature — but more about these things later. To
repeat — his materials bring us back to the location of these groups in
Northern Syria and Southern Iraq, the two areas Josephus focuses upon
in his story of the conversion of Queen Helen, her two sons Monobazus
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and Izates, and possibly also her husband ‘Bazeus’ — if his identity could
be precisified in any final way.

Sabaeans and Manichaeans and the Ban on ‘ Things Sacrificed to Idols’ and
‘Carrion’

Arabic sources pick the story up from here. Now using the terminology
‘Sabaean,’ the Arab chronologer and historian al-Biruni (c. 850) contends
that the remnants of ‘the Sabaeans’ in the area around Haran in North-
ern Syria — obviously still there in his own time — were:

the remnant of Jewish tribes remaining in Babylon when the other tribes left it for
Jerusalem in the days of Cyrus and Artaxerxes.*

It should be remarked that even the Eleventh-Century Jewish traveler
Benjamin of Tudela encounters an ‘Elchasaite’ Synagogue in Mosul (the
former area of “Adiabene’) that he still reckons as one of the three groups of
Jews’ he observes living there.** On the other hand, for Epiphanius, these
‘Daily Bathers’ he is calling either ‘Elchasaite’ or ‘Sampsaeans’ are neither
Jews, Christians, or Greeks’ but something else.*

For al-Biruni they, like the Manichaeans descending from them,
prayed towards the North, which they considered as already remarked, as
‘the middle of the dome of Heaven and its highest place’* This notice, as we
saw, 1s extremely interesting in view of the fact that at Qumran (which
a majority of scholars has always referred to as ‘Essene’ — whatever might
be meant by this), the 1200 or so graves found there are almost all aligned
on a North-South axis, as are those in settlements further south along
the Dead Sea and now others across Jordan — clearly, therefore, related to
Qumran.# Since the normal orientation of Jewish graves was towards
Jerusalem and Muslim graves towards Mecca, this presented something
of a puzzle to a majority of observers.* If these graves are rather those
of ‘Sabaean’-like bathing groups, among whom we should group those
known as ‘Essenes’ and their ‘Elchasaite’/* Ebionite’ successors, perhaps, as
already suggested, they need remain puzzled no longer.

According to al-Biruni, again exhibiting the emphasis on the impor-
tance to sectarians in these areas of these various biblical patriarchs
before and after the flood, the Sabaeans held that Noah’s grandfather
Methusaleh had another son besides Noah’s father Lamech (Genesis
5:25—29) called ‘Sabi® from whom they derived their name (¢f. John the
Baptist and the derivation of his name, ‘as-Sabic ibn Yusufus, according to
the ‘Sabaeans’ or ‘Subba® of the Marshes’ in Southern Iraq above).s' He also
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says they were led by ‘Holy Men, called by them ‘Siddiks, which once
again, however circuitously, brings us to the Community led by James
and the one portrayed in the documents at Qumran — not to mention
the one founded by ‘Elchasai’ as described by Epiphanius — ‘Siddik’ like
‘Salil’ in Arabic being equivalent to the term Zaddik/‘Righteous One’ in
Hebrew.

According to another Arab writer two hundred years later in the
Eleventh Century, the Encyclopaedist Ibn al-Nadim — also called “The
Fihrist — the Sabaeans had an offshoot in Southern Iraq also called ‘Sab-
aeans’ These are clearly identical to, as just signaled above, ‘the Subba®” of
the Marshes As in al-Biruni, praying towards the North formed a dis-
tinct part of their rituals. Additionally, according to Ibn al-Nadim, they
also abstained from marrying close relatives, which would obviously also
include the ban on nieces and close family cousins at Qumran.s* As we
saw, these things came under the general category of ‘fornication’ at
Qumran, another of the bans associated with James’ directives to over-
seas communities.

Nor do such ‘Subba” countenance divorce, except under strict condi-
tions — once again, part of these same Qumran and early Christian
prohibitions to similar effect. Perhaps more importantly, the Fihrist fully
delineates the ‘Sabaean’ ban on ‘carrion, a ban also reflected in some of the
strictures in MM T which we shall analyze further below.* Bans such as
these, perhaps more than anything else, firmly link such ‘Sabaeans’ to
James and his directives to overseas communities as recorded in Acts
15:19—29 and 21:25 above, directives so assiduously avoided by Paul in 1
Corinthians 6:12—11:16 but firmly restated in the Koran by Muhammad
in succession to such ‘Sabaeans.s' In these directives, as should be famil-
iar by now, James banned ‘blood, fornication, strangled things, and things
sacrificed to idols’

These are also the same bans laid out by Peter in the Pseudoclemen-
tines, which are now being implicitly ascribed to ‘Jesus’ in his role as ‘the
Tiue Prophet’ In them, James’ ban on ‘strangled things, as imperfectly set
forth in Acts, is now, quite properly, being clarified and enlarged into
‘carrion. As the Pseudoclementine Homilies expresses these directives,
Peter speaking in the name of ‘the Tiue Prophet’:

abstain from the table of demons (Paul, of course, uses the same phraseology
in the context of delineating his doctrine of ‘Communion with the blood of
Christ in 1 Corinthians 10:19—22, but to opposite eftect, arguing against
Jewish dietary regulations and Jewish sacrifices in the Temple), that is, from food
sacrificed to idols, animals which have been suffocated (here Acts’ ‘strangled
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things’) or caught by wild beasts (this now, quite clearly, ‘carrion’) and from
blood (here too James’ ban on ‘blood, now integrally connected to the one
on ‘carrion’).>*

This is repeated later in the same section and the context is now, not only
the ban on ‘blood, but also on ‘shedding blood’ or ‘manslaughter of the
description of Noah’s sacrifice in Genesis 9:4—6, to which even the ban
on ‘tasting dead flesh or filling themselves with that which is torn of beasts’ — in
other words, once again, ‘carrion’ — is definitively added.

Compare this with how this same ban on ‘carrion’ would appear to
be ascribed by the ‘Sabaeans’ of Southern Iraq above seemingly to Noah’s
father Lamech’s brother ‘Sabic” Here the ascription is rather to ‘a certain
Angel’ speaking to Noah and his descendants after the Flood and it reads:

(...they should not) shed blood or taste dead flesh, or fill themselves with that
which is torn of beasts or that which is cut or that which is strangled (once again,
the ban attributed to James in Acts on ‘strangled things, but more clearly
developed) or anything else which is unclean (this, in contrast to Acts’ picture
of Peter’s ‘tablecloth’ vision presuming to terminate distinctions between
‘clean and unclean’). But those who do not follow My Law, you not only shall
not touch (this totally gainsaying what Peter claims to have learned from
his “tablecloth’ vision in Acts ‘fo call no thing’ or ‘any man profane or unclean,
but also the exact picture of those Hippolytus is called ‘Sicarii Essenes’ —
also a ban reproduced in the Damascus Document but clearly alien to
Paulinism?) but also do no honour to, but rather flee from their presence.®

Not only does this sound very much like what Peter is pictured as
explaining to Cornelius in Acts 10:28 ‘that it is not lawful for a Jewish man
to attach himself or come near one of another race’; but also like Paul in 2
Corinthians 6:16—7:1, the only really Qumran-sounding passage in all his
letters where, in speaking about ‘the Temple of God with idols” and making
defective reference to ‘Belial’ from Qumran, he avers, ‘touch no unclean
thing’ and ‘one should purify oneself of every pollution of flesh and spirit, Per-
fecting Holiness in_fear of God.s?

These bans normally attributed to James (another ‘Righteous One’ in
the ‘Noahic tradition) are, to repeat, almost precisely set forth in some five
different places in the Koran, once again, as in the Pseudoclementine
Homilies with the ban on ‘strangled things’ quite clearly reproduced as ‘carrion’
and followed as part of Islamic dietary law to this day.*® This cannot be
accidental.*

On the one hand, these ‘Sabaeans, delineated so straightforwardly by
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ibn al-Nadim, move directly into Manichaeism. As such, they too are
direct descendants of the ‘school’ of James and carry on the extreme
Rechabite/Nazirite/Nazoraean practices of abstaining from wine, meat,
and sexual intercourse.”® In fact the only difference between so-called
‘Manichaeans, following their Third-Century founder/‘Tiue Prophet’/
teacher Mani and other ‘Sabaean’ groups such as the Ebionites, Elcha-
saites, Essenes, and the like, was that the Manichaeans abjured the ‘daily
bathing’ part of the extreme purity regimen considering it unnecessary.
This abjuration followed into Islam as well — sand in Islam taking the
place of water purification at least where prayer was concerned — just as
the ‘True Prophet part of their ideology did through its ‘Prophet’/‘Seal of
the Prophets) Muhammad, who doubtlessly saw himself as a successor of
sorts to Mani.

On the other hand, the ‘daily bathing’ aspect of this purity-oriented
regimen was carried on by the equally Gnosticizing group, mentioned
by ibn al-Nadim above, whom we now call ‘Mandaeans. These
‘Mandaeans’ as we saw, also originally styled themselves ‘Nasuraia’ or
‘Nazoraeans’ or, at least, this is the name they give their ‘Priests’ or inner
core of adepts.” In fact, the name ‘Nasuraia’ conserves the original
Hebrew meaning of the ‘Nazoraean’ terminology, that is, ‘Keepers’ — in
the Hebrew of the Prophets, ‘Notzrei ha-Brit’/‘Keepers of the Covenant
which, in turn, is a synonym of the Qumran ‘Shomrei ha-Brit, the defini-
tion in the Community Rule of the all important ‘Sons of Zadok.*
Though, where the Mandaeans were concerned, this probably moved
into the more Gnosticizing ‘Keepers of the Secrets’; in Palestine earlier, the
meaning would more likely have been, ‘Keepers of the Law’ or ‘Torah’®
‘The Keepers of the Secrets’ connotation, however, most likely leads us to
the real meaning of the ‘Elchasai’ terminology, as it does the ‘Hidden
Imam’-terminology in Shi‘ite Islam succeeding to it in these same
areas.

For the Mandaeans, the ‘Secret Adam’-ideology — the vast cosmic Adam
that preceded the creation of the world — was known as ‘the Adam Kasia® (the
same as ‘the Adam Kadmon’ in Kabbalah, itselt equivalent to ‘the First' or
‘Primal Adam’ of Paul in 1 Corinthians 15:22—58, and Peter’s ‘ Teaching’ in
the Pseudoclementines) or ‘the Hidden’ or ‘Secret Adam’ — again,‘the Primal
Adam’ of Ebionite terminology.® As this moves on later into Islamic
Sufism, this becomes ‘the Insan al-Kamil’/* Perfect Man’ of poets like Ibn
al-*Arabi.% In Hippolytus, it will be remembered, a book was brought to
Rome in the SecondYear of Hadrian’s reign (119 CE) ‘alleging that a certain
Just Man Elchasai had received’ it in a town in Persia (Adiabene?) and ‘gave
it to one called Sobiai.” As we saw above, this last is clearly no more a man’s
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name than ‘Elchasai’ or ‘Ebion’ Rather it is a title relating to the central
ideology of these groups, ‘bathing’

These Mandaeans also possessed a book called The Haran Gawaita —
notice even the name here ‘Haran’ from the claim that they originally
descended from emigrants from Palestine that first went into the areas of
Haran and Medea (our ‘Thaddaeus’/Judas Thomas’ stories now framed
from a different perspective) and, thereafter, into Southern Iraq. As we
shall see, these stories about an ‘emigration’ or ‘flight’ across Jordan to
Northern Syria parallel claims in the Dead Sea Scrolls — in particular, the
Damascus Document again — of an ‘emigration’ across Jordan, out ‘from the
Land of Judah to dwell in the Land of Damascus, where ‘the New Covenant
in the Land of Damascus’ — to ‘set up the Holy Things according to their precise
specifications’ — was to be erected.®

But they are also to some extent echoed in the ‘Pella Flight' tradition
of the Jerusalem Church, we shall also analyze more extensively below,
not to mention traditions about Judas Thomas sending Thaddaeus to
work in these areas, following on after himself — traditions we have
already remarked above. Not only are these integral to Eusebius’ Edessan
Chancellery Office narrative, they are also part and parcel of apocryphal
literature generally.” Of course, if we take the allusion to ‘Damascus’ in
whatever context, as an esotericism that can include going even further
afield than to just a city — an esotericism not unlike the use of the word
‘Arab’ in Roman sources — the correspondence grows even more precise.

Mandaean Tradition and ‘the Taheb,  Tabitha, and ‘ Tirathaba’

For these Mandaeans of Southern Iraq, John the Baptist was their teacher
and one of their titles for him was, as we saw, ‘as-Sabic ibn Yusufus, ‘the Bap-
tizer the Son of Joseph Not only does the second part of this title echo
similar ascriptions related to ‘Jesus” parentage in Christian tradition,
where in John 1:45 and 6:42 he is denoted a ‘son of Joseph’; but a second
‘Messiah, called ‘the Messiah ben Joseph’ or ‘the Messiah the Son of Joseph® —
this as opposed to the Davidic Messiah/‘the Messiah ben Judah® — was also
considered to have been executed in Rabbinic tradition in the region of
Lydda possibly even by crucifixion.*

Not only does this title — which the Gospels take as definitively
genealogical even though ‘Jesus’ was not supposed to have been ‘Joseph”s
son — possibly imply an overlap with Samaritan Messianic pretensions;
but the title, ‘Son of Joseph, dovetails perfectly with ‘Samaritan’ tradition,
since the Samaritans generally considered themselves ‘Sons of Joseph, that
is, descendants of the Biblical ‘Joseph! In the Dead Sea Scrolls, too, the
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curious additional parallel represented by the terminology ‘Ephraim’/*the
Simple of Ephraim’ (in the Nahum Pesher grouped alongside ‘the Simple of
Judah doing Torah’) should not be overlooked —‘Ephraim’ being another bib-
lical euphemism for ‘Samaria.®

The issue of what to make of this ‘Son of Joseph’ in Messianic tradition
is fraught with difficulties and we have already referred in our prelim-
inary remarks to similar issues regarding the appearance of this
cognomen in the fraudulent inscription on the ossuary purporting to be
the burial box of James that recently ‘surfaced’ containing the same allu-
sion to ‘the Son of Joseph.! Of course we take the ossuary along with its
inscription to be spurious, but the very fact that those who created it felt
obliged to include it is significant.” In the Talmud, as tenuous as its tra-
ditions sometimes are, there certainly is indication of a Messianic
individual, as just observed, crucified in the Lydda region — an area contigu-
ous to and on the periphery of Samaria.” Here too there would appear to be
some substance to the story as there certainly was a Messianic ‘Restorer’
or ‘Redeemer tradition in the adjacent area of Samaria at this time, alluded
to in Josephus and denoted in Samaritan tradition, ‘the Taheb.”

This individual may or may not have been equivalent to or reflected
in stories about the famous ‘Simon Magus, known in the Pseudoclemen-
tine Recognitions and other early Church writings to have come from the
Samaritan village of Gitta, whom we know was often supposed to be
imitating ‘Jesus)? In fact, according to these same Recognitions and/or
Homilies, he and a colleague of his, Dositheus — both ‘Disciples’ of John
the Baptist — were principal originators of ‘the Secret Adam’/*Primal
Adam’ ideology. Therefore, too, in some versions of Josephus, his alter ego
and double in Caesarea — another Rasputin-like ‘magician called Simon’ in
the employ of the Roman Governor Felix and the Herodian family®* —
is even referred to as ‘Atomus, probably a Greco-Latin corruption of ‘Adam’
reflecting the principal doctrine associated with his person, ‘the Primal
Adam’7s

It should be remarked that Caesarea, the Roman administrative cen-
ter in Palestine and the closest large seaport to Samaria, was also the
locale of the initial confrontation between Peter and the ‘Simon Magus’
in the Pseudoclementine literature as well. Nor can there be any doubt
that something of these matters is being reflected in Acts 8:4—25s por-
trayal of the confrontations between both ‘Philip’ and Peter with Simon
Magus over Simon’s Messianic (‘Primal Adam’?) posturing ‘in many villages
of the Samaritans. But in Acts, these confrontations occur in Samaria, not
Caesarea — seemingly reflecting Simon Magus’ place of origin — and * Philip’ only
goes to Caesarea later, after his encounter with ‘the Ethiopian Queen’s
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eunuch. Furthermore, Acts 8:17—24 portrays the Simon Magus affair
somewhat disingenuously, as having basically to do with buying the
‘Power’ imparted by ‘laying on hands’ for ‘money. While the vocabulary is
probably accurate, the import is misleading — probably purposefully. In
addition, it is employing both the ‘Great Power’ vocabulary attributed to
Simon Magus in the Pseudoclementines and of the Elchasaites cum Man-
daeans and the ‘laying on of hands, which becomes such an integral fixture
of the practices of these same Mandaeans.”

In any event, the episode ends inconclusively enough with: ‘and they
(seemingly inclusive of Simon Magus not without him) preached the
Gospel in many villages of the Samaritans’ (8:25). However this may be,
‘Philip’ then turns into the protagonist of the conversion, ‘on the way which
goes down from Jerusalem to Gaza’ (8:26) of ‘the Ethiopian Queen’s eunuch’
before suddenly dematerializing — ‘the Spirit of the Lord took Philip away
so that the eunuch never saw him again’ (8:39 — thus). ‘Having been found at
Azotus’ — a little north of Gaza but south of Jaffa — modern-day Tel Aviv
— once again, he ‘preached the Gospel in all the cities (inclusive probably of
‘Lydda’) until he came to Caesarea’ (8:40), where he seems to have been
going in the first place since he had there ‘four virgin daughters who were
prophetesses’ (21:9)!

For his part Peter, after this somewhat inconclusive confrontation
with Simon Magus — pictured in Acts, as we saw, as taking place in
Samaria not Caesarea — follows ‘Philip’ and he, too ‘passes through all
(9:32 — whatever this means). Nevertheless he actually does ‘go down to
the Saints that lived at Lydda’While there, however, what he is doing — in
place presumably of the crucifixions occurring there in both Josephus
and the Talmud — is rather curing‘a certain’ paralytic by the name of Virgil’s
hero in The Aeneid, ‘Aeneas, ‘who had been lying in bed for eight years
(9:33 — thus; sometimes it really is hard to refrain from laughing). Because
‘Lydda was nearby Jaffa] the Disciples, having heard Peter was there —
preparatory to his coming ‘tablecloth’ vision — invite him to come to Jafta
to raise, as we shall see,‘a certain Disciple (like the Roman Centurion Cor-
nelius, about to appear in the next Chapter, ‘full of good works and charity’)
named Tabitha’ — temale because the form in Aramaic is feminine — ‘which
being interpreted means Dorcas’ (now ‘gazelle’ in Greek!), who had ‘become ill
and died’ (9:36—38).This is all supposed to be taken seriously.

But to go back to Simon’s Samaritan origins, which Acts seems
unaware of or, at least, never makes clear — we must rather wait for the
Pseudoclementines and Churchmen like Clement of Alexandria,
Irenaeus, and Eusebius to clarify these.”” In the Pseudoclementines, as
already explained, Peter becomes the hero of a whole string of similar
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confrontations with Simon Magus north to Lebanon and Syria, but
beginning with this one in Caesarea which probably really was historical.” For
its part, as we already saw as well, Acts 8:10 in the midst of what for it is
a first confrontation in Samaria even describes Simon — like ‘Elcha-
sai’ /‘the Hidden Power’ — as ‘the Power of God which is Great. However this
may be, its emphasis throughout this whole fantastic and certainly unhis-
torical episode (if it is historical, it has been tampered with) on ‘Power’ and
‘laying on of hands’— both cornerstones of ‘Mandaean’ tradition — is nothing
less than startling.”

Nor can there be any doubt as well that the New Testament is inor-
dinately sympathetic to individuals of a ‘Samaritan’ background as
opposed to a ‘Judean’ or ‘Jewish’ one.** Over and over again in the works
of early Church heresiologists we hear about individuals from a Samar-
itan cultural milieu being the recipients of John the Baptist’s teaching
and its offshoots — the implication, as we have been suggesting, of this
curious Mandaean notation for John the Baptist of ‘as-Sabi ibn Yusufus’
in the first place.” In the Pseudoclementine Recognitions, for instance,
both Simon Magus and an individual named ‘Dositheus’ — both also later
portrayed as heads of ‘sects’ of their own just as ‘Ebion, the Ebionites, and
‘Elchasai) the Elchasaites — are portrayed, as we saw, as Samaritan ‘Disci-
ples’ of John the Baptist.*

‘Dositheus, also seemingly referred to in Josephus as ‘Doetus’ or
‘Dortus’ (and the head supposedly — according to the heresiologists — of
his own sect ‘the Dositheans’) is evidently one of those crucified in the
disturbances between Samaritans and Jews at Lydda.* He also seems to
reappear in the ‘Dortus’/*Dorcas’ story in Acts 9:36—43 above where, as we
just saw, Peter resurrects someone in Jaffa he calls by the supposed
Aramaic equivalent of the Greek name ‘Dorcas’ —“Tabitha’ a ‘Doe’! As Acts
0:43 expresses this in its own inimitable way — again using the language
of “a certain’: ‘and he (Peter) stayed many days in Jaffa with a certain Simon,
but now the ‘Simon’ the text is talking about is not ‘Simon Magus’ but
allegedly ‘Simon a tanner’! This occurs in Acts, right before the orthodox
‘Simon’s ‘tablecloth’ vision where, it will be recalled, Peter gets ‘ Paulinized,
learning to call ‘no man profane, and just following Peter’s brief sojourn in
the same ‘Lydda’ — a town we just heard about in the Talmud in connection
with the crucifixion of ‘the Messiah ben Joseph’ and in Acts, the scene of
Peter’s curing of another ‘certain’ paralytic, so curiously named ‘Aeneas, by
invoking the name of the Messiah *Jesus.®

The magical words, Peter is depicted as uttering here, are illustrative:
‘Aeneas, rise up, Jesus the Christ — which can just as well be translated as
‘the Saviour the Christ’ — has healed you’ (9:34), as they may point the way
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to a solution of many of the historical problems raised in this book. What
we are trying to say here is that ‘the Saviour the Christ’ may originally have
been part of a magical formula, invoked in such healing attempts in a
Hellenistic milieu and around which many of these miracle tales then
came to be fashioned. It also, of course, takes the place of the crucifixion
of “the Messiah ben Joseph’— whose counterpart this ‘Joshua’ most certainly
was — here at Lydda according to the Talmud.

Certainly the ‘Taheb’ traditions among the Samaritans have something
to do with all these relationships but, in the writer’s view, they also have
something to do with the Gospel presentations of stories about Pontius
Pilate and Jesus. The name ‘Jesus’ itself has to be seen as related to the
“Taheb’ who was, in fact, just such a ‘Joshua’ or ‘Jesus redivivus’ (‘Joshua’
being the scion of the principal Northern Tribe of Ephraim). So does the
title ‘Son of Joseph, from which the Talmudic ‘the Messiah ben Joseph’ is
derived — ‘Joseph’ being the patronymic hero of the North. In particular,
this is true of Joshua’s tribe, Ephraim (the preferred son of Joseph accord-
ing to the blessing of his father Jacob in Genesis 48:13—20), all of whom
were seen as ‘Sons of Joseph’ par excellence.

Though surviving Samaritan tradition is difficult in the extreme to
penetrate, what does emerge is that there is a ‘Redeemer’ figure, referred
to there as ‘the Taheb’ — from this, possibly, the curious ‘Disciple named
Tabitha® (‘which being interpreted is Dorcas’ — thus!), whom Peter is pictured
as resurrecting after she had already ‘been washed’ in Acts 9:37—41 above.
Certainly the two names are homophonic and it is not a very long
stretch to see them as anagrams of the kind, as we shall see, of “Sicarios’
and ‘Iscariof’). If true, this is an incredible transformation, once again,
pointing up the modus operandi and mischievous dissimulation embodied
in New Testament narrative of this kind.

We have already seen that the term ‘the Taheb’ actually would appear
to mean ‘the Restorer’ and what this ‘Joshua redivivus’ or ‘Restorer’ was
supposed to restore was the Mosaic legacy as represented by the figure
of ‘Joshua’ — ‘Jesus* In fact, this is something of what Josephus portrays
when he presents ‘the tumulf’ in Samaria that was so serious that it really
did end up in Pontius Pilate’s recall from Palestine.®” This is highly under-
estimated and a rare occurrence even in view of the brutality shown
by other Roman governors. In this episode, an individual, obviously
supposed to be ‘the Taheb’ (though Josephus never actually calls him
this), is clearly trying to present himself as a ‘Joshua’ or ‘Jesus redivivus,
since he wishes to lead a massed multitude up to Samaria’s ‘Holy
Mountain, Mt. Gerizim’ where Joshua had originally read the Mosaic Law
to the assembled tribes (Joshua 8:33—35).
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The way John the Baptist is presented in Josephus, whose eftect on
the crowd (which ‘seemed prepared to do anything he would suggest’; for the
Samaritan agitator, it is: ‘Lying he considered of little consequence and he con-
trived everything to please the crowd’) at almost precisely the same time (a
synchronicity that needs to be explored) is comparable in almost every
way.® What the Samaritan ‘Impostor’ prevails on the crowd to do is to
restore ‘the sacred vessels, presumably of the Temple, that had allegedly been
‘deposited in that place by Moses’® But, as Josephus portrays it, these
crowds, which had congregated ‘at a certain village called Tirathaba’ (here,
of course, once again our ‘certain’ language as in Acts’ portrait of ‘ Tabitha’
above — but, what is even more striking and more definitive, now there
really are the unmistakable traces of the name Acts has played upon or garbled
in transcription to produce ‘Tabitha, and here we really do have an anagram)
were now set upon and slaughtered by ‘a great troop of horse and men’ com-
manded by Pontius Pilate.

Others were taken alive, ‘the principal and most powerful of whom’ Pilate
ordered to be crucified just as Christian tradition considers its ‘Jesus’ to
have been.?” These must have included the individual claiming to be ‘the
Taheb’ unless — like Simon Magus seemingly in the episode involving
‘the Egyptian’ on the Mount of Olives later in Acts (clearly comprising
turther ‘Joshua redivivus” activity*’) — he managed to escape. There is no
comparable story in the received Josephus — unless it be that of the
‘pseudo-prophet Jesus ben Ananias) whom we shall consider in a more
definitive manner presently, but this transpires under a later Prefect or
Procurator, Festus®> — about Pilate’s interaction with Jewish or Samaritan
crowds and a Messianic ‘Restorer’ or ‘Redeemer’ figure, whom he cruelly
and brutally crucified and for which he was ultimately actually recalled,
unless it be this.”

Nor can there be much doubt that we have in these activities the
kernel of events being transformed in Acts’ picture of Peter’s encounter
with ‘a certain Tabitha which interpreted is Dorcas’ and, in Josephus, probably
‘Dortus’ or ‘Doetus.” Pace as well, recent popular presentations of Pontius
Pilate, under whom this ‘tumult’ allegedly occurred — particularly in the
cinema — as a harmlessly benign governor. Such overlaps of ‘the Taheb’
story — including the common denotation ‘Son of Joseph’ — with that of
the ‘Jesus’ or the ‘Christ’ make it seem pretty certain that there was some
original or underlying version of materials about this ‘Son of Joseph’/
“Taheb’ personality, owing its origins to and based upon Samaritan
originals, that went into the Gospels. But further than this it is impos-
sible to go.

This amazing transformation of ‘the Taheb’ and/or ‘Tirathaba’ into
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“Tabitha’ — most likely we have a progression here and all three are re-
lated — is perhaps, as we saw, a more vivid indication of the New
Testament’s working method than even the transformation of the cir-
cumcised convert Izates, reading Genesis 17 on God’s instructions to
Abraham, into ‘the Ethiopian Queen’s eunuch’ reading Isaiah §3:7 — inter-
preted for him by Philip as ‘the Gospel of Jesus’** — immediately going
down into the water and being baptized.

But unfortunately one must go further — just as Josephus character-
izes the Samaritan Messiah as ‘considering Lying of little import, there are
historical lies here, lies — however benignly-intentioned — meant to
undermine, belittle, and deceive, which unhappily have done their work
all too well over the last two thousand years and are still, sad to have to
say, so doing.

‘The Nasuraia, ‘the Keepers, and Mandaean Tradition Continued

To go back to Mandaean tradition, according to which Jesus — also
acknowledged to be one of these ‘Keepers’ or ‘Nasuraia’ (‘ Nazoraeans’) —
corrupted John the Baptist's message, ‘perverting the words of the Light and
changing them into Darkness.*> Once again, a lot of this would appear to
have to do with how Simon Magus is portrayed both in the Pseudo-
clementines and in Acts. But the words could also have come right out
of the literature at Qumran where, as in the Gospel of John, such ‘Light’
and ‘Dark’ imagery is widespread.”

In the Scrolls, too, paralleling this issue of ‘corrupting the words of Right-
eousness’ (cf. Acts 8:23’s description of Simon as ‘consumed by bitter gall and
chained in Unrighteousness’ and of the ‘Restorer in Josephus as ‘one who
thought Lying of little consequence and contrived everything to please the multi-
tude’), there is also ‘the Spouter of Lies, who embodies ‘the Lying Spirit’ and

follows the ‘Way of Darkness’ as opposed to that of ‘Light’” Needless to say,
this kind of ‘Light’ and ‘Dark’ imagery is widespread in Mandaean liter-
ature and is also a foundation piece of Manichaeism — though, it should
be appreciated, it may just as well reflect Persian ‘ Zoroastrian’ influences
too.

For the Haran Gawaita, with ‘his brother — here now our James or even
possibly the ‘Judas Thomas’/‘Judas the Tivin’/‘Judas Barsabas’ traditions
already signaled above (note again in this last just the slightest hint of the
‘Saba”’/‘Sabaean’ notations we have been exploring®®) — Jesus converted ‘all
Nations, bringing the People unto themselves’? Again this, too, is reflective
of the widespread ‘People’ or ‘Peoples’ terminology we shall be encoun-
tering throughout the literature at Qumran and, of course, historical
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portions of the New Testament." These, Mandaean tradition now
asserts, ‘were called Christians and named after Nazareth’!™

What has occurred in this account is that the orientation of Paul (or
even possibly Simon Magus, not inconsequentially confused with Paul in
Pseudoclementine tradition'?) — who is never mentioned either in Man-
daean Scripture or the Koran — in particular, his ‘Gentile Mission, is now
being confused with that of ‘Jesus’ and even attributed to him.This should not
be surprising as the same thing has happened for the last nineteen cen-
turies in Western culture because of some extremely successful re-write
activities in both the Gospels and the Book of Acts. Otherwise, very real
echoes of historical fact, however garbled and misunderstood, are being
conserved — in particular, the coupling of ‘Jesus’ and ‘his brother in lead-
ership positions.As we just saw, this coupling could also possibly be James
and Judas Thomas, the latter doubled in Northern Syrian tradition as
‘Thaddaeus’/* Addai® and, at Nag Hammadi, even as ‘ Theudas’ — itself pos-
sibly a corruption of either ‘Judas Thomas’ or ‘ Thaddaeus, or perhaps even
both. ™3

In this regard, it should be recalled, that the latter, called ‘ Lebbaeus sur-
named Thaddaeus’ in Matthew 10:3 (probably based on either ‘Belial’ in
the Scrolls or Hegesippus’ cognomen for James, as conserved in Euse-
bius, ‘Oblias’**) is even replaced in Luke 6:16 by ‘Judas of James, which
becomes ‘Judas the brother of James’ in Jude 1:1. It is even possibly further
transmogrified in John 6:71 into ‘Judas (the brother) of Simon Iscariot,
himself appearing as ‘Simon the Zealot’ in Luke and ‘Simon the Cananaean’
in Mark and Matthew."> The reason all these shifts and transmutations
are so important is probably because — as we have been at pains to point
out — of the single notice in the document Eusebius claims to have trans-
lated from the Edessan Chancellery records that ‘Thomas™ (later ‘Judas
Thomas’) sent ‘Thaddaeus’ on his mission to King Agbarus to evangelize the
Edessenes, thereupon following him not only there but, according to
apocryphal tradition, on journeys that take him all the way to India."®

As far as we can discern, however, the two ‘Apostles’ or ‘ Disciples’— the
sources are unclear regarding distinctions such as this*” — are the same
person, the key being the ‘brother’ or ‘twinning’ relationship subsumed in
the designations ‘Thomas’ (‘Thamud’ in Arab sources, as we have already
seen) and ‘Judas of James’ (‘Hud in these same Arabic sources), to say
nothing of “Addai’ (““Ad’ in Arab sources — but note also ‘Adiabene’) for
‘Thaddaeus.™® Nevertheless, in our view something historical is being con-
veyed in Eusebius’ document and that is, in the final analysis, someone sent his
‘brother’ to evangelize ‘the Peoples beyond the Euphrates’ Since the source is
quite clear that this was not Jesus but, at the same time, somehow included
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both ‘Judas Thomas’ and ‘ Thaddaeus’; then, in our view, this is nothing but
an echo of James, the Successor, Archbishop, or Bishop (at Qumran, ‘the
Mebakker' as we shall see') sending his brother ‘Judas of James’ — as he does
after Acts’ ‘Jerusalem Council] ‘Judas Barsabas’ to evangelize the Edessenes.
Whatever one might wish to conclude, in the Mandaean tradition
echoing these things these ‘fwo brothers’ (whoever they are thought of as
being) not insignificantly, operate from ‘Mount Sinai. ™"

Joseph Barsabas Justus and the Sabaeans

Continuing the application of ‘Sabaean’ terminology to John in Man-
daean tradition, John’s father is called ‘Abba Saba Zachariah, echoing the
Aramaic ‘Abba’ (‘Father) denotations in Christian Scripture, to say
nothing of the ‘Saba’ in ‘Barsabas’ again. The Mandaean tradition too,
dating the exodus of John the Baptist’s followers from across Jordan to
the year 37—38 CE (around the time, as well, of Pontius Pilate’s destruc-
tion of the Samaritan ‘Restorer’ and his followers above), more or less
agrees with the date Josephus gives for John the Baptist’s execution
across Jordan in Perea. Josephus puts this, as we have seen, at the end of
both Pontius Pilate’s Governorship and Herod Antipas’ Tetrarchy, well
past the normal date for Jesus’ execution given in the Gospels of between
30—33 CE."™

It is interesting that for Josephus, John the Baptist like ‘the Essenes’
taught ‘Piety towards God and Righteousness towards one’s fellow man’ — the
‘Righteousness’/‘Piety’ dichotomy we have already called attention to
above — clearly recognizable throughout the Dead Sea Scrolls, the Letter
of James, and considered the essence of ‘Jesus” teaching in both the
Gospels and by the early Church polemicist Justin Martyr."* For Jose-
phus, John the Baptist was executed by Herod the Tetrarch because he
feared that John was so popular that the people would do anything he
might suggest. In other words, the execution of John was a preventative
one, because Herod feared John might lead an Uprising."

In fact, Josephus portrays John as being so popular — unlike the some-
what more tendentious depiction of him in the Gospels™* — that he says
the people considered Herod’s defeat by King Aretas (in the war they
fought because Herod had divorced Aretas’ daughter in order to marry
Herodias) as punishment for what he had done to John.This is to say that
John the Baptist was a popular leader and his death resulted from this, and
not from some ‘seductive dance’ performed by Herodias’ daughter
(unnamed in the Gospels, but Josephus tells us she was ‘Salome’), the
subject of popular imagination every since."
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But this mini-war between King Aretas and Herod, which probably
had something to do with the picture of Paul’s escape down the walls of
Damascus in a basket in 2 Corinthians 11:32—33, in order to evade ‘the
Ethnarch of Aretas’ who wanted to arrest him (not as per Acts 9:22—24’s
somewhat more malevolent portrayal, ‘the Jews” who wanted ‘to kill him’ —
Aretas, the ‘Arab’ King of Petra having just conquered the city only a
short time before), does not seem to have occurred until approximately
37 ce." Therefore, John could not have been executed much before that
time since the divorce by Herod of Aretas’ daughter was ostensibly
driving the hostilities.™”

Christian sources are extremely insistent (particularly Hippolytus, but
also Epiphanius two centuries later) that ‘Elchasai’ had ‘a book, that is, the
one Hippolytus says was given to ‘Sobiai’ above (‘Sobiai’ of course, appar-
ently relating to ‘Masbuthaeans’ or ‘Sabaeans’). Hippolytus actually gives
the name of the ‘Syrian’ follower who brought this book to Rome as
‘Alcibiades’ — another of these seeming corruptions as expressions moved
from Aramaic or other Semitic languages into Greek, this time, patently,
of the name ‘Elchasai’ as it was transliterated from Aramaic or Syriac.
Hippolytus’ younger contemporary, Origen, also claims to have seen this
‘book’ while residing in Caesarea on the Palestine coast."®

Modern scholars have been attempting to reconstruct this ‘book’
attributed to Elchasai. All acknowledge it to have been ‘Jewish Christian’
or ‘Ebionite’ and related to a book that also has only recently come to
light, The Mani Codex."* Among the previously inaccessible manuscripts
from the Dead Sea Scrolls, another book, The Book of Giants, which has
recently come to light, was also known to Manichaean sources.™ That
Muhammad seems to know about this ‘book’ or ‘books’ seems clear from
his insistent designation of the group he is calling ‘Sabaeans, together
with Jews and Christians as one of the three ‘Peoples of the Book’ or ‘ Pro-
tected Persons’/Dhimmis’*' Curiously enough, he is not perceived as
having included Mani’s followers in this category and, therefore, they
were later persecuted by Muslims. Nevertheless, in so far as they were
not distinguishable from ‘Elchasaites, they too were probably also orig-
inally subsumed under this notation ‘Peoples of the Book.

Nor does Muhammad mention Mani any more than he does Paul.
Neither do any of these other groups, presumably because Paul and
Mani were, ideologically speaking, so close, and because all, including ‘the
Ebionites” or so-called ‘Jewish Christians’— the Mandaeans do not mention
Paul either except to speak mysteriously about an ‘Enemy’ > — were so vio-
lently opposed to Paul. It is, however, not without interest as we have seen
that, even in the Book of Acts, Paul has a companion with the Mani-like
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name, ‘a certain Mnason’ (21:16 — if this is not just another garbling
of someone like ‘Ananias’ again), called there ‘an early Disciple and ‘a
Cypriot’ — this last, as already underscored, often a stand-in _for Samaritan.'

As we saw, Josephus calls the stand-in he knows for Simon Magus in
Caesarea — the ‘Magician’ also designated in some manuscripts as
‘Atomus’ — as coming from ‘Cyprus] On the hand, Acts 13:6 calls the ‘certain
magician and Jewish false Prophet’ — again the inversion of the ‘ True Prophet’
ideology — it pictures Paul as encountering on ‘Cyprus, ‘Bar Jesus,’ a name
it admits is equivalent to the redundant ‘Elymas Magus’ (that is, ‘Magician
Magician’!) Not only does Acts depict this ‘magician’ standing side-by-side
with Paul’s namesake, ‘the Proconsul Sergius Paulus, just as Josephus does
the ‘Magician’ he knows as ‘Simon’ with the Roman Prefect Felix; but it
also pictures Paul as addressing him as follows:

O Son of the Devil (‘Diabolow’ that is, ‘Belial’), full of guile and all cunning,
the Enemy of all Righteousness (i.e., the reversal of the Pseudoclementine
‘Enemy’ terminology as applied either to Paul or, as the case may be,
Simon Magus), will you stop perverting the Straight Ways of the Lord (13:10 —
again the allusions to ‘the Upright' or ‘Straightening, favorite allusions at
Qumran based on the proverbial Isaiah 40:3 ‘make a straight Way in the
wilderness’) 2"+

In any event, this ‘Mnason’ — also referred to with the qualifier ‘a certain’
again and ‘an old Disciple’ from ‘Cyprus’— like the ‘Judas on a street called the
Straight’ in Acts earlier (to say nothing of, the ‘certain Simon a tanner’ with
whom Peter stays in Jafta and the other ‘a certain Disciple’ named *Tabitha’
at Lydda) has a house in Jerusalem at which Paul stays.'s

Then, too, in the Book of Acts, as it has come down to us, Paul has
another, even earlier, colleague called ‘Manaen’ described, as we saw, as
one of the original founders of the ‘Church at Antioch’ (whichever
‘Antioch’ may be intended by this, the one ‘on-the-Orontes’ or ‘by-Cal-
lithoe’) and ‘a foster brother of Herod the Tetrarch’ (13:1). This is the same
‘Herod, we have already highlighted as well, involved with matters relat-
ing to John the Baptist’s death, in connection with which Paul’s curious
escape ‘down the walls of Damascus in a basket’ from the representative of
‘King Aretas’ in 2 Corinthians 11:32—33 may have occurred. This is the
same ‘King Aretas’ who fought the mini-war with Herod because he had
divorced his (Aretas’) daughter to marry Agrippa [’s sister and his
(Herod’s) ‘niece; Herodias.™

But, as we have already suggested as well, this denotation ‘Manaen’ tor
a founding member of ‘the Church at Antioch’ probably points to a
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garbling of the name of Paul’s other, more well-known, companion,

‘Ananias, missing from this enumeration and whom we have likewise

already delineated in some detail above. As for the ‘foster brother’ part of

the designation or ‘the man brought up with’ this same ‘Herod’ responsible

for the death of John the Baptist, as argued in our Preliminaries, this most

> probably (via a deft bit of editorial displacement) represents Paul himself
not Ananias."’

Except for a few historians like al-Biruni and The Fihrist above,

Muslims, as already indicated, generally think that the ‘Sabaeans, about

whom the Prophet speaks so familiarly and approvingly in the Koran,™*

29

were from Southern Arabia and an area called ‘Saba’’ (today’s Yemen)
from which they probably disappeared as an identifiable group almost a
thousand years previously — that is, in the era not long after Solomon’s
time. Like the Christians before them, they ‘forget’ or, simply, just do not
know that there were ‘Sabaeans’ of the kind we have delineated above
(namely ‘Elchasaites’ or ‘Masbuthaean Baptizers’), making the same
anachronistic genre of mistake Acts makes in its evocation of ‘the eunuch
of the Ethiopian Queen’ it calls ‘ Kandakes’ (this also playing on the Roman
view of ‘circumcision’ as self-mutilation or a kind of castration).'*

In fact, as we saw, according to Strabo of Cappadocia (Pliny’s source
and the one probably behind Acts’ disparaging bit of caricature), the last
Queen by this name ruled Meroe in Sudanese Nubia on the Upper Nile
up until about 20 Bc.™ Likewise, the confusion in spellings and vocab-
ularies — that is, ‘Sabaean’ spelled with the Semitic ‘ayin, meaning ‘Daily
Bather, and ‘Sabaean’ spelled with the Semitic ‘alif; as in ‘Sheba’ of ‘the
Queen of Sheba, that is,‘Shebaeans’ or * Sabaeans, may have been the source
behind Acts 8:27’ original error or dissimulation in this regard.

Of course, in Acts (if not the Koran) these kinds of confusions or mis-
translations (really mis-transliterations) may be disingenuous derision,
tinged with a touch of unconscious (or perhaps not so unconscious)
racism — in Greco-Roman eyes all ‘Arab’ Queens from this part of the
world being simply dark or black, that is,‘ Ethiopian’ This would certainly
include the all-important Queen of Adiabene, whose ‘ Treasury Agents’
actually did take the road to Gaza and El-Arish, the traditional gateways to
Egypt (and, for that matter, the oft-heard about ‘Cyprus’), as we have
seen, to buy grain to relieve the famine — ‘the Great Famine’ that Acts
11:28 has the ‘Prophet’ it calls ‘Agabus’ (parodying ‘the Great King of the
Peoples beyond the Euphrates’ Eusebius calls ‘Agbarus’ or ‘Abgarus’ — these
kinds of transliteration mix-ups already proliferating), ‘signify by the Spirit,
was about to come a severe famine over the whole inhabitable world.

For their part, Muslims persist in this confusion even though the root
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of the word ‘Sabaean, as we saw, as it pertains to ‘the Peoples of the Book’
in the Koran and Islamic ideology thereafter, is completely different from
the one used to designate the name of the Kingdom in Southern Arabia,
‘Saba” — from which ‘the Queen of Sheba’ presumably came. Actually this
really is Southern Arabia not Ethiopia.” In fact, in telling her story
Muhammad, once again, specifically evokes the telltale names of ‘Hud’
(now ‘Hudhud’ and supposed to be a bird!),* Thamud, and ‘Salih, so much a
part of the nomenclature of these Northern Syrian, though not South-
ern Arabian, conversion stories.'®

On the other hand, if Acts is genuinely simply confused in styling the
monarch, the Greeks and Romans at this time knew as ‘Queen Helen
of Adiabene, as ‘Queen of the Ethiopians’ — mistaking ‘Sabaean’ for ‘Sheba-
ean’ — then it is also providing just the slightest hint that this Helen may
have espoused the kind of Judaism represented by such ‘Sobiai’ or ‘Mas-
buthaeans’ in Northern Syria or Mesopotamia, Talmudic claims of her
adoption of mainstream Judaism notwithstanding.’ The reader should
remember that the Medieval Jewish traveler, Benjamin of Tudela, was still
listing the ‘Elchasaite Synagogue’ he encountered in this area as ‘Jewish, as
we saw, as late as the Eleventh Century. If Acts likewise is mistaking ‘She-
baean’ for ‘Sabaean, then it would provide proof that the appellation
‘Sabaean’ was already in use among ‘bathing’ groups in Northern
Mesopotamia and Syria at the time Acts was being put into its final form.

This 1s possibly the implication behind names like ‘Judas Barsabas’ and
‘Joseph Barsabas Justus, also to be found in Acts but nowhere else and
themselves both confusing and hard to distinguish from each other.'s
‘Judas Barsabas’ (whom, as should be clear by now, we do not distinguish
from ‘Judas the brother of James,) ‘Judas Thomas, ‘ Judas Zelotes, ‘ Lebbaeus who
was surnamed Thaddaeus, and even, perhaps — as will become more and
more obvious —‘Judas Iscariot’),like * Agabus’ before him in Acts 11:27, goes
down from Jerusalem to Antioch’ with Barnabas, Paul, and Silas, not to
predict ‘the Famine’ but to deliver James’ letter. With Silas and also like
‘Agabus, he is also called ‘a Prophet’ in Acts 15:32 — so too, according to
Josephus, was ‘ Theudas!’'3s

‘Joseph Barsabas Justus, it will be recalled, is the defeated candidate in
the election to fill the ‘Office’ (Episkopon — the actual word Acts 1:20
applies) of another ‘Judas’ — ‘Judas Iscariot, even though this ‘Iscariof’ was
never presented as holding such an *Office’/Bishopric’ or title in the first place.'s®
Not only are these ‘Barsabas’ names (to say nothing of quasi-related
‘Barabbas’ ones) tied to the known names associated with Jesus’” family
members; but we would say that this ‘Joseph Barsabas Justus® (the ‘Justus’
part of which in Acts 1:23 is actually retained in the Latin and not in its
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Greek equivalent — the ‘Joseph’ part of which once again being, in our
view, the alleged patrimony) relates to the missing introduction and elec-
tion of James in Acts (‘Justus, not just in all Latin versions of his name,
but also sometimes even in Greek') to succeed ‘Jesus’ in the ‘Office’ of
‘Bishop of the Jerusalem Assembly.'s*

So one can conclude that we have clear evidence that this group of
‘Sabaean’ Daily Bathers, closely associated with what early Christian
heresiologists like Hippolytus or Epiphanius are calling either ‘Nasarenes’/
‘Nazoraeans’ (referred to as ‘Nasranis’ in Arabic to this day), ‘Essenes’/
‘Ossaeans, ‘ Ebionites, or ‘Elchasaites, existed at least as early as Acts’ trans-
mutation of materials about Queen Helen of Adiabene into the ‘Queen
of Sheba, ‘Meroe, ‘ Ethiopia, or what have you. In addition, they are also to
be connected — at least where Northern Mesopotamia and Syria were
concerned — with the missionary activities of someone called ‘Judas’
(‘Hudhud, a bird, in the story about the Queen of Sheba in the Koran!) or
‘Addai’ (that 1s,‘ Thaddaeus’ — in some manuscripts called ‘Judas the Zealot’;
in other contexts, as we have seen, ‘Judas of James’/‘Judas the brother of
James’ and in the Second Apocalypse of James from Nag Hammadi, even
‘Theudas the brother of the Just One’'®).

It should, also, be emphasized that, aside from the still extant Man-
daean ‘Nasoraia’ in Southern Iraq, these ‘Nasrani’ — ‘ Christians’ in Islam;
‘Notzrim’/‘Keepers’ as we have seen in Judaism — give way in Northern
Syria to a secretive group even today known by insiders as ‘Nusayri’ (an
obvious allusion to their Judeo-Christian/‘Nasrani’ origins) and by out-
siders, as “Alawwis’ (the plural of “Ali’) — this last though also secret
alluding to the series of ‘Hidden Imams’ or ‘Secret Adams’ succeeding “Al/’
(and possibly another, even earlier, teacher “Adi’). 1+

Nor should it go unremarked that these ‘Nusayri] to which the
present-day President of Syria belongs, as did his father, were also said to
tollow another native Northern Syrian prophet, as just signaled, that
even today they call by the telltale name of “Adr’!"* Although primarily
a Shi‘ite group, as the name ‘Alawwi’ suggests, there are in this “Alid’ nota-
tion the traces of the Islamic ‘Imam’ doctrine — “Al’” being ‘the Hidden
Imam’ par excellence for Shi‘ite Muslim groups of no matter what deriva-
tion. The secretive nature of these groups, including related ones such as
‘the Druze’ in Southern Lebanon, Syria, and Israel/Palestine (named after
a Twelfth-Century Ismacili Shi‘ite agitator al-Darazzi), is not unrelated
also to ‘the Secret Adam’ idea so prized by Gnostic-style groups preceding
them in these same areas.

Though a little more straightforward than these later, perhaps more
Gnosticizing doctrines of ‘Sabaean’ or ‘Daily Bathing’ groups, first
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reported in Irenaeus’ description of ‘the Ebionites’ or Hippolytus’ descrip-
tion of ‘the Elchasaites’;'+# the hint of the same or a similar conceptuality
is already present across a wide range of key documents pertaining to
groups such as those at Qumran, including the Damascus Document, the
Community Rule, the War Scroll, Hymns, etc.'# The same conceptual-
ity is to be found in Paul in 1 Corinthians 15:20—58 above which in-
cludes, as we have alluded to, not only the language of ‘the First Adam,
but the ‘Heavenly Secret’ as well.

Though originally based on an Arabic root meaning ‘being’ or ‘stand-
ing before’ — in normative Sunni Islam meaning only in prayer (i.e., ‘the
Prayer Leader’) — in Shi‘ite Islam, ‘the Imam’ becomes something far more
exalted, even bordering on the supernatural, as ‘the Christ’ in Christ-
ianity. What the ‘Imam’-doctrine became in Shi‘ite Islam was an
incarnationist notion of the Divine specifically coming to rest in or on
Ali and the members of his family and/or their descendants.

Nevertheless, this Shi‘ite Islamic doctrine of ‘the Imam’ is nothing
other than the Ebionite/ Elchasaite ‘Hidden’ or ‘Secret Adam’ ideology, ‘the
Adam Kasia’ of the Mandaeans or ‘the Christ’ (whatever this was supposed
to mean) as theologians such as Paul proceed to translate it into Greek.
This last — now referred to as ‘the Holy Spirit’ — is pictured in the Gospels
as coming to rest on Jesus” head in the form of a dove when he emerges
from the baptismal waters (the probable origin of Muhammad’s
‘Hudhud’/*a bird’).

The transfer of this doctrine of multiple Christs, Iimams, or <Alis that
could be seen as incarnated in any given individual or at any given time
and place became extremely useful for Shi‘ite Islam, ‘Ali being Muham-
mad’s closest living ‘relative’ and, according to some — like James and
Jesus’ other relatives in Christianity — his rightful and only authentic heir.
Of course in this kind of derivative or later thinking, Ali or ‘the Imam’ is
the heir of ‘the Prophet’ not of a supernatural being as ‘Christianity’
would have us believe ‘Jesus’ is. But even in Ebionite tradition — reflected
seemingly in John 6:14 and 7:40 — it should be appreciated that ‘Jesus’
was considered to be ‘the Tiue Prophet’ referred to in Deuteronomy
18:15—19, a fundamental conceptuality of the Pseudoclementines and a
biblical proof-text also extant and subjected to exegesis at Qumran.™* So
was Mani and, following this of course, Muhammad in Islam.

Not only is the framework for all these ideas already present in the
Qumran documents earlier; but this idea of ‘standing’ (at the root of both
the Elchasaite/Ebionite ideology of ‘the Standing One’ and ‘the Imam’
doctrine in Islam — to say nothing of ‘the Christ’ in Christianity'+) is
widespread as well at Qumran — in particular, in the Damascus
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Document, where it can even mean, depending on the context, ‘resur-
rection’ and/or the coming or return of the Messiah ‘at the End of
Days.

In addition to relating to the Ebionite/Elchasaite doctrine of ‘the
Standing One’ — itself indistinguishable from the notions of ‘the Primal’
or ‘Secret Adam’ above, and probably reflected in the Book of Giants as
well — traces of it run through all the Gospels and Jesus and/or his
Apostles are repeatedly placed in a varying set of circumstances and
descriptions in which they are alluded to — offen for no apparent contextual
reason — as ‘standing’ Along with the ideology of “the Tiue Prophet, it is a
basic conceptuality of the Pseudoclementines, which give detailed
descriptions of it in several places and where it is also depicted, surpris-
ing as this may seem, as the basic component of the ideology of the
Samaritan ‘pseudo-Messiah’ or ‘Magician’ Simon Magus — as already under-
scored, along with ‘Dositheus, both ‘Disciples’ of John the Baptist.'+

The Relationship of Theudas, Barsabas, and Paul

Finally, early Christian tradition — namely in the hands of the Second-
Century theologian Clement of Alexandria (actually named ‘Titus
Flavius Clemens’ and, therefore, probably a descendant of the first
‘Clement’ and a ‘Flavian’) — 1s aware that Paul and the individual most call
‘Theudas’ (certainly a variation of the Hebrew ‘Judas’— and possibly as we
have seen even a contraction of ‘Judas Thomas’ — specifically, ‘ Thoma’/
‘Yehudah’/‘ Theudas’ — and a variation obviously of the name ‘ Thaddaeus’)
knew each other and the one was a disciple of the other or vice versa. This
is the implication of some of the things we have been saying above as
well.

In fact in some Syriac sources, the replacement for ‘Thaddaeus’ in
Lukan Apostle lists, ‘Judas of James, is again replaced, by another variation,
‘Judas the Zealot)'+ This inevitably brings us back to that other ‘Judas,
surnamed ‘the Iscariot, so demonized in Gospel history. In turn, this last
in the Gospel of John — itself having no Apostle lists — is rather
characterized as either ‘Judas (the son)’ or *(brother) of Simon Iscariot’s® For
his part ‘Simon Iscariof’ starts this circle all over again and, just as ‘Judas
Iscariof’ 1s to ‘Judas Zelotes, 1s itself patently not unconnected to the name
found in the Apostle lists of Luke/Acts, ‘Simon Zelotes’/Simon the
Zealot?'s'

Not only is it possible to look upon this ‘Theudas’ as a double for
‘Thaddaeus’/‘Judas Thomas’/‘Judas (the brother) of James’/and now ‘Judas
the Zealot, but in the Second Apocalypse of James from Nag Hammadi,
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as we saw as well, he is described, as either the ‘father or ‘brother of the Just
One’ — the latter being James’ cognomen. It is, as the reader will imme-
diately recognize, the sobriquet with which we started this whole
discussion and which Acts 1:23 attaches to that ‘Joseph Barsabas Justus’ it
portrayed as the defeated candidate in the election to fill ‘the Office’ of
‘Judas Iscariof — a sobriquet which for some reason Acts finally felt
unwilling to discard!

The Second Apocalypse of James from Nag Hammadi also makes it
clear that this ‘Theudas’ was the one to whom James transmitted his
teachings.”* Just as interesting, where both Apocalypses of James are con-
cerned, the role of ‘Theudas’ in the Second Apocalypse is doubled by that
of ‘Addar’ in the First — both clearly being variations of ‘ Thaddaeus. In
addition, both are placed in some relationship to James, whether famil-
ial or doctrinal.’* These are very curious notices and add to the sense
that something very mysterious is being concealed behind the name
‘Theudas.

For Josephus, as we saw, ‘Theudas’ is a Messianic contender and
another of these ‘Jesus’/‘Joshua redivivus’-types of the late Thirties — the
early Forties CE. Though Josephus labels him a ‘Deceiver’ or an ‘Impostor,
nevertheless, he cannot hide the fact that ‘the multitudes’ thought of him
‘as a Prophet.* According to him, what Theudas attempted to do — in
the manner of ‘Jesus’ in the Gospels's — was to lead a reverse exodus back
out into the wilderness and, ‘Joshua’ or ‘Jesus’-like, part the River Jordan
to let the multitudes go out ‘with all their belongings’ rather than come
in. Presumably the reason behind this was because the land was so cor-
rupted and polluted by a combination of both Herodian and Roman
servitors — why else?

This is exactly the kind of reverse exodus ‘out from the Land of Judah
to dwell in the Land of Damascus’ that forms the central setpiece of the
Damascus Document, providing it with its name. Not only was the aim
of this ‘to dig the Well of Living Waters, there ‘to re-erect the Tent of David
which is fallen’;* but this is the context of the evocation of ‘the New
Covenant in the Land of Damascus, the principal legal requirements of
which were, as we shall see, ‘to love, each man, his neighbor as himself (‘the
Royal Law according to the Scripture’ of the Letter of James) and ‘to set the
Holy Things up according to their precise specifications’— that is, to separate Holy
from profane’ and not to mingle them or abolish such distinctions.’”

It is also, of course, exactly the kind of activity that Josephus rails
against in both — so strong was his antipathy to its practitioners — the
War and the Antiquities, in particular as he puts it, ‘leading the People out
into the wilderness, there to show them the signs of their impending freedom’ or
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‘redemption’ — the word changes from the War to the Antiquities.s*
Josephus calls such leaders ‘Impostors, ‘Magicians,  Deceivers, ‘religious frauds,
or ‘pseudo-Prophets’ — ‘in intent more dangerous even than the bandits’ or
‘Innovators’ (meaning, ‘Revolutionaries, but with the secondary meaning
too, of course, of religious ‘innovation’), with whom they made common
cause.’?

This is exactly the kind of activity ‘in the wilderness’ on the other side
of the Jordan or Lake Gennesaret that the Gospels portray ‘Jesus’ as
engaging in when they picture him as ‘multiplying the loaves, ‘the fishes)
and ‘the baskets’ of grain to feed ‘the multitudes’ (at Qumran, ‘the Rabim’),
who went out with him to these locations, and there performing other such
magical ‘signs and wonders* It is also the kind of activity Josephus depicts
the unknown Deceiver as engaging in at ‘Tirathaba’ and on ‘Mount
Gerizim’— in his case, to show ‘the multitudes’ the sacred vessels that Moses
had supposedly caused to be buried there — and, in addition, explains
why the Gospels are so insistent on repeatedly delineating all these so
much more Hellenized ‘mighty works and wonders, like raisings, curings,
and exorcisms, on the part of their ‘Messianic’ leader *Jesus’

First of all, ‘Theudas’ is another of those characters like James, John
the Baptist, ‘James and Simon the two sons of Judas the Galilean, ‘Sadduk a
Pharisee, ‘Onias the Righteous’ (‘Honi the Circle-Drawer’), the Samaritan
‘Restorer; and others whom, for one reason or another, Josephus left
out of the Jewish War but included in the Antiquities twenty years later —
at that point, evidently feeling secure enough to mention them.®
Secondly and perhaps more important, the note about ‘Theudas, he
does provide, comes right after his long excursus on the Queen Helen
story at the beginning of Book Twenty, the book basically reaching a
climax with the death of James. Strikingly too, it both introduces his
description of ‘the Great Famine that was then over Judea’ and Queen
Helen’s famine-relief activities relating to it and is itself immediately fol-
lowed by his notice about the crucifixion of ‘the two sons of Judas the
Galilean’ in 48 cg, which will produce the well-known anachronism in
Acts 5:36—37 concerning both Theudas and this ‘Judas’ we shall discuss
further below.™

Nor is Acts unaware of Theudas’ importance and it is certainly not
incurious that the beheading of ‘ Theudas’ in the mid-Forties CE parallels
the execution ‘with a sword’ in Acts 12:1—29 by ‘Herod the King’ of ‘James
the brother of John’ (thus) — as already suggested, one should keep one’s eye
on these ‘brother denotations.’ This chapter, which is sandwiched
between both the notice about ‘a Prophet called Agabus’ (paralleling, of
course, how Josephus denotes ‘Theudas’ as ‘a Prophet’ and how Acts will
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later refer to ‘Judas Barsabas’) predicting ‘the Famine’ and Paul and Barn-
abas’ ‘famine relief mission to ‘Judea’ on behalf of the ‘Antioch” Community
and their ‘return’ (Acts 11:29—30 and 12:25), while studiously avoiding
providing any details concerning this mission; actually goes on to intro-
duce James and another character called ‘Mary the mother of John Mark’ —
whoever she might have been — to whom Peter goes to leave a message
for ‘James and the brothers’ (12:12—17)."%

Since Josephus loves detailing the executions of troublesome agitators
of any kind, that the beheading of ‘James the brother of John’ — a character
never alluded to in any of Paul’s works either — is missing from the
Antiquities is astonishing. In our view, however, if is not missing. Rather
the concomitant beheading of * Theudas’ at this juncture in the Antiquities
has simply been replaced in Acts by the execution of this James, ‘with the
sword’ and it 1s the ‘brother’ aspect of the whole tangle of notices that pro-
vides the clue to the overwrite.*s

Notwithstanding these things, Acts 5:36—37’s anachronism regarding
‘Theudas, ‘Judas the Galilean, and ‘the Census of Cyrenius’ comes in a
speech attributed to another of these ubiquitous ‘certain’ ones — this time,
‘a certain Pharisee named Gamaliel we shall also have cause to discuss
turther below. This anachronism has to do with a too hasty reading of the
above notice about ‘Theudas’ in the Antiquities as well. The problem is
that Acts via the Pharisee Patriarch Gamaliel — another character men-
tioned parallel-wise but to very different eftect in the Pseudo-
clementine Recognitions'®® — pictures ‘Judas the Galilean’ as both ‘arising in
the days of the Census® (that is, 7 CE), but coming after ‘ Theudas, whom it
depicts as ‘rising up’ before him and ‘claiming to be somebody’ (in Josephus,
of course, what he claimed to be was ‘a Prophet’ — the ‘ True Prophet’?).

In fact, it is the unraveling of this anachronism that definitively dates
Acts as having been written sometime after the publication of the Antiquities
in 93 CE.The reason is quite simple: the notice about Theudas’ beheading
in the Auntiquities is immediately followed by both the panegyric to
Queen Helen’s own famine relief activities around 46 cEk and the notice
about the crucifixion of Judas the Galilean’s ‘fwo sons’ in 48 CE not, as in
Acts 5:37, the destruction of Judas and his followers. It is at this point that
Josephus adds the statement describing ‘Judas’ which Acts then carelessly
reproduces, oblivious of the anachronism. In the Antiquities, this reads:‘that
same Judas who caused the people to revolt from the Romans at the time Cyre-
nius came to take a Census of their belongings. This represents the source both
of the presentation of the birth of ‘Jesus’ in Luke and the anachronism
represented by the faulty chronological sequencing in Acts at this point.'””

Early Christian tradition too — as also reproduced by Clement, whose
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complete family name, as we saw,‘ Titus Flavius Clemens’ probably implies
he was a descendant of Vespasian’s cousin, Flavius Clemens (executed by
Domitian as a seeming secret Christian) — in some manner associates
Theudas’ teaching with another individual descended from ‘Essene’/
‘Ebionite’ tradition. This is Valentinus, also an Alexandrian flourishing in
the early to mid-100s, one of the first definitively-identifiable ‘Gnos-
tics)®® Not only 1s this forebear of Clement — possibly even his
grandfather — all but indistinguishable, in our view, from the first
‘Clement, who was the second or third *Bishop’ or ‘ Pope’ in Rome (in suc-
cession to Peter) depending on who is doing the reckoning; he is also, in
our view, the eponymous hero of the Pseudoclementines, a proposition
that in view of his importance makes a good deal of sense.'®

The Domitian (81—96 cE), who executed Flavius Clemens, was also
responsible for the execution of Josephus’ patron Epaphroditus — possi-
bly Paul’s ‘brother, co-worker, and comrade-in-arms’ in Philippians 2:25 and
4:18 —and also possibly Josephus® own mysterious disappearance from the scene
at around this time as well."” Domitian’s execution of Flavius Clemens was
apparently accompanied by the execution or exile of his niece (or wife),
Flavia Domitilla, after whom one of the biggest Christian catacombs in
Rome, the ‘Domitilla Catacomb’ is named."” Both, as their prénoms prob-
ably imply, were members of Vespasian’s family circle originally intended
at some point to succeed him. It is also worth noting that this execu-
tion(s) triggered Domitian’s own assassination — this time by Domitilla’s
own ‘servant, another of these curious ‘Stephen’s.'2

Origen (185—254 CE), who succeeded Clement in Alexandria, also
shows some awareness of ‘Theudas’ as a ‘Messianic’ individual of sorts or
part of the Messianic tradition.'” These are peculiar notices, indeed, and
hint at something very important, as already remarked, lying behind the
name ‘ Theudas. This is particularly the case when they are ranged along-
side Paul’s own testimony both about ‘traveling’ around with women and
knowing ‘the brothers of the Lord’ His self-justifying protestations these
details comprise come in response to accusations in T Corinthians 9:1—4,
obviously complaining about his ‘eating and drinking’ — a theme we have
already explicated to some extent above.

The whole theme is particularly instructive when ranged beside those
quasi-‘Nazirites’ in Acts 23:12—14, already cited above, who take precisely
the opposite kind of oath, namely, ‘not fo eat or drink’ and this, in particular,
‘not until they have killed Paul’ As we saw as well, the theme also provides
insight when ranged against those ‘Mourners for Zion’ who, in Talmudic lit-
erature, take an oath ‘not to eat or drink until they see the Temple restored. "7

Of equal importance, in the lines leading up to this testimony to his
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acquaintance with ‘the brothers of the Lord, are the questions Paul himself
confirms were being raised both as to the legitimacy of his ‘Apostleship
in the Lord’ and his claim of “having seen Jesus Christ our Lord’ (1 Corinthi-
ans 9:1—3), not to mention what he refers to in Galatians 2:4 as ‘the
freedom’ he enjoys — by which he clearly means ‘freedom from the Law’ and
‘freedom_from circumcision’ —“in Christ Jesus.'s It is because of his pique over
being asked such questions that he then asserts his ‘authority, as he puts
it, not only ‘fo eat and drink’ (by which he again means, inter alia, not to
have to keep in any scrupulous manner Mosaic purity and/or dietary
laws), but also to travel with women, another accusation which by induc-
tion one can tell was clearly being lodged against him.

His response to this last is — itself followed by a whole litany of addi-
tional famous self-serving retorts, such as ‘is it only Barnabas and I who do
not have the authority to quit work, ‘who ever serves as a soldier at his own
expense’ (again, the same military metaphor we have already encountered
above relative to his ‘fellow soldier and fellow worker Epaphroditus in
Philippians 2:25), or the equally famous evocation of Deuteronomy 25:4,
“You shall not muzzle an ox treading out corn, while at the same time
making it crystal clear that what was on his mind was ‘the Law of Moses’
(1 Corinthians 9:8—9):

Do we not have the authority to take around a sister, a wife, as the other Apos-
tles do and (as do) the brothers of the Lord and Cephas (1 Corinthians 9:5 —
here the reference is specifically ‘Cephas, as in Galatians 2:9, and not
‘Peter, whatever one might wish to make of this)?

Not only is the allusion to ‘the brothers of the Lord and Cephas’ separate and
distinct from ‘the other Apostles’; but, for our purposes, this last clearly
demonstrates that Paul knew ‘the brothers of the Lord’ or, if one prefers, ‘of
Jesus, in particular, the third brother known in the various sources, as we
have been developing them, as ‘Judas (the brother) of James’/‘Judas the
Zealot’ or ‘ Thaddaeus’/* Theudas’/Judas Thomas’ (‘Judas the Tivin’) and that
they — or at least ‘Judas’ — did have families.

This, in turn, concurs with materials from Hegesippus, as conserved
by Eusebius, claiming that the descendants of Jesus’ third brother, ‘Judas’
(or ‘Jude’ if one prefers — the two are the same in Greek and it is only in
English translation that a difference emerges), were questioned in either
Vespasian’s or Domitian’s time — or both — and executed in Trajan’s.”° In fact,
the variant source, we have already referred to above which designates
‘Lebbaeus who was surnamed Thaddaeus’ or ‘Judas of James™ as ‘Judas the
Zealot, confirms this too and even knows where this ‘Judas the Zealot’ was
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buried —‘Berytus’ or ‘Beirut.'” Therefore, unlike James and the individual
‘Simeon bar Cleophas, who succeeded James — normally seen as James’
first ‘cousin, but whom we consider to be the putative second brother of
Jesus (his parallel in Apostle lists being, as we have just underscored,
‘Simon the Zealot’ or possibly even, in our view, ‘Simon Iscariot’)," these
notices imply that Judas at least was married and had children — even

grandchildren.
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James in the Temple as ‘Opposition High Priest

It is primarily to Eusebius, Epiphanius, and Jerome (mostly via Hegesip-
pus in the Second Century) that one must also turn to get a picture of
James’ person — in particular, what he was doing on the Temple Mount
and the nature of the clothing he wore there.” All present James, whether
a product of their imagination or otherwise, as functioning as an ‘Oppo-
sition” High Priest of some kind and doing the sort of things in the early
Sixties CE, if not before, that a High Priest normally did — what kind of
High Priest, we shall attempt to delineate as we proceed.>

Not only does Epiphanius present these things even more forcefully
than Eusebius — in this he is supported by Jerome — actually citing
Clement of Alexandria and Eusebius as his sources, insisting that James
actually wore the diadem or head-plate of the High Priest with the inscription
‘Holy to God’ on it; but also that he went into the Holy of Holies or Inner
Sanctum of the Temple, if not regularly, at least once — there to render a ‘Yom
Kippur'-style atonement, on behalf of the whole People.s

In the received Eusebius, again obviously relying on Hegesippus
(Eusebius relies on Clement for other things — namely the election of
James to succeed his brother as ‘Bishop’ or ‘Archbishop’ of the Jerusalem
Community or, to use more precise vocabularies, ‘Assembly’), this is
reduced somewhat or, as the case may be, garbled. There Eusebius claims,
rather obscurely, that James ‘used to go into the Temple (‘Sanctuary’) regularly
alone. Moreover he provides the description of ‘his supplication on behalf
of the People on his knees before God’ until they ‘turned as hard as camel’s
hide’ — the more general ‘Sanctuary’ or “Iemple’ being substituted for Epi-
phanius’ and Jerome’s more specific ‘Holy Place’ or ‘Holy of Holies’/*Inner
Sanctum.+

Furthermore Eusebius reports that James was called ‘the Righteous’ or
‘Just One’ and ‘Oblias’ (which Hegesippus appears to define as ‘ Protection
of the People’ — the root of the mysterious ‘Lebbaeus’ above?) on account of
‘his exceeding great Piety, and that these titles, which were applied to him,
were to be found by searching Scripture — or, as he so inimitably puts it,
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‘as the Scripture declares concerning him’ — him and, one might add, Jesus.’
Nevertheless, his presentation of James ‘kneeling before God in ‘the
Temple alone’ is patently impossible unless he means by this, as Epipha-
nius and Jerome do, ‘the Holy of Holies’ or ‘Inner Sanctum of the Temple,
since ‘the Temple’ as a total entity was a public building and no one
ever went into it ‘alone’ as he puts it — there ‘fo intercede on his knees for
the forgiveness of the People’ — at least not in its public parts or outer
precincts.

So, if we are to credit Eusebius’ redaction or transcription of Hege-
sippus, a solitary atonement of this nature — just as Epiphanius and
Jerome declare — would have had to have taken place in the ‘Inner
Precincts’ (the Inner Sanctum or the Holy of Holies itself), and this by the
High Priest only once a year, on Yom Kippur. So if James ever really did
go into the Temple ‘by himself’ in the manner all three describe, then the
version conserved by Epiphanius and Jerome — if not more detailed — is
certainly the more comprehensible.

All three also make much of the ‘linen clothes’ James was supposed to
have worn — just as Josephus predicates of those he designates as ‘ Essenes’
and that ‘Banus’ with whom he (Josephus) spent a two-year novitiate in
the Fifties CE.® Banus, he tells us, took only cold baths and wore only ‘clothes
that grew on trees’ — a charming way in the Greek, clearly, to translate the
idea of wearing only linen.” Once again, Epiphanius also adds the addi-
tional detail (perhaps real — perhaps imagined) that he wore no footwear.®
This last, of course, was true of all Priests and persons generally when
entering the Temple, just as it is in all mosques to this day.®

‘While this is found in no other source other than in Epiphanius, for
his part he is missing another tradition about James mentioned in all the
other sources — namely the practice definitive also of Josephus’‘Essenes’
of not anointing himself with oil." Eusebius adds to this last, again
doubtlessly relying on Hegesippus, he did not ‘go to the baths, but this too
is probably garbled. For his part, Epiphanius reproduces this as ‘he did not
wash in a bath" Both are probably wrong or perhaps it would be more
appropriate to say their true intent or meaning has been lost in trans-
mission or translation.

The reason for this is once again simple: if James did go on the Temple
Mount in the manner they describe, then he would have had to have
taken a cold-water, ritual immersion-style bath, as all persons entering its
hallowed precincts did. There would have been no exceptions to this —
none, and this is probably the root of the conundrum. In fact, the mistake
1s similar to the one made in reading Josephus’ descriptions of those he
calls ‘Essenes; namely, that ‘they preferred being unwashed’ or, more
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accurately probably, ‘they preferred having dry skin’ — once again meaning,
that when they did take ‘baths’ or, more properly, ‘immerse themselves’ they
did not ‘anoint themselves’ or use oil in the Greco-Roman manner. It patently
did not mean they did not bathe.*

This, at once, both illumines the problem and provides the solution.
What these ‘Daily Bathing’ Essenes did was not go to Roman baths, for
certainly Josephus’‘ Essenes’ were ‘Daily Bathers. So was the individual Jose-
phus calls ‘Banus’ (a name presumably based in some manner on —
probably via the Latin — and implying ‘bathing’), as certainly was James
despite these testimonies to the contrary.”® What such testimonies must
be understood as saying is that they did not take ‘hot’ baths, but rather ‘cold’
ones, just as Josephus relates ‘Banus’ did."* Nor did they, as was common
in such bathing establishments, ‘anoint the skin with oil’ — both being, as it
were, two sides of the same coin.

In fact, many of these practices are to be found in Ezekiel 44:17—31
presentation of the reconstructed Temple, in particular his description in
44:15 of ‘the Priests, the Levites who were the Sons of Zadok, so dear to sec-
tarian exegetes at Qumran and the basis of their understanding of who
these ‘Sons of Zadok’ actually were.™s First of all, the exegesis of this passage
takes oft from an allusion to, ‘they shall stand before Me, in the same line
to develop an eschatological definition of“the Sons of Zadok’ that involves
‘the Last Days* As this is put in the Damascus Document, they ‘shall
stand in the Last Days] which can also mean ‘go on functioning’ or, as
Paul might express it in 1 Corinthians 15:51 above, explaining the
‘Mystery’ or ‘Heavenly Secret’ he is about to tell, ‘we shall not all fall asleep’
or ‘die’

As the present writer interprets this, it is reserved for two classes of
‘the Righteous, those who have already died and those still alive. In this
sense, the allusion can have two meanings, one for the Righteous living
‘going into the Kingdom alive’; and the other, for the Righteous dead ‘being
resurrected. Of course in the other vocabularies we have set forth in pre-
vious chapters and playing off the underlying allusion to ‘standing’ in
Ezekiel 44:15 as well; the allusion to ‘the Sons of Zadok’ would be equiv-
alent to ‘the Standing Ones’™ As the exegesis also progresses and
illustrating the basic truth of this eschatological sense, they are also
said to ‘justify the Righteous and condemn the Wicked’ (in Hebrew literally,
‘make the Righteous righteous’ and ‘the Wicked wicked’), which can only
mean a participation in what popularly goes by the name of ‘the Last
Judgement, an image familiar to normative Christianity as well.”

As the exegesis in the Damascus Document makes clear, this is the
proper order of ‘Justification’ theology as opposed to its reversal two
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columns earlier in the same document in the universe as co-opted by
Belial.*® There the opposite order is expressed of ‘justifying the Wicked
(one can even read here, should one wish, ‘justifying the Sinners’) and
condemning the Righteous. As painful as this may be for many readers
to appreciate, from the perspective of Qumran, this would probably
be how the stance expressed in the New Testament might have
appeared, especially that of many well-known passages to this effect
in the Gospels as they have come down to us.*' It would also be the
way many of Paul’s opponents would have thought to characterize
the approach he was taking — to say nothing of what he was, in fact,
doing.>

Be these things as they may, the passage in question in Ezekiel
44:15—16 reads as follows:

But the Priests, the Levites (who are) descendants of Zadok (in Hebrew liter-
ally ‘Bnei-Zadok’/Sons of Zadok’), who kept (shamru) the charge (also
possibly ‘watch’/‘mishmarah, from the same Hebrew root Sh-M-R as
‘keep’) of My Temple when the Sons of Israel strayed from Me. They shall
approach Me to serve Me and they shall stand before Me (here the allusion to
‘standing’ so important to the various traditions emphasizing it above)
... They shall come into My Temple and they shall draw near My table to min-
ister unto Me (or ‘serve Me’ — perhaps the same kind of “serve’/“table service’
already alluded to in our discussion of the appointment of ‘Stephen’ and
the others ‘fo serve the tables’ of ‘the Tivelve’ in Acts 6:1—§ and 1 Corinthi-
ans 16:15 — a ‘table’ Paul, too, in 1 Corinthians 10:21 in the course of his
polemics curiously compares to ‘the Table of Demons’ though, admittedly,
the sense here is obscure®) and keep My charge (‘shamru et mishmarti’
again).

One should perhaps also note here language that could be construed as
particularly important as well to ‘Samaritans. This 1s especially true when
it is understood that even to this day the few remaining ‘Samaritans’ con-
sider their name to be based on the same Hebrew root just highlighted
above, Sh-M-R/‘Shomer. That is to say that ‘Shomronim’ (the underlying
Hebrew for ‘Samaritans’) did not only mean coming from the city called
‘Samaria’ in the Eighth to the Seventh Century Bc; but for some, just as
here in Ezekiel and at Qumran, it may also have been seen as alluding to
‘keeping charge of My Sanctuary’ in the right way — meaning, ‘keeping the
Law’/‘keeping the Covenant, the actual definition of ‘the Sons of Zadok’ in
the Community Rule at Qumran.>

It is difficult to understand what all this might mean, only that the
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echoes of Samaritan Messianism — already emphasized above in the
matter of Pontius Pilate’s brutal execution of ‘the Taheb’-like Samaritan
‘Deceiver and his followers and in connection with the several ‘Disciples’
of John the Baptist from this same area — may be enjoying a reflection in
these usages at Qumran as well.

The special characteristics of James’ person and behaviour, described
in the reports about him, preserved by Eusebius and supported by
Epiphanius and a little more cursorily in Jerome, are for the most part
associated with those Josephus and others are calling ‘Essenes’ as well. In
addition to common characteristics such as these, however, the reports
about James go even further and, to a certain degree, reflect what is also
to be found in Ezekiel’s description of these ‘Sons of Zadok’ now ‘serving’
in the newly reconstructed Temple, including ‘wearing only linen and no
wool, ‘no razor coming near his head’ (a variation of what Ezekiel 44:20 is
describing as ‘not shaving’ or ‘cutting their hair’ but rather ‘polling it’), and
the Nazirite-like requirement of ‘drinking no wine’

As Ezekiel 44:17 puts the first of these:

And it will be, when they (‘the Priests, the Levites who are Sons of Zadok’) enter
into the gates of the Inner Court, they shall wear only linen garments and no

wool shall touch their flesh.

It is at this point, too, that they are enjoined, not to ‘shave their heads’
(44:20 — as Hegesippus puts it with regard to James, ‘no razor came upon
his head’), but rather ‘only to poll their hair and, while they are ‘in the Inner
Court’ of the Temple, ‘fo drink no wine’ (44:21).

The twin requirements about ‘wearing only linen’ and ‘no wool touch-
ing their flesh’ are particularly interesting, especially when trying to
link James up with other notices at Qumran.* Even the ban on ‘car-
rion, associated with James’ directives to overseas communities in
Acts 15:20—29 and 21:25 (not incuriously, preceded in 21:24 by James’
‘temporary Nazirite’ oath-procedure injunction to ‘shave their heads’) and,
even more specifically, in the Pseudoclementines, is also to be found in
Ezekiel 44:31°s description of these ‘Sons of Zadok’ in the New Temple
who

were to eat no flesh of anything dying naturally or that has been savaged, either
a bird or any other living creature.

A more perfect description of the ban on ‘carrion’ in James’ instructions
to overseas communities is not to be found.*
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James as ‘Rain-Maker, Noah the First ‘Zaddik,) and the Eschatological
‘Rain’ and ‘Flood’ Tradition.

Strikingly, Epiphanius provides yet another curious detail about James,
missing from the descriptions provided by these various other sources:
that once during a famine he brought rain, that is, James was a ‘Rain-maker.*?
In this regard, it is useful to recall that whatever else Epiphanius might
have been, he was a Palestinian and, originally probably, ‘an Ebionite’ or
Jewish Christian. Whether this activity attributed to James took place
during ‘the Famine, introducing Josephus’ ‘Theudas’ episode and so
important to Paul’s and Queen Helen’s ‘famine-relief” activities, is impos-
sible to say. However, if it did occur ‘at the time of the Famine, then it
would make this notice in Epiphanius all the more meaningful **

Alluding to this event in between his description of James wearing
the diadem of the High Priest and entering the Holy of Holies and the general
drift of the information he provides about James being called ‘the Righteous’
or ‘Just One, Epiphanius describes the rain-making on his part as follows:

Once during a famine, he lifted his hands to Heaven and prayed, and at once
Heaven sent rain.*

This ‘rain-making’ ascribed to James is no ordinary matter. Though it is
impossible to judge the truth or falseness of the tradition — it is no more
fantastic than many similar reports about ‘Jesus’ in the New Testament —
still, if authentic, the notice has to be considered connected to James’
‘Noahic’ status as ‘the Just One, like Noah, ‘Perfect and Righteous in his gen-
eration’ (Genesis 6:9).%

Here we come to some uniquely Palestinian concepts, common to
early Church traditions about James and ideologies permeating the Dead
Sea Scrolls as opposed to more Greco-Hellenistic ones found in the
letters of Paul and scriptural representations of ‘Jesus’ as the Gospels
portray him. Not only does James’ status of ‘Zaddik’ — to say nothing of
his ‘rain-making’ — remount to his relationship to the first biblical ‘Zaddik,
Noah, and his salvationary activity at the time of the first apocalyptic
Flood (the second such episode, centering on Lot and relating to the
function and fundamental status of ‘the Zaddik’ in the world in Genesis
18:17—32, comes just prior to the next apocalyptic biblical catastrophe);*
it bears on James’ participation, like ‘the Sons of Zadok’ and ‘the Elect of
Lsrael’ at Qumran generally, in the final apocalyptic Judgement on
mankind or, at least, his calling down this Judgement in the Temple in
terms of images first evoked by the apocalyptic visionary Daniel —
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images also attributed to ‘Jesus’ in the Gospels and later to be found in
climactic passages in the Dead Sea Scrolls.*

This idea of participation in final apocalyptic Judgement is outlined
in the Habakkuk Pesher from Qumran with regard to ‘the Elect of Israel’
and dominates climactic portions of the presentation in the War Scroll.s
In fact, in this document as already remarked, one can actually find a
description of the coming of the Messiah with the Heavenly Host in final apoc-
alyptic Judgement. But this is also the case in the Damascus Document’s
crucial exegesis of Ezekiel 44:15, just highlighted above, where the all-
important ‘Sons of Zadok’ are identified as ‘the Elect of Israel called by name
who will stand in the Last Days’ (‘stand up, if the sense is that of resurrec-
tion), and ‘justify the Righteous and condemn the Wicked’ — all allusions
which, as we saw, must be considered eschatological.’

In Hegesippus’ Second-Century portrait conserved by Eusebius in
the Fourth, James is pictured as calling down this Judgement in the
Temple in terms of the imagery of the Messiah coming on the clouds of
Heaven (described in terms of the coming of ‘the Myriads of Angels and
Spirits’ or ‘the Heavenly Host' in the War Scroll from Qumran®), first
evoked, as just noted, in apocalyptic visions of Daniel 7:13—14.The same
proclamation 1is attributed to ‘Jesus, albeit perhaps retrospectively, in
several key places in the Gospels.* There Jesus is described in two sepa-
rate contexts — first in ‘the Little Apocalypses’ — as proclaiming that ‘they
shall see the Son of Man coming on the clouds of Heaven with Great Power and
Glory’ (Luke 21:27). Both Mark 13:27 and Matthew 24:31 add the
‘sending of His Angels’ and *Elect from the four winds’ to this array. Not only
should one note the overlap in general with the ‘Elect’ language in
various contexts in the Scrolls in which ‘the Holy Angels’ also appear, but
the ‘Elchasaite’/Simon Magus/Pseudoclementine-like language of the
‘Power’/* Great Power.¥

The same proclamation is repeated at ‘the High Priest’s house’ in re-
sponse to the patently absurd question, ‘are you the Christ, the Son of God’
(we say ‘patently absurd’ because neither the language of ‘the Christ, or that
of ‘the Son of God’ relative to the Jewish Messiah had even begun to cir-
culate in Palestine at that time, so no one at ‘the High Priest’s house’ would
even have thought to phrase the question in those terms):

and you shall see the Son of Man sitting at the right hand of Power and coming
on the clouds of Heaven (Matthew 26:63—64/Mark 14:61-62).

Not only is this the exact proclamation attributed to James in the
Temple in 62 CE, three and a half years before the outbreak of the War
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against Rome, in response to basically the same question (here attributed
to ‘the Scribes and the Pharisees; James standing on ‘the Pinnacle of the
Temple’ — ¢f. too its reflection, not surprisingly, in the speech attributed to
James’ stand-in ‘Stephen’ in Acts 7:55—56%"); but it will also be the kind of
visionary proclamation that will be set forth in climactic portions of the
‘War Scroll from Qumran, as we shall see, both in terms of ‘cloud’ imagery
and the coming of rain. This is the same ‘coming’ and ‘sending of rain’ which
as ‘the Sermon on the Mount in Matthew $:45 too will aver — in describ-
ing how to be ‘Sons of Your Father who is in the Heavens’ (plural ‘Divine
Sonship’ as at Qumran®) and ‘Perfect as Your Father who is in the Heavens is
Perfect’ (plural, too, as in the Hebrew ‘Shamaim’ — * Heavens’ is plural) will
‘fall on the Just and Unjust alike’+

The Rabbinical catalogue of traditions called The Abbot de Rabbi
Nathan (The Fathers according to Rabbi Nathan) associates ‘rain-making’ or
rains coming in their proper season with proper Temple service.# This
theme of ‘proper Temple service; performed by unpolluted Priests and
expressed in terms of ‘choosing a High Priest of higher purity, is a favorite
one in this period.# In these important passages in the Abbot de Rabbi
Nathan, there is just the slightest hint of a link to the kinds of sacrifice
and offering of thanks Noah made to God after the Flood in Genesis
8:15—9:17 above. At the very least, Noah’s salvationary activities in
this episode are connected to the coming of rain; and, in the ‘rainbow
sign’ material at its close, its cessation. In some sense, therefore,
where these very obscure concepts of ‘eschatological rain’ or ‘flood’ are
concerned, Noah can be viewed as the first atoning Rain-maker; and
his salvationary activities, associated with the coming of rain and its
cessation.

The repetition of both of these themes, that is, the coming of rain and
its cessation, will also be ascribed to the prototypical prophet Elijjah, as
they will to the odd person we shall discuss more fully below,‘ Nakdimon
ben Gurion’ — James’ contemporary, who at a time of drought is also pic-
tured as ‘making rain’ like James.# Both themes, that is, the bringing of
rain and its cessation, will be evoked too in apocalyptic portions of the
Letter attributed to James where, to come full circle, the whole ideology
of bringing and halting rain is connected to ‘the efficacious prayer of the Just
One’ (5:17—18).4

Not only was Noah the first ‘Righteous One’ or ‘ Zaddik’ (‘ Righteous and
Petfect in his generation’), a fact that our literature is not slow to remark;
but, for the Rabbinic sages, so ‘ Perfect’ was he that he was born circumcised!*
However bizarre this claim might seem to us today — the Rabbis still
contend such persons, while rare, do exist and, medically speaking, the
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condition is not theoretically impossible — it connects the ‘circumcision’
ideal to the ‘Perfection’ one and, by implication, that of the atoning, rain-
making ‘Zaddik® — all themes in one way or another related
to the extant picture of James. In another sense, the Primordial Flood
that wiped all life from the earth except ‘Noah the Righteous** and his
family can be seen as an eschatological one and there is certainly a note
of this in Genesis 9:8—9:17’s account of the promise God makes to Noah
after his ‘Righteous’ sacrifice when He displayed for him ‘the Rainbow
Sign’

Canny as ever, the Gospels pick this eschatological sense up as well,
in apocalyptic statements attributed to ‘Jesus’ in the ‘Little Apocalypses’
again though the ‘sign’ for Matthew 24:17/Mark 13:14 is Daniel’s ‘Abom-
ination of the Desolation standing where it ought not to stand’; while for Luke
21:20, prescient as ever too, it is ‘Jerusalem surrounded by armies’ — fairly
convincing evidence that all three were written after the fall of the
Temple.#” This is how Kabbalistic Jewish documents like the Medieval
Zohar — that itself may go back to Second Temple sources — see the ‘Flood’
as well, asserting that Noah ‘who sought Righteousness, ‘withdrew’ or ‘hid
himself in the ark’

In other notices in the Zohar, this is expressed as:

Noah was hidden in the ark on the Day of the Lord’s Anger and was placed
beyond the reach of the Adversary.

In this passage, not only do we have hints of the ‘Hidden’ terminology
that will so permeate the New Testament and apocryphal texts associ-
ated with John the Baptist — portrayed in the Synoptics, though not in
John, as an ‘Eljjah redivivus’+* — to say nothing of derivative Islamic ide-
ologies; but also ‘the Enemy’ sobriquet so strikingly applied to the
assailant who attacked James on the Temple Mount in the Pseudo-
clementine Recognitions. Not only is this ‘Enemy’ fundamental to ‘Jewish
Christian’ or ‘Ebionite’ theology about Paul, but it is also to be found in
Matthew’s ‘Parable of the Tares’ — probably the single instance of a pro-
Jewish Christian’ or ‘Ebionite’ parable in the Gospels (13:25—40). It is
applied, too, to the opponent of the author of the Letter of James 4:4%
(‘by making yourself a friend of man, you turn yourself into an Enemy of God’)
and known to Paul in Galatians 4:16 (‘your Enemy have I then become by
speaking Tiuth to youw’), most likely in debate with or response to James
where, by implication, it is reversed.*

All lead into a new, albeit ephemeral, ideology from this period — also
reflected in the War Scroll from Qumran as just signaled — ‘eschatological
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rain] Not surprisingly — aside from James’ related proclamation in the
Temple in early Church witnesses to the circumstances surrounding his
death — ‘rain-making’ and the theme of ‘coming eschatological Judgement are
also intrinsic to James’ Letter, not to mention the one ascribed to ‘Jude
the brother of James’— his putative brother.>* As we shall see in more detail
as we proceed, in some of the most splendid eschatological imagery of
any biblical document, James 5:8—11, — following its condemning ‘the
Rick’ for ‘killing the Righteous One’ (5:6) and just before evoking Elijah’s
saving activity of both bringing and stopping the rain — evokes the theme of
the imminent ‘coming of the Lord’ or ‘the Lord of Hosts, that is, of coming
eschatological Judgement.

Here not only does one find an extremely aggressive apocalypticism,
asserting that ‘the cries of the reapers have reached the ears of the Lord of Hosts,
but also a double entendre playing oft the parallel theme of ‘the Last
Judgement, ‘the Rich have amassed for themselves treasure in the Last Days’
(5:3). It ends amid the splendid imagery of ‘spring’ and ‘late rain’ (5:7) —
imagery known, as we shall see, in similar contexts to the Talmuds* — by
evoking final eschatological Judgement on all mankind and, along with it, the
just-mentioned efficacious Power of the ‘prayer of the Just One’ (James
5:9—16).This last theme is connected in James to the ‘ Zealof’ priestly fore-
runner Elijah — ‘Zealot’ because of the repeated description of him in
Kings and derivative notices as having ‘a burning zeal for God’ (1 Kings
19:10).% As James 5:17—18 puts this — he both ‘prays for it not to rain’ and
then, after ‘three years and six months, to rain again**

In other words, James’ activity is being compared to that of Elijjah,
who, in 1 Kings 18:1—45, brings on a whirlwind — imagery duplicated, as
we shall see, in introductory portions of the Nahum Pesher from
Qumran not originally available in earlier translations of Qumran doc-
uments, not to mention in Ezekiel (aside from Isaiah, perhaps Qumran’s
favorite prophet).” In such a context, therefore, James too can be viewed
as a ‘Zealot’ and, indeed, he is indisputably presented as such — or at least
the majority of those who follow him are — in the last notice about him
in Acts 21:21. There James is presented as explaining to Paul that the
majority of his followers in the so-called Jerusalem Assembly’ or ‘ Church’
are ‘Zealots for the Law’

This is also the implication behind Pauls defensiveness over the
‘Enemy’ epithet in Galatians 4:15—-19 above, an allusion which flows
directly into just such an evocation and three times in the next two lines
plays oft and clearly displays Paul’s obsession with the idea that those
opposing him are consumed by ‘zeal, that is, they were ‘zealous to exclude, (as
of course those called ‘Zealot' or ‘Sicarii Essenes’ in Hippolytus would
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have been*®), not — as he then puts it so disingenuously*” — ‘zealous for the
right thing Not only were they, therefore, ‘ Zealots for the Law’; they were
certainly ‘zealous for circumcision.’ss

Also in the allusion to Eljjah in the Letter of James above, there is just
the slightest hint of the kind of prefiguration, in the ‘zeal’ being referred
to in ‘the efficacious prayer of the Just One, of James’ own ‘efficacious prayer
and ‘zeal’ In the same way that Synoptic tradition represents Elijah as
prefiguring John the Baptist — both, as it were, fulfilling the same kind of
incarnationist function — the implication of this evocation of Elijah’s
powerfully ‘zealous’ rain-making in this Letter is that James, too, is one of
these pre-existent ‘ Priestly’ rain-makers, ‘consumed by a burning zeal’ and an
‘Elijah redivivus! Nor should it be forgotten that the evocation in it of
both ‘early and late rain’ (5:7), once again, has to do with coming eschatologi-
cal Judgement.

Numerology, ‘Eating and Drinking’, and the Pre-Existent Zaddik

In the subject matter of the Letter of James, therefore, there are hints of
both the kind of atonement James (‘the Just One’) is depicted as making
in all early Church sources in the Holy of Holies of the Temple on at
least one particular Day of Atonement — if not many — and the procla-
mation ‘on the Pinnacle of the Temple’ he is pictured in these same sources,
as having made just before he was finally killed.>* This last, as we just saw,
is that of ‘the Son of Man sitting on the right hand of the Great Power’ — one
of the actual definitions in Aramaic, it will be recalled, that Epiphanius
gives of the term ‘Elchasai,; namely ‘Great Power’ — and ‘about to come (in
the manner of Daniel 7:13) on the clouds of Heaven. It is also repeatedly
attributed, as we just saw as well, to Jesus in several Gospel contexts, par-
ticularly in ‘the Little Apocalypses.

While the timeframe spoken of in James 5:17 of ‘three years and six
months’ is not precisely the more general one 1 Kings associates with
Elijah’s rain-making when it speaks of how ‘affer three years’ Elijah com-
manded that the drought be ended (18:1), still the two are basically the same
and this is clearly the point the writer of James is intent on conveying.
For its part, Luke 4:24—25, which now has Jesus compare his own miracles
to Elijal’s, also evokes ‘three and a half years’ to describe the period when
‘Heaven was shut up and there was a great famine throughout the land’

Even more significantly, whether coincidentally or otherwise, this
timeframe is also that of Daniel 12:7’s chronology of ‘a time, two times,
and a half’ or, as this is more or less repeated in Daniel 8:14 earlier, ‘fwo
thousand three hundred evenings and mornings. In Daniel, this timeframe is
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usually thought of as relating to the interruption of the perpetual sacri-
fice at the time of the Maccabean Uprising, when Antiochus Epiphanes
erected ‘the Abomination of the Desolation’ in the Temple — thought to have
been a statue of the Olympian Zeus®™ — alluded to as well in Daniel 8:13
and 12:11 together with allusions to ‘the End Time’ (1 Maccabees 1:55).

But an alternative scheme of reckoning could just as easily have seen
this chronology as applying to the time between the death of James in
62 ck and the stopping of sacrifice in the Temple on behalf of Romans
and other foreigners and the rejection of their gifts by the ‘zealous’ lower
priesthood approximately three and a half years later, an event which started
the Uprising against Rome and the cataclysmic events unleashed
thereby.”

If one accepts the relationship of this with Daniel, then this whole
cluster of notices can, in fact, throw light on how the timeframe in Daniel
was seen in the Second Temple Period. The presence of this reference to
‘three and a half years’ at this juncture in the Letter of James — not present
per se, as we just saw, in T Kings 18’ account of Elijah’s miracle, evoked in
this Letter, but rather an important yardstick in Daniel’s eschatology —
might be an indication both of how James’ death was seen by his followers and
how the coming of this final apocalyptic Holy War, represented by the Uprising
against Rome, must have been seen by its participants.®

Even early Church sources like, those collected by Eusebius, take a
similar view of the relationship of James’ death to the cataclysmic events
that, as far as they were concerned, immediately followed his death and
were not unrelated to it.® It should be appreciated that even earlier than
Eusebius, Origen claims to have seen — in the copy of Josephus’s works
he too evidently found in the library of Caesarea — a statement con-
necting James’ death and not Jesus’ directly to the fall of Jerusalem that
followed it, to which he, like Eusebius thereafter, took great umbrage —
the reason perhaps why the notice has disappeared from all normative
copies of Josephus ever since.*

However these things may be, the Talmud devotes a whole section of
one of its oldest and most accurate books, Tiactate Ta‘anith, to the subject
of ‘rain-making. In doing so, it evokes Isaiah 45:8 about

the Heavens pouring down Righteousness (Zedek) and the Earth opening and
bringing forth Salvation (Yesha®), and Justification (Zedakah) growing up

together (with them).

This is clearly one of the most triumphant ‘Messianic’ passages in Scrip-
ture, culminating in the assertion in Isaiah 45:17 of Israel’s redemption
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or, as the text expresses it, ‘Israel will be saved in the Lord with an everlasting
Salvation’ (Yeshua). Recently a number of Qumran texts emphasizing
precisely this kind of ‘saved’/‘saving’/‘Salvation’ (Yesha®/ Yeshuca/yizzil)
have come to light, — these in addition to the several known notices of
this kind in the Damascus Document, the Community Rule, and the
Habakkuk Pesher. The rich vocabulary of the passage quoted above —
in fact, the whole section of Isaiah in which it is found — is important
regarding the subject of such ‘Messianism’ as well.

Talmud Tacanith specifically interprets this passage from Isaiah to mean
that ‘rain will not fall unless Israel’s sins are forgiven’ which, by implication,
associates these matters somewhat with Yom Kippur or, at least, the
central activity of that commemoration, atonement. Here we are begin-
ning to encounter not one but several of the themes connected to James’
activities in our sources, including one that we have already highlighted
above, his praying for the forgiveness of the People in the Temple, and the other,
of course, his rain-making.

In the same passages, Ta‘anith compares ‘the day on which rain falls to the
day on which Heaven and Earth were created, evoking the same imagery of
‘spring rain’ which we just encountered in the Letter of James above
regarding the imminent ‘coming of the Lord.* This not only ends by allud-
ing to Elijalt’s efficacious ‘rain-making, but also evokes another allusion
related to Isaiah 45:8, that of ‘the farmer waiting for the precious fruit of the
Earth’ (James 5:7).

It should also be observed that the same imagery regarding James’
person will be encountered below in the crucial appointment passage of
James as successor to his brother in the Gospel of Thomas, namely:

In the place where you are to go (presumably Jerusalem), go fo James the Just,
for whose sake Heaven and Earth came into existence (Logion 12).%7

This last might just as well be ‘were created, as Talmud Tacanith expresses it
above; and, just as the allusion in Ta‘anith relates to ‘rain-making’ or the fall
of rain, in the Gospel of Thomas, it relates to James’ Zaddik-status.

The word, Tacanith uses in connection with the coming of such ‘spring
rain, is the Hebrew ‘yoreh, the primary meaning of which is ‘pouring
down. ‘Yorel’ is, of course, homophonic for the designation ‘moreh’ or
‘teacher in Hebrew; and exactly the same usage appears on at least one
occasion in the Qumran Damascus Document as a variation on the
“Teacher of Righteousness, that is, instead of his being a ‘Moreh ha-Zedek,
he is a *Yoreh ha-Zedek’ — meaning, ‘he pours down Righteousness’ just as,
presumably, these ‘spring rains’ do.®®
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These are admittedly complex imageries but the reader will, at least,
appreciate the fertility of the ancient artificer’s mind and that they are
certainly present in the documents before us where they are being for-
mulated with great precision. Jerome, in his work, also interprets this
passage in Isaiah in terms of, or as implying, coming eschatological Judge-
ment. In his translation, however, it does not simply involve ‘letting the
clouds pour down Righteousness, but ‘let the clouds pour down the Just One, an
important variation where James is concerned — to say nothing of ‘the
Teacher of Righteousness’ from Qumran!® In the War Scroll from Qumran
too, as we saw and shall delineate further below, these clouds ‘pour down
Judgement’ (Mishpat).”

In connection with these themes of ‘Heaven and Earth’ and James’
‘rain-making, just highlighted in connection with the Gospel of Thomas
above; not only do these words have to do with James’ pre-existent
‘Zaddik’-status but the ‘Pillar imagery Paul employs to designate the
Leadership of ‘the Jerusalem Assembly’ in Galatians 2:9, itself probably
based on ‘the Zaddik the Pillar or ‘the Zaddik the Foundation of the world’
phraseology found in Proverbs 10:25 — again, as Paul uses the term, there-
fore alluding to James’ ‘ Zaddik’-status.

The same kinds of references to ‘Heaven and Earth’ also appear in the
Synoptic Gospels. In Matthew 5:18 and Luke 16:17, for instance, Jesus is
presented as saying things like:

Heaven and Earth shall pass away but not one jot or tittle shall pass from the
Law;

and in a variation in ‘the Little Apocalypses’ above, all three Gospels — in
the context, it should be emphasized, of alluding to ‘seeing the Son of Man
coming on the clouds of Heaven with Power — speak of ‘Heaven and Earth
passing away’ but not Jesus’ words.” The version in Matthew 24:30—34 goes,
however, even further because it actually compares — not insignifi-
cantly — ‘the coming of the Son of Man’ to ‘the days of Noah, then evoking
obscure imagery about how ‘they were eating and drinking, marrying and
giving in marriage, until the day when Noah entered into the ark’ (24:37—38).
Not only do assertions such as these further reinforce the connection
of these kinds of eschatological allusions to ‘the first Zaddik’ Noah’s par-
adigmatic ‘rain-making’ and soteriological activity; but these seemingly
tendentious references to ‘eating and drinking’ (to say nothing of ‘marrying
and giving in marriage’) also connect to the ‘eating and drinking’ theme we
have called attention to above — particularly as reflected in Paul’s polem-
ical discussions in 1 Corinthians 8:1—11:34 — as the bone of contention
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between Paul and James and, by extension, the several prohibitions relat-
ing to these in James’ directives to overseas communities. Not only do
these relate — where one of these, ‘fornication, was concerned — to the
‘marrying and giving in marriage’ theme above, but also of the kind of tem-
porary ‘Nazirite’ oath procedures so inimically opposed to Paul’s
positions.”

In turn, this last complex of issues has a direct link to what the Rabbis
(and perhaps others) were subsuming under the phraseology ‘the Noahic
Covenant’ — itself classically associated with similar prohibitions (in
particular, ‘manslaughter, ‘idolatry, and ‘fornication’) — and to Noah’s para-
digmatic salvationary personality.” This ‘Covenant’ has relevance not
only to James functioning as the ‘Bulwark’ or ‘Protector of the People’ and
his ‘Oblias’ status as reported in early Church testimony (itself possibly
even relating to the puzzling ‘Lebbaeus’ denotation)™; but also the actual
terms of his directives to overseas communities, as recorded in Acts and
refracted in Paul’s polemics in 1 Corinthians and in the Pseudoclemen-
tine Homilies. Most noteworthy among these, of course, is the
fundamental requirement to ‘abstain from blood, a prohibition Noah also
received in the context of the atoning sacrifice he is pictured as making
in Genesis 9:5 at the end of the Flood episode.”

These Noahic prohibitions, because of the theory behind them that
they were imposed upon Noah in the aftermath of the Flood, were seen
at least by the Rabbis (and probably by others as well) as being applicable
to all mankind and not specifically to Israel alone. They also included the cat-
egories of ‘pollutions of the idols, as Acts 15:20 at one point puts it
(elsewhere, this category is expressed as ‘things sacrificed to idols, the same
formulation, we have seen, employed by Muhammad in the Koran in
regard to Islamic dietary restrictions and by Hippolytus in his descrip-
tion of ‘Sicarii Essenes” willingness — on account of which — even to martyr
themselves™), and ‘fornication’ — two of the other categories of James’ pro-
hibitions reflected in 1 Corinthians by Paul, the Pseudoclementines, and
now in the curious ‘Letter or ‘Letterss Qumran scholars refer to as
‘MMT .77

One can well imagine that Noah was seen as a vegetarian too (as
James was, John the Baptist appears to have been, and Peter is portrayed
as being in the Pseudoclementines™), at least during the actual period of
‘the Flood’ itself — this before his sacrifice at its end when the permission
to eat meat was restored and connected, importantly, to ‘blood’ vengeance
(Genesis 9:5). This last, too, of course, inevitably entailed both the
prohibition on ‘blood’ as well as the one of ‘manslaughter’ As Genesis 9:4
puts this in its own inimitable way: because ‘the life (of the living being)
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was in the blood, Noah learns not to consume flesh with blood in it.
Not only is this prohibition on ‘blood’ also a cornerstone of James’
directives, if one looks closely at it, one can see how Paul has allegori-
cally turned it around in his ‘communion with the Blood of Christ’ polemic
arising out of his discussions of James’ directive on ‘things sacrificed to idols,
his own insistence on ‘all things are lawful to’ him, and *drinking the Cup of
the Lord’ but not ‘the Cup of Demons’in 1 Corinthians 8:4—13 and 10:17—32.7
Though ‘strangled things’ (‘carrion’ as the Pseudoclementines, the
Koran, and now Ezekiel, no doubt, correctly conserve it*), the last cate-
gory in James’ prohibitions to overseas communities as portrayed in Acts
15:19—29 and 21:25 above, are not specifically evoked in the picture of
Noah’s sacrifice in Genesis; ‘killing’ — which may be seen as related — in
the sense that ‘carrion’ has been killed by other beasts — is, since the ‘blood
vengeance’ that then follows is connected to both ‘man and beast.

The Zohar’s * Zaddik-the-Pillar-of-the-World’ and the‘ Zealot’ Priesthood

We have already delineated the applicability of the ‘Zaddik’-notion to
the persons of both James and Noah by calling attention to the Medieval
Zohar’s references to Noah. One of these passages also explains the
‘Pillar -notation as applied by Paul to James, Cephas and John and con-
nected to his understanding of ‘the Central Three’ in Galatians 2:9.% It
reads in part:

Noah was a Righteous One...after the Heavenly ideal (here, clearly a variation
of the ‘Primal Adam’/incarnated ‘Imam’-concept in Pseudoclementine,
Ebionite, and Islamic contexts — in Christianity, even ‘the Christ’). Scrip-
ture says, ‘the Righteous One is the Pillar of the world’ (Proverbs 10:25)...So0
Noah was called ‘ Righteous’ (Zaddik) below...a true copy of the Heavenly ideal,
and...an incarnation of the world’s Covenant of Peace (1.59b on ‘Noal’).*

It is interesting that this foundational, allegedly Medieval, work of
‘Kabbalah’ tradition also seems to understand the ‘Oblias’ or * Protection-of-
the-People’ notation as it was applied to James in early Church literature.

One encounters an excellent approximation of this, most notably in
the section entitled ‘Phineas, the paradigmatic ‘Zealot’ High Priest and
progenitor of the line of ‘Zadok. One should add that, as such, he was also
the ancestor of Elijah, Jesus ben Yehozedek, the High Priest of the return
from Exile, and Joiarib, the first and principal Priestly course in the
Temple from which the Maccabees claimed descent.® It reads as follows:
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When God desires to give healing to the Earth, He smites one Righteous One
...with suffering...to make atonement...and sometimes all his days are passed in
suffering to Protect the People (iv.218a-b on ‘Phineas’).

The connection of this with Christian materials relating to the presen-
tation of the scriptural ‘Jesus’ should be obvious and one could not have
a better picture of “the Suffering Righteous One’ than this. But it is also hard
to believe that its relevance to materials related to James and, by exten-
sion, his ‘ Zaddik’-status among persons of the ‘Zealot’/‘ Sicarii’ mindset —
for whom ‘Phineas’ was such an important paradigmatic archetype —
could be simply accidental or fanciful.*

‘The Covenant of Peace,) referred to as being ‘sealed with Noah’ in this
‘ Zaddik-the- Pillar-of-the-world’ passage, can be seen as just another adum-
bration of ‘the Zadokite Covenant detailed in Ezekiel’s vision of the
reconstructed Temple — in turn forming the basis, as we just saw, of the
exposition of ‘the Sons of Zadok’ in the Damascus Document from
Qumran.® But it should also be observed that, aside from being evoked
by Ezekiel (34:25 and 37:26 — a prophet of perhaps quintessential impor-
tance at Qumran) regarding the eternal promises of the Davidic Kingship, this
‘Covenant’ 1s evoked, too, at the end — not insignificantly — of Ecclesiasti-
cus (called by academics after its putative author ‘Ben Sira’) in relation to
Phineas — again the prototypical archetype of the ‘ Zealot orientation.*

In another, not incurious parallel, this same ‘Covenant of Peace’ is
evoked in the climax of the Qumran War Scroll’s exposition of ‘the
Star Prophecy’ — a prophecy found, as it will emerge, in at least two other
locations in the Qumran corpus — in the context of which, as just under-
scored, the coming of the Heavenly Host upon the clouds ‘to shed Judgement like
rain upon all that grows’ is evoked.®” Ben Sira or Ecclesiasticus calls
‘Phineas son of Eleazar, third in Glory’ after Moses and Aaron. It then
affirms, that ‘because of his zeal’ and ‘because he stood firm,

(he) atoned for Israel. Hence a Covenant of Peace was sealed with him, making
him Ruler of both Temple and People and securing to him and his descendants
the High Priestly dignity for ever (45:231f.).

The whole stems from the original use of these terms to picture Phineas
in Numbers 25:6—15. There, because of his ‘zeal’ (‘like that of the Lord’s’)
in turning away pollution from the wilderness camp of Israel and the
Divine ‘ Wrath’ that would have ensued over the twin issues of mixing with
foreigners and intermarriage; he was vouchsafed this eternal ‘Covenant of
Peace’ and ‘the right to perform the atonement over the Sons of Israel in
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perpetuity. This puts things about as succinctly as one can put them and
explains the basis of all these allusions. Phineas is therefore like Noah is
therefore like Eljjah is therefore like James — or, in orthodox Scripture,
if one prefers, James’ reflection ‘Jesus.” Perhaps even more germane, in
Rabbinic tradition, Phineas is also a ‘Rainmaker, meaning that, like
Eljjah, he is one of these Heavenly incarnated forerunners.

For 1 Maccabees 2:23—27, this is the same Covenant that is extended
to the progenitor of the Maccabean family and, by implication, his sons
after him in perpetuity because he killed backsliders who were cooperating
with foreign power or foreign edicts abolishing both Covenant and Law. In
doing so, to use the words 1 Maccabees uses, ‘he acted as Phineas did against
Zimri son of Salu, crying out,‘Let everyone who has zeal for the Law and takes
his stand on the Covenant, come out and follow me. The ‘ Zealot’ nature of this
Covenant, therefore — in spite of the fact of its being characterized ‘a
Covenant of Peace’ — should be clear.

This is the ethos, too, which is reflected in the burningly apocalyptic
section of the War Scroll. The language of ‘come out’ is also not unimpor-
tant here, being reflected both in the words Paul evokes in 2 Corinthians
6:17 above (to wit, ‘therefore come out from among them and be separated, saith
the Lord, and the unclean touch not’) and, of course, the general ethos of the
Dead Sea Scrolls, in particular, the exodus from ‘the Land of Judah to the
Land of Damascus.®

Ben Sira, echoing 1 Kings 19:10—14 above, also sees Elijah as having this
same ‘burning zeal for the Law, for which reason ‘he was taken up to Heaven
itself.” Aside from the allusion to Enoch in Genesis 5:21—24 (which pro-
duced an inordinate interest in this character in the Second Temple
Period?”) and the one, it alludes to, about Elijjah in 2 Kings 2:1, this is one
of the earliest ‘Heavenly ascent’ motifs. Again the subject is also reflected by
Paul in this same 2 Corinthians — this time in the important description
in 12:2—5:‘I knew a man fourteen years ago’ (the same time span he specifies
in Galatians 2:1 between his first and second returns to Jerusalem, both of
which times he met James*) ‘who was caught up to the Third Heaven’ (in the
next line, ‘Paradise’ — ‘Pardess’ in the Zohar?), ‘where he heard unspeakable
sayings that it is not permitted a man to speak’ (was this ‘man’ James?%). It is
also perhaps reflected in the document associated by tradition with James,
the Ascents of James.*

The Hebrew version of Ben Sira was found for the first time in 1897
in the repository of Medieval Hebrew manuscripts known as the Cairo
Genizah, where the most complete exemplar of the Damascus Docu-
ment, which we still use today, was also originally found.” In 1964 it was
discovered again in, of all places, the ruins of the ‘Sicarii’ stronghold of
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Masada, where the ‘Zealot’ hold-outs from the Jewish War committed
suicide in 73 CE.*° Previously it had only been known through Greek
and other languages. Not only does it give the original of the notation
in English, ‘Famous® or ‘Illustrious Men, as ‘Anshei-Hesed’/*Men of Piety’
(‘Hesed’ being in Hebrew a word which in some contexts is also trans-
lated as ‘Grace’); it associates this ‘perpetual Covenant’ — ‘the Covenant of
Peace’ which was sealed with Phineas and his descendants in Numbers
and with those for whom God’s ‘Servant David’ was to be ‘a Prince forever
in Ezekiel — with those it refers to, as well, as ‘the Sons of Zadok.

As already explained above, this term was first coined by Ezekiel in his
vision of the new or reconstructed Temple.”” In his vision, such ‘Sons of
Zadok, as we have seen, were described as ‘keeping charge of My Sanctuary’
and preserving it from pollution, material fundamental to the Qumran ‘Dam-
ascus’ or ‘Zadokite’ Document — therefore its name.*® Not only were they
to clothe themselves like James (who, it should be recalled, was pictured in
early Church tradition as wearing both the mitre and breastplate of the
High Priest) and ‘the Essenes, only ‘in linen garments’; but like James too, as
we also saw, ‘no wool was to come upon their flesh’ and ‘no razor was to come upon
their heads’ (Ezekiel 44:17). Rather, as already underscored, ‘they were to poll
their hair— missing from descriptions of James, but probably to be inferred.

In emulation of Phineas’‘zeal’ presumably too, they were instructed in
44:7 to bar uncircumcised persons and foreigners generally from the Temple,”
motifs with a particular resonance to the events we have been describ-
ing above and, no doubt, the epitome of what was meant by proper Temple
service. No doubt, too, this was the way James was seen by his supporters,
the majority of whom even Acts acknowledges, as already signaled, were
‘ Zealots for the Law. Here, then, all our key terminologies converge: ‘the
Zealot, ‘the Zadokite’ (or, if one prefers, ‘the Zaddikite’), and what one
might call ‘the Jewish Christian.

In the light of these materials in Ezekiel and, no doubt, those in the
Scrolls, it 1s a not incurious bit of disingenuousness that Josephus in the
Jewish War rather characterizes the ‘Zealot’ decision in 66 CE, on the part
of the probably ‘Jamesian’ Lower Priesthood, to stop sacrifice on behalf
of Romans and other foreigners and reject their gifts in the Temple that
triggered the Uprising against Rome, as ‘an Innovation with which our Fore-
fathers (‘Rishonim’/‘the First at Qumran) were unacquainted. '
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Other Rain-Making ‘ Zaddik’s in the ‘Primal
Adam’ Tradition

Honi the Circle-Drawer or Onias the Just, ‘the Friend’ or ‘Beloved of
God’

For the Talmud, several other individuals are associated with ‘rain-making.
The first, Honi the Circle-Drawer — ‘Onias the Just' in Josephus' — is a
‘Rain-maker’ in both Jerusalem and Babylonian Talmuds (that is, the tra-
ditions as they were transmitted in both Palestine and Mesopotamia).
‘Circle-drawing’ itself perhaps relates to the ‘Essene’ Sabbath observance
practice — also reflected at Qumran — of drawing a perimeter, outside of
which a given individual would not move even to defecate.> In Honi’s
case, the circles are the ones to which he confines himself — also, most
likely, not exiting from them even to relieve himself — in order to cause
rain to fall.

He is a ‘Rain-maker’ in Josephus as well, where he also bears the tell-
tale cognomen, as we just saw, ‘the Just’ or ‘Righteous One.3 This manifestly
prefigures the epithet early Church texts always ascribe to James, who —
if John the Baptist’s family and Jesus’ family were indeed related as the
Gospel of Luke depicts — may also have been Honi’s putative descendant as
well.

As Josephus describes it — with a good deal more precision, as usual,
than Talmudic texts — Onias put an ‘end to a certain famine...praying to God,
thereby echoing the Letter of James and prefiguring ‘the Famine® all
sources refer to in the 46—48 CE period.* As in James’ final triumphant
evocation of Elijah praying for it both to rain and not to rain and the effi-
cacious ‘prayer of the Just’ or ‘Righteous One much prevailing] Honi also prays
for it both to rain and not to rain.s This is the focus of Talmudic accounts as
well. The Jerusalem Talmud will actually compare his situation to Elijah’s
in the manner in which he importuned God like ‘a Son to a Father! There-
fore, Honi too, again like one of his putative descendants John the Baptist
(possibly ‘Hanin’ or ‘Hanan the Hidden, as we shall see, in Talmudic
sources below), is an ‘Elijah redivivus.® But for the Talmud, this ‘sonship’
relation of Honi to God will also present something of a problem.
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In his description of what has to be seen as a parallel situation, Jose-
phus will describe this Honi — that is, the character he calls ‘Onias the
Righteous’ — as the ‘Beloved’ or ‘Friend of God whose prayers God heard. In
this context it is important to remark that ‘Friend of God’ and ‘Son of God’
are, for all intents and purposes, synonyms. As explained above, since
‘Friend of God’ — applied in James 2:21—24 to Abraham in the context of
describing how he was ‘made Righteous’ or ‘justified by works, not just ‘by
Faith’ because of the willingness he displayed to sacrifice his son Isaac —
is equivalent to how Muhammad designates Abraham attaching the new
term ‘Muslim’ to him; ‘Muslim, too, can be considered yet another
synonym of these other two — just as ‘the Christ, ‘the Primal Adam, or even
‘the Sons of Zadok’ in other ideological environments spinning off from
these can — that is, ‘Muslim’ = ‘Friend of God’ = ‘Son of God’

Just as James applies the ‘Friend of God’ terminology to Abraham
because, when he was ‘tested’ he ‘put his Faith in God and ‘offered his son
Isaac on the altar’ (a similar proposition, but from the Pauline viewpoint,
is expressed, as already remarked above, in Hebrews 11:17); James also
reflects the kind of prayer Honi is pictured as making in Rabbinic liter-
ature above — namely, ‘of talking to God like a Son’ (here, the ‘sonship’ motif
really is being brought into the equation). It does so three chapters later
in 5:13—18, as we saw, when it climactically evokes ‘the fervent working
prayer of the Just One much prevails, citing Elijah as its paradigm (who in
its language, both ‘prayed for it not to rain’ and ‘three years and six months’ later
for it to rain). But the ‘Friend’ — or ‘Son’ — notation would obviously apply
to other like-minded and fervently praying suppliants as well.

To close another of these fundamental language circles, the Damas-
cus Document — in setting forth its sacred history at the end of Column
Two and the beginning of Column Three, now specifically developed in
terms of those ‘who kept the Commandments” or were ‘ Keepers’ (in the Com-
munity Rule, the definition of ‘the Sons of Zadok’ and a focus, as we have
seen, of the Letter of James as well) — uses the same kind of terminology
to describe the first person it denotes as ‘a Friend of God’ — Abraham.‘He
(Abraham) was made a Friend of God because he kept the Commandments and
did not choose the will of his own spirit’ (like Paul?).”

To be precise, in place of ‘Friend’ the Damascus Document (CD) is
using another basic synonym to refer to Abraham and his descendants,
Isaac and Jacob, ‘Beloved of * or ‘by God. CD also applies yet another fun-
damental terminology to them:‘Heirs of the Covenant forever. These are all
persons Muhammad in the Second Surah of the Koran (The Cow) groups
along with Ishmael as the first ‘Muslims’ as well.* This usage, ‘Heits to the
Covenant, is another pivotal usage Paul appears to know as well, only he
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changes it into ‘Heirs according to’ or ‘of the Promise’ (Galatians 3:29,
Hebrews 6:17, etc. — in James 2:5, in the context of the ‘Piety’ Com-
mandment of ‘loving God, ‘Heirs to the Kingdom’).*

This language of the ‘Beloved of God’ is also possibly reflected in that
of ‘the Disciple Jesus loved’ or ‘the Beloved Apostle’ in the Gospel of John.™
It is this language of ‘making oneself a friend of men and thereby turning oneself
into an Enemy of God’ of James 4:4 too, which Paul is so anxious to
counter, as we saw — particularly in the introduction to Galatians regard-
ing the accusation that was obviously circulating at the time concerning
him of “seeking to please men’ (1:10). It is also in 4:16 above: ‘so by speaking
Truth to you, your Enemy have I become, itself obviously both responding
to and incorporating the parallel ‘Jamesian’ aspersion just cited above as
well.

Paul also uses these kinds of allusions as a springboard to parody
another description applied to James in early Church literature, again
dependent upon Hegesippus, of ‘not deferring to persons.’ Oblivious of its
original meaning here and in the Letter of James and, showing his usual
mastery of repartee and rhetorical inversion, Paul reverses this in Gala-
tians 2:6, attacking the very ‘importance’ of the Jerusalem ‘Pillars’ whose
‘repute nothing conferred’ nor ‘made any difference’ to him — for ‘God does not
accept the person of men. So in this sort of nimble verbal exchange, Paul
actually uses the phraseologies of his interlocutors to attack the very
Leadership of “those of repute’ or ‘reckoned to be something’ of ‘the Jerusalem
Church’ or ‘Assembly’ itself, presumably including James.

Elsewhere he varies this phraseology with ‘God has no favorites, but by
implication he is using these allusions to attack those he refers to in 2
Corinthians 11:5 and 12:11 as the ‘Highest' or ‘Super Apostles, who cer-
tainly comprise this Leadership and whom he also contemptuously
dismisses as ‘Hebrews’ (11:22). Another thing these ‘Super Apostles’ or those
he calls ‘dishonest workmen’ in 2 Corinthians 11:13 do, adding additional
thrust to his scorn and playing off their attachment as ‘Hebrews’ to “written
letters’ and/or ‘letters written in stone’ (his double entendres are always
cruelly dismissive as well), is ‘recommend themselves’ or ‘write their own letters
of recommendations’ (3:1—7 and 10:12—18).™

Not only are these ‘Apostles’ (Paul calls them ‘Pseudo-Apostles’ in 2
Corinthians 11:13 above, doubling this, as we just saw, with ‘dishonest
workmen disguising themselves...as Servants of Righteousness, whose End shall
be according to their works — another parody, both of expressions at
Qumran and ‘the Last Days’/‘works Righteousness’ doctrines found both
there and in James) manifestly indistinguishable from the Leadership of
the Jerusalem Assembly who, throughout Galatians as already remarked,
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appear to be insisting on circumcision; the attack would also be on Jewish
claims to ‘chosenness’ generally, as it is on the ‘written words’ incorporating
it (¢f. Paul’s attack on ‘written words’ in 2 Corinthians 3:1—11 and through-
out the letter, just noted above). Correlatively the attack supports ‘the
Gospel as (he — Paul) taught it among the Peoples’ (Ethnesin — Galatians 2:2)
opposed, or so it would appear, to James’ ‘circumcision’ one. Such are his
rhetorical and polemical skills.

For James 2:5, of course, it is ‘the Poor of this world (‘the Ebionim’ or
‘Ebionites’) whom God chose as Heirs to the Kingdom He promised to those that
love Him’ This last, it will be recalled, is the second part of the ‘Right-
eousness’/‘ Piety’ dichotomy or the first of the two ‘love’ Commandments.
For Muhammad in the Koran 2:130—36, the Damascus Document’s
‘Beloved of God’ — Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (Muhammad adds ‘Ishmael’
to these) — are now rather ‘Muslims, that is, those who have ‘surrendered to
God, an alternative, as just explained, to the use of ‘Friend’ in James —
‘Beloved’ at Qumran.

For Muhammad, therefore, Abraham’s Religion’ is simply ‘Islam, just as
tor Paul, prefiguring him, it was ‘Christianity” Muhammad even refers to
Abraham and, for instance, those ‘Sabaean’-like ‘ People of the Book, who
tollow him, as being ‘of the Salihin’ — or ‘of the Righteous’ (Koran 3:113).
These last, it was explained, ‘believe in Allah and the Last Day, enjoin Right-
eousness, forbid fornication (one of the categories of James’ directives to
overseas communities and, as we saw, one of the most important of ‘the
Three Nets of Belial’ in the Dead Sea Scrolls), and ‘vie with each other in
good works.” For James, too, and Josephus (who actually calls Onias ‘a Right-
eous Man’ (Zaddik) and ‘Beloved of God’), ‘the Zaddik, the true ‘Friend’ or
‘Beloved of God, can actually intercede with God through ‘his prayer to
bring rain in times of extreme drought or famine. Therefore these ascrip-
tions, such as ‘the Beloved of God’ and ‘Righteous One’ attached to Honi’s
name and echoed in Talmudic accounts as well, have more than routine
significance.

The Stoning of Honi the Circle-Drawer as Prefiguring James

Josephus’ description of the death of Honi is, not surprisingly, missing
from Talmudic accounts which — while continuing the theme of his
praying for rain — also have Honi waking from a long sleep in his grandson’s
time and praying rather for his own death! One will have to acknowledge, as
we proceed, the odd sense of humor of some of these Talmudic hagio-
graphers though, unlike that of Acts, at least it is not overtly malevolent.™

In Josephus’ account, not only did Honi once pray for rain in the midst
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of a famine, but God also ‘took vengeance upon them’ (the Pharisees who
stone him) by sending the most violent hurricane or cyclone. This is the
same ‘whirlwind’ symbolism from the story of Elijah,‘a whirlwind’ also sig-
naled in Ezekiel’s prophecies and evoked in detail in the First Column
of the Nahum Pesher from Qumran. In Ezekiel 13:12—14, as we shall see,
this will be directed against ‘the wall upon which the daubers slapped plaster,
a crucial image in the Damascus Document too, for those it calls ‘the
Seekers after Smooth Things” or ‘the Pharisees’ as well's — in Ezekiel 13:10
‘those who lead (the) People astray, crying “Peace” when there is not peace!l’*° It
should be appreciated that Honi’s death is clearly the work of the
Pharisees (those who backed Salome Alexandra’s older, more Pharisee-
minded son, Hyrcanus II — c. 76—40 BC) — therefore doubtlessly too, the
Talmud’s reticence as heir to Pharisaic tradition in speaking of it. Both
Talmuds hint at the reasons for Honi’s stoning, but do not in fact mention
that he was stoned. It is left to Josephus to apprise us of this.”

The circumstances behind this stoning in Josephus are important
both in that they exactly prefigure the death of James (Honis putative
descendant and heir in the ‘rain-making’ tradition he represented) and in
the insight they provide into the political configurations of the time.™
According to Josephus, Honi is stoned by these Pharisaic supporters of
both Salome Alexandra and her son Hyrcanus II. The disapproval of
Honi by Pharisaic leaders, in particular Salome Alexandra’s ‘kinsman’
Simeon ben Shetach, will also emerge in these same Rabbinic sources
and, by implication too, the reason for his stoning." Ostensibly, this was
his refusal to condemn Hyrcanus’ younger and more nationalist brother
Aristobulus II (c. 67—49 BC), the Priestly supporters of whom had taken
refuge in the Temple after Aristobulus’ untimely capture by deceit by the
Romans and were refusing to surrender.® This is the background to
Honi’s stoning.

The time is Passover, 65 BC, two years before the Romans under Julius
Caesar’s associate-to-be Pompey stormed the Temple with the help of
these more collaborationist Pharisees, thereby putting an end to an inde-
pendent Jewish State.>' The attitude of Aristobulus’ Priestly supporters in the
Temple must be seen as ‘proto-Zealot’ or, what should perhaps be called,
‘Purist Sadducee, and even later — as, for instance, like those at Qumran —
‘Messianic Sadducees’ (‘Sadducee’ being a transliteration into Greek of the
Hebrew, ‘ Zadduki’ or ‘ Zaddoki, the ‘Z-D-K root of which also carrying
the secondary meaning of  Righteousness’ or ‘being Righteous’). This is, also,
the sense clearly of ‘the Sons of Zadok’/*of the Zaddik’ at Qumran.

Ranged against these ‘Purist Sadducees’ is a newer more accommodat-
ing or compromising group, familiar from portraits in the New
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Testament and Josephus purporting to depict the First Century CE, that
should be called ‘Herodian Sadducees’ or even ‘Boethusian Sadducees’ after
the High Priest of that name (‘Boethus’) whom Herod brought in from
Egypt after doing away with most, if not all, of the Maccabees. Those he
did not murder he married!*

Aristobulus’ supporters patently have an attachment to national inde-
pendence and oppose any accommodation to foreign rule in Palestine
while the proto-Pharisees who oppose him — even at this time — just as
patently do not. The same can be said of Aristobulus’ father, Alexander
Jannaeus (c. 104—76 BC), who was opposed as well by the same kind
of ‘Pharisees’ and must be seen as one of these original ‘Purist’ or more
nationalistic ‘Sadducees’*> Nor was Alexander a collaborationist or accom-
modating ‘Sadducee’ of the stripe of the later ones in the Herodian Period
we have just highlighted above. Nor, certainly, was his father John Hyr-
canus (C. 134—104 BC).>

On the other hand, Alexander Jannaeus’ wife, Salome Alexandra (d.
67 BC), the kinswoman of the ‘Simeon ben Shetach’ just mentioned above
who was one of the original foundational ‘ Pairs’ and transmitters of Phar-
isee tradition according to the ‘Abbof literature (The Pirke Abbot and The
Abbot de Rabbi Nathan we shall have cause to refer to further below), is
manifestly pro-Pharisaic. Josephus makes it very plain that even her
husband Alexander Jannaeus knows this.?” Moreover he is very straight-
forward in identifying as ‘ Pharisees, the people who were responsible for
the stoning of Honi the Circle-Drawer and the collaborators who co-
operated with the Romans the first time they stormed the Temple in 63
BC. So is Salome’s oldest son Hyrcanus II, executed by Herod in 29 Bc,
meaning ‘a Pharisee’ He allies himself with Herodian family interests and
together with such ‘Herodians’ must be seen as primarily responsible for
bringing the Romans into the country and paving the way for the
Roman/Herodian takeover and an end of Jewish independence.

For his part Aristobulus — later poisoned by Pompey’s supporters on
his way back to Palestine with two legions after Caesar had freed him in
49 BC — had earlier been unable to debase himself before Pompey in the
65—63 events. As Josephus — no friend of resistance-minded Maccabeans,
though proud of his own well-advertised Maccabean blood* — describes
the episode at that time (in fact, a fateful one and perhaps a turning point
in Jewish history®): Aristobulus ‘turned sick of servility, returned to_Jerusalem
to take refuge with his ‘purist Priestly’ supporters in the Temple before his duplic-
itous capture by the Romans. Aristobulus, therefore, is patently not a
‘Pharisee, nor an accommodating or collaborationist ‘Sadducean’ of ‘the
Herodian Period’ thereafter — the one most are familiar with through the
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rather distorted historical lens of the Gospels and the Book of Acts. This
later breed of ‘Sadducees, as Josephus makes clear, were ‘dominated by the
Pharisees in all things’ and supported and were supported by the Herodian
Dynasty, even paying bribes to Roman Governors for the privilege of serving as
High Priests. This is clearly not the behaviour of any truly credible ‘Mac-
cabean’ High Priest.

These matters are very complex. Plus they have been highly polemi-
cized over the last two millennia. Nevertheless in this context Honi the
Circle-Drawer or Onias the Just emerges as supporting, not opposing
Aristobulus’* Purist Sadducean’ Priestly followers who had taken refuge in
the Temple. One should keep this in mind when it comes to consider-
ing the deaths of James and other like-minded Messianists in the next
century. Just as Honis James-like cognomen ‘the Just’ implies — so
admired was Honi by the general population because of his ‘ Righteousness’
and ‘Piety’ that, when the Pharisees outside the Temple attempted to
force him to condemn the supporters of Aristobulus within, he refuses
to do so. Whereupon they (the Pharisees) immediately stone him.3* As
already suggested, this refusal is the ostensible reason for his stoning, but
the legal justifications at this point for this are hazy. The real reasons
however, which are similar to those behind the stoning of James (his
putative descendant and heir) one hundred and twenty-seven years later,
will emerge in the Talmudic sources we shall note below.3

In the picture provided by Josephus (certainly based on a source like
Nicolaus of Damascus — as already mentioned, an Herodian diplomat in
Rome — and not his own view), Aristobulus’ ‘ Purist Sadducean’ support-
ers are the lower priests in the Temple responsible for the daily sacrifices.
As Josephus describes it, they have paid the Pharisees outside the city
besieging them in the Temple (with help from the ‘Arab’ King of Petra
in support of Hyrcanus II, itself arranged by Herod’s father Antipater34)
in good faith for animals to make the necessary sacrifices prescribed for
Passover.’s As usual, in these pivotal situations, the time is Passover and,
once again — if such were needed — we have a good example of the
scrupulousness of such ‘nationalist or ‘Purist Sadducees’ even under
extreme duress, their unwillingness to resort to bribery, and their ‘Piety,
putting proper Temple service’ even above their own safety.

Even in the picture provided by Josephus — not someone who would
normally be very sympathetic to their cause (as already noted, certainly
based on a source and probably not his own perspective) — the Pharisees
cheat them and refuse to hand over the animals, Aristobulus II's sup-
porters besieged inside the Temple, had already paid for.* These are key
moments and turning-points in the history of the period and, even
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perhaps as already suggested, Jewish history as a whole. Not only does
Josephus (or his source) literally describe the behaviour of these pre-
sumable ‘Pharisees’ who betray their trust — even if to their political and
religious opponents — as ‘Impiety towards God’ (the opposite, of course, of
the ‘Piety towards God’ so highly sought after by such opposition groups
as ‘Sicarii Essenes’ or ‘Proto-Christians’);" these points are, not surprisingly,
missing from Talmudic accounts. On the contrary, this must be seen as
the ‘Zealot’ presentation of the affair — the ‘Rabbinic’ we shall encounter
presently.

It should also be borne in mind that these Priestly supporters of Aris-
tobulus in the Temple are the same hold-outs who, one or two years later,
are ultimately cut down while faithfully proceeding with the sacrifices in the
midst of the Roman assault on the Temple — another example of their
extreme ‘Piety’ and what, once again, has to be considered ‘proper Temple
service’ according to a Righteousness-oriented ‘ Purist Sadducean’ or * Zealot’ men-
tality in this period. In fact, so ‘zealous’ were they in this regard, even at the
expense of their very lives, that, as Josephus himself avers, the R omans were
themselves amazed.* This is what has to be considered as the attitude or
orientation of ‘Purist’ or, what becomes in the Herodian Period, ‘Oppo-
sition Sadducees, namely, those in our view who ultimately come to be
called ‘ Zealots’ or ‘Essenes’ such as those at Qumran.

For his part, Josephus also notes, rather laconically and almost as an
afterthought, that most of the killing in the assault as it was finally con-
ducted by Pompey on the Temple Mount was carried out by the
opponents of these ‘Torah-doing, ‘ Covenant-keeping, Priestly partisans of
Aristobulus (and, by extension, Honi), who have to be seen as Pharisees. It
is they who actually cooperated with the Romans in storming the Temple (with
Herod’s father, Antigonus’ help).* These ‘ Pharisees, Talmudic attempts at
heroicization or idealization notwithstanding, have to be seen as charac-
terized over the next hundred and thirty years — even in the picture
Josephus, a self-professed Pharisee, himself provides — by unstinting support
for Herod, his heirs, and Roman rule in Palestine generally.*

Because of said ‘Impiety, Aristobulus’ ‘Zealof -minded Priestly sup-
porters pray to be avenged on their own countrymen of the opposite
persuasion, in response to which God now ‘sends,’ as Josephus describes
it, ‘a violent windstorm’ — or ‘whirlwind’ — which “destroyed the fruits of the
whole country+ This is an obvious case of “pietistic’ intercession or, as Trac-
tate Ta“anith would have it in describing Honi, ‘importuning God like a Son
to the Father! At the same time, it is the inverse of the situation, pictured
in Isaiah 45:8 above and evoked in the same Tractate, of ‘the Heavens
raining down Righteousness’ and the Earth ‘causing Salvation to spring up and
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Justification to grow.+ Rather the event Josephus describes in his
Antiquities (as usual it is missing from the War) is more like that delin-
eated in the Qumran War Scroll and the passage from Ezekiel 13,
remarked above, on ‘the Daubers on the Wall’ in the Damascus Docu-
ment — who ‘cry “Peace” when there was no peace’— as it is that in Matthew’s
‘Little Apocalypse’ of the Heavens ‘raining down’ Judgement ‘on the Just and
Unjust alike’+

Not only should this be viewed as punishment for the ‘Impiety’ of the
Pharisee besiegers of Aristobulus’ supporters’ in cheating them (n.b., how
this theme of“cheating’ is clearly also present in James 4:3—4:9 on ‘the Rich’
cheating the mowers in the field and a similar ‘Judgement is being patiently
awaited), and an answer to the prayers of Pious ‘ Zadokite’ or ‘Righteous’
Priests attempting to do proper ‘Temple service’ in the midst of all the
carnage; but it is also Vengeance for the stoning of Honi, ‘the Righteous’
and ‘Beloved of God, by these same persons that preceded it. Though,
strictly speaking, Josephus does not specify that this Vengeance is for
Honi’s death; nevertheless, at the same time, he does not distinguish
between the two succeeding events to any extent, nor for that matter the
punishment for them. But the cause of the punishment — the ‘Impiety’ of
the besiegers on both counts — should be clear and it is re-echoed, as we
have suggested, one hundred and twenty-five years later in the events sur-
rounding the stoning of James and the punishment inflicted, according to the
view of his supporters — conserved, it would seem, in at least one version
of Josephus and in Hegesippus — for this.+

Both Talmuds recount the complex of views surrounding Honi’s
behaviour, but particularly the Palestinian one has Honi debating
Simeon ben Shetach, already mentioned above as the most famous Phar-
isee Leader of the time and the kinsman of Alexander Jannaeus’ wife,
Salome Alexandra.# In this account, the issue is whether, in originally
‘importuning God as a Son to a Father’ to bring the rain and fill the cisterns and,
thereafter, praying for the rain to cease (both obvious cases of ‘ Zaddik’-style
intercession of the kind signaled in the Letter of James in its evocation
of “the efficacious prayer of the Just One’ — an evocation, it should be appre-
ciated, that came after its appeal for ‘the coming of the Lord’ and Divine
Judgement in the allusion in 5:9 of “the Judge stands at the Door’), Honi was
not guilty of ‘blasphemy’ or, as the Jerusalem Talmud puts this, ‘profanation
of the Name’; and here, significantly enough, the comparison with Elijah is
cited!* Though not expressed in so many words, this is obviously Simeon
ben Shetach’s position, in pronouncing the ban on Honi — ‘profanation of the
Name’ being a way of expressing the infraction of ‘blasphemy, in turn, a
pivotal motif in all early Church accounts of James’ stoning too.+
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Honi’s response, as conserved in the Talmud, alludes to his exalted status
‘among the People’— a status also not unsimilar to that reported of James as
‘Protection of the People’ in early Church accounts* — and their recognition
of him as the ‘Friend of God’ and ‘ Zaddik’* Though arcane, the gist of this
response 1s that, for the sake of ‘the contrary decision’ or ‘adjudication by a
Zaddik’ or ‘Just One, God would annul a punitive decree or banning, even one
as extreme as this one on ‘profanation of the Name’ or ‘blasphemy’ clearly
being pronounced upon him, according to this account in Tractate
Tacanith, by the Pharisee Establishment in the person of its most promi-
nent representative, Salome Alexandra’s kinsman, Simeon ben Shetach.>°

If this Talmudic account is to be credited, not only do we have in it
the confirmation of Honi’s status — reported as well in Josephus and
anticipating that of James — as ‘the Just, ‘Righteous One, or ‘Zaddik’ of his
generation, but a reflection of the background issue that eventually led to
his stoning. As in the stoning of James the Just one hundred and twenty-
five years later, against a similar backdrop and for similar reasons; this can
be seen as having been occasioned by accusations on the part of the
Pharisaic Establishment of ‘Profanation of the Name, or, to put this in
another way, pronouncing the forbidden Name of God as James must have
done at least once, probably in the year 62 CE, if the account of his Yom
Kippur-style atonement in the Inner Sanctum of the Temple as an
‘Opposition’ High Priest of some kind, as reported in all sources, is to be
credited.”

Other Rain-Making ‘ Zaddik’s in the ‘Hidden’ or ‘Secret Adam’ Tradition

Not only does Josephus designate Honi, who ‘prayed to God to end the
drought’ and ‘whose prayers God heard and sent them rain, ‘Zaddik’ and
‘Beloved of God’; he also describes how in the midst of all these troubles
Honi ‘hid himself,” obviously for protection but also yet again suggesting
the ‘Hidden’-ideology we have been highlighting above.s* This ‘Hidden’
notation is picked up in the Talmud in terms of a ‘Rip van Winkle'-style
extended-sleep narrative, connected to Honi’s person, and is also applied
in it to another of Honi’s putative descendants, presented as another in
this series of archetypical ‘Rain-makers, ‘ Hanan’ or ‘Hanin ha-Nehba, that
1s, ‘Hanan the Hidden.* This ‘Hanin’ or ‘Hanan’ (in English ‘John’) is por-
trayed as the son of one of Honi’s daughters, making him a grandson of
Honi on the female side. Moreover, not only is the individual called ‘John
the Baptist’ in the Gospels and in Josephus often identified with ‘Hanan
the Hidden, but some texts have Elizabeth, John the Baptist’s mother, as
the daughter of one ‘Anon, that is,‘ Onias’ or ‘Honi.>*
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It should be recalled that according to the Infancy Narrative of Luke,
John’s mother and Jesus’ mother were kinswomen (1:36) both, therefore,
presumably carrying priestly blood at least on their mothers’ side.” We
have already seen how in the Second-Century ‘Infancy Gospel’ ascribed
to James and called therefore, The Protevangelium of James, John’s mother
Elizabeth tried to ‘hide’ her son in a cave (22:3). But in the same narrative,
Mary too is described as ‘hiding’ the infant Jesus in a cave (18:1) whereas in
the semi-parallel materials in Luke, Elizabeth is alternatively described
as, rather, ‘hiding herself for five months’ (1:24).

Muhammad, in Surahs 3 and 19 of the Koran, also knows something
of this ‘Hidden’ ideology as applied to both John and Jesus and there, too,
events surrounding their respective mothers are likewise conflated.” He
also shows some familiarity with the ‘Primal Adam’ doctrine we have
been discussing above, pronouncing, for instance, in Surah 3:19 that ‘the
likeness of Jesus with Allah is as the likeness of Adam’ — a perfect statement
of the doctrine; or in 19:17, in describing how God’s ‘Spirif’ was sent to
Mary, that ‘it assumed for her the likeness of a Perfect Man, again betraying
more than a little contact with groups conserving this kind of doctrine
in Syria and Iraq.” Once again, just like those ‘People of the Book’ in
3:113—14 above, ‘who recite the revelations of Allah in the night season’ and
‘believe in Allah, the Last Day, enjoin Righteousness, and forbid fornication’ —
a perfect ‘Jamesian’ combination, including the idea of ‘belief and works
working together — he also knows that John, Jesus, and Elijah (the group-
ing of these three together is in itself telling) ‘are of the Righteous’ (6:85 —
also see 3:39 on John as ‘chaste’ or ‘virgin and a Prophet of the Righteous’).

Since we have already encountered this same ‘Hidden’ and ‘ Zaddik’
language in the Medieval Zohar above (again represented as a conduit for
underground traditions, ‘Kabbalah’ being based on the Hebrew/Arabic/
Aramaic word, ‘lekabbel’/‘to receive’) — there used to describe the proto-
typical, rain-making Zaddik Noah ‘the Righteous, who ‘hid himself in the
ark...on the Day of the Lord’s Anger to escape from the Enemy’ — it is difficult
to escape the impression that these allusions are not simply accidental
and that the ideology behind them is connected in some way with the
rain-making ‘ Zaddik’ or ‘Friend of God’

It has also gone into Shi‘ite Islam, attaching itself to the ‘Imam’-
concept and producing in all functioning Shi‘ite ideologies of whatever
kind (‘Fiver, ‘ Sevener, or ‘ Tivelvers*) the notion of ‘the Hidden Imam. This
in turn is, as we have seen, but a variation of the Ebionite/Naassene/
Elchasaite ‘Secret Adam’ or ‘Hidden Power doctrine or ‘the Christ’ that
descends — in Christian scripture, in the form of a dove — to be incarnated
in any time or place in a variety of recipients usually connected in a
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familial manner to one another (in more Far Eastern contexts this looks
suspiciously like the ‘Buddha’ doctrine but it also can be considered Neo-
platonic).*

As this 1s expressed in the Pseudoclementine Recognitions — consid-
ered, as should by now be clear, an ‘Ebionite’ or ‘Jewish Christian’ work —
in the context of allusion to ‘the rule of Righteousness’:

Know then that Christ (now it is the ‘Christ’ who is the ‘Secret Adam’ or
‘Hidden Power’), who was from the beginning and always, was ever present with
the Pious, though secretly, through all their generations — especially with those
who waited for him, to whom he frequently appeared (1.52 — this ‘waiting’ doc-
trine also appears in the Gospel of John in regard to ‘the Beloved Disciple’
and will do so again in the Habakkuk Pesher from Qumran in regard to
‘the Last Days’ or final eschatological Judgement. We have already seen a

variation of it as well in James 4:7—10 above in those who wait patiently
‘for the coming of the Lord.)*

In earlier, more Palestinian, terms this same doctrine might be described
as the ‘pre-existent Zaddik.! John the Baptist — himself possibly identical
with Honi the Circle-Drawer or Onias the Just’s grandson ‘Hanan’ or
‘Hanin ha-Nehba’ — is referred to in Mark 6:20 as ‘a Just Man and Holy’
and considered, in the Synoptics anyhow, an Elijah redivivus (Matthew
11:14 and pars.), meaning, an Elijah come-back-to-life or an incarnation of
Elijah. This is not true for the Gospel of John which, as we saw, is specif-
ically intent on denying this point (1:21-25).

For his part, Josephus calls John ‘a good Man, and both he and Mark
apply the same word in Greek to him, ‘Man’/*Andros, a term that fairly
permeates the sections of the Koran and other like-minded documents
where John and Jesus are being referred to.” John is also referred to as
‘Enosh’ — ‘Enosh’ meaning ‘Man’ in Aramaic — in Mandaean Scripture,
which is probably the origin of Muhammad’s several references to him
using a similar vocabulary. ‘Man, of course, in Hebrew translates out as
‘Adam, so once again, whether coincidentally or not, we are in the
framework of the ‘Primal’ or ‘Secret Adam’ tradition so familiar to the
Pseudoclementines and known to Paul in 1 Corinthians 15:22—49.2 Of
course Jesus is portrayed in Gospel tradition, figuratively or literally, as
‘the Son of Man.This characterization may be at the root of the confusion
between ‘the Son of Man’ as it has come down to us in Christian Scripture
and Daniel 7:13° original allusion to: seeing ‘one like a son of man coming
on the clouds of Heaven, on which it is supposed to be based, meaning
literally, someone who looked like a ‘man’ but who — since he was riding
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on the clouds of Heaven — was not really a man but something more.

This ideology of ‘the Last’ or ‘Secret Adam, in turn, bears an eschato-
logical dimension of ‘the Lord out of Heaven’ shedding Judgement that brings
us back both to James’ ever-recurring proclamation in the Temple of ‘the
coming of the Son of Man with the Heavenly Host in Glory’ and the scenario
of final apocalyptic War led by the Messiah — also expressed in terms of
‘the clouds shedding Judgement like rain’ as we saw — in the War Scroll from
Qumran.

Peculiar as it may seem, this kind of phraseology is also reflected in
the Qumran Hymns, a document that repeatedly refers to its author’s
‘spirit of zeal, ‘the soul of the Poor One’ (Ebion), and ‘standing with the Army
of Holy Ones and coming together with the Community of the Sons of Heaven’
in a War which shall ‘scourge the Earth and not cease till the appointed destruc-
tion** Hymns also asserts that God appeared to its author in His ‘Power
as Perfect Light % It is in this context that it refers to both ‘Man’ (Enosh)
and ‘the Son of Man’ (Ben-Adam), while at the same time alluding to ‘Per-
fection of the Way’ and ‘Justification, concluding:

The Way of Enosh (Man) is not established, except by the Spirit God created for
him to make Perfect a Way for the Sons of Man (Adam) in order that they will
know all His works with His Mighty Power (here, the Elchasaite ‘Hidden’ or
‘Great Power’ language yet again) and the abundance of His Mercies on all the
Sons of His Choice.*

Aside from yet another telltale reference to ‘standing’ above and the
idea of *Chosenness’ or “election, this allusion to ‘Sons of His Choice’ is a par-
allel, should one choose to regard it, to Paul’s ‘Children of the Promise,
already remarked in Romans 9:8 and Galatians 3:29—4:29 above, to say
nothing of*Sons” or *Children of God’ in both the Gospels and the Scrolls.®

In Mark, it is rather Herod the Tetrarch who calls John ‘a Just Man and
Holy’ (that 1s, in Hebrew, ‘ Zaddik and Kedosh’) — however incredible this
may seem — and it is he who, ‘hearing him gladly, supposedly wished to ‘keep
him safe’ (‘hide’ him?)! It would be hard to refrain from guffawing were it
not for concern over what some might call their ‘Faith. It should be
appreciated that the words, ‘a Just Man and Holy, are almost precisely
those used in Early Christian tradition to describe James who was not
only referred to as a ‘Just One, but also as wearing the High-Priestly diadem
with the words ‘Holy to God’ inscribed upon it. Moreover the texts go even
further than this, as already remarked, in the contention that he was ‘con-
sidered Holy from his mother's womb. But so too, probably, was John the
Baptist, particularly in Mark 6:20 above, but even more so in Luke.
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Though Luke 1:15 does not use precisely this terminology, as it
expresses this in the words of ‘an Angel of the Lord standing at the right of
the altar (our ‘standing’ language again — this time used to characterize,‘an
Angel’), 1t 1s almost the same:

For he shall be great before the Lord and shall never drink wine or strong drink
and he shall be filled with the Holy Spirit even from his mother’s womb,

that 1s, not only did John like James ‘not drink wine or strong drink’ but, like
James too, he was ‘a Nazirite’ or ‘Holy from his mother’s womb. One also
finds this kind of language in Paul who in Galatians 1:14, it should be
recalled, claimed to be ‘chosen from (his) mother's womb’ as well — that is,
‘chosen’ to have ‘His (God’s) Son revealed in’ him!

This allusion to ‘being Holy from (one’s) mother’s womb’ is actually repli-
cated, as already remarked, with even more pertinence in sections of the
Qumran Hymns, a document which also uses the phraseology of ‘a Wall
of Strength that will not shake or move from its Foundations’ — prominent
imagery in various descriptions of James in early Church texts. These not
only include the sobriquet ‘Oblias’ or ‘ Protection of the People, but an allu-
sion also to providing Jerusalem with ‘a Bulwark’ — both undoubtedly
connected to characterizations such as the one above.®® In fact, the lan-
guage of this ‘extreme Holiness’ regime permeates the Damascus Docu-
ment which even goes so far as to employ the nuance and metaphor
of Naziritism or, what we shall call as we proceed, the language of
‘N-Z-R’ — the root, that is, of ‘the Nazir.®

These, then, are the categories of the ‘Opposition, rain-making Zaddik
or ‘redivivus’ tradition. So ‘Righteous, for instance, is Elijah and so ‘con-
sumingly zealous, as T Kings 19:10—-14 would put it, that he does not die
but is taken up to Heaven alive (2 Kings 2:1—11) — ‘in a whirlwind’ no less.
It is perhaps for this reason that, prefiguring Jesus, he was seen as being
able to come back to earth and alive again or, as it were, become incar-
nated. We have already seen how the Jerusalem Talmud actually compares
Honi to Eljjah, even to the extent — incomprehensibly in our view — of
applying the same ‘ban’ or ‘blasphemy’ charge, Simeon ben Shetach leveled
against Honi, fo Elijah! Notwithstanding, in the style of Noah, Elijjah is
perhaps the paradigmatic primordial ‘Rain-maker and ‘Zaddik’ It is
perhaps for this reason that James 5:16—18 in conclusion refers to him, as
previously underscored, as a ‘Man, who in a prayer, prayed for it’ both to rain
and ‘not to rain’ and, perhaps even more to the point, as an example of the
saving Power ‘of the prayer of the Just One.’

The fact of Elijah’s ‘consuming zeal for the Lord of Hosts, as already
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underscored as well, is twice referred to in the all-important chapter — 1
Kings 19. Here the reference is specifically to ‘the Lord God of Hosts’
Again, this is almost exactly the language of the proclamation of James
5:1-8, following its allusion to how the workers, being cheated in the
fields by ‘the Rich, were advised to wait ‘patiently until the coming of the Lord’
(the ‘of Hosts’ part already specifically evoked in 5:4). This is varied
slightly, but significantly in the light of new concerns over martyrdom in
time of Holy War, in Mattathias’ final testament to his sons in 1 Mac-
cabees 2:49—94, which rather asserts:

This is the time to have a consuming zeal for the Law and to give your lives
for the Covenant of our Forefathers (in the language of the Damascus Doc-
ument’s prefatory exhortation, ‘the Covenant of the First'™).

To this, 2:58 added the pivotal, that ‘for his consuming zeal for the Law,
Elijah was caught up into Heaven itself.

Curiously, it was in 1 Kings 19:4—15 that Elijah was not only
described as taking refuge in a cave —*hiding himself” once again? — to escape
from Jezebel and King Ahab after having just made rain and slaughter-
ing all their prophets of ‘Baal’ (another variation of the ‘B-L-*-language’
so important to Qumran and early Church symbolism?™); but also as
‘going into the wilderness. There, he ‘sat under a carob tree’ and ‘wished to die’
(a feature of the tradition complex that will also reappear in ‘Honi’ stories
in Rabbinic literature)” before significantly, as this is put in 1 Kings
19:15, making his way to ‘the wilderness of Damascus. This motif of ‘sitting
under a tree’ will also resurface in these redivivus-type stories about Honi,
as it will in their mutation in the one about ‘Nathanael’ — a stand-in, in
our view, for ‘James’ in the New Testament in the Gospel of John 1:49—51.
Notices such as these show Honi, just like John, to be another of these
Elijah redivivuses, not only in the matters of being placed under ban and being
a Rain-maker, but also as to his basic persona.”

In an additional tradition stemming from this period Eljjah, in turn,
is considered to have been the incarnation of another of these High-
Priestly primordial Rain-makers, the archetypical ‘Zealof High Priest
Phineas.™ It 1s possible, therefore, to conclude that this ‘redivivus’ or incar-
nationist ‘rain-making’ tradition is, in some manner, connected to the
parallel one about High-Priestly ‘zeal’ and/or ‘ Perfect Holiness’ and ‘Right-
eousness’ as determining one’s qualifications to serve at the altar of God
in the Temple.

In Numbers, it was this Phineas who killed backsliders and persons
intermarrying with foreigners to prevent ‘pollution’ in the archetypical desert
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camp.” But just as Elijah’s ‘consuming zeal for the Law’ is referred to in the
speech attributed to Mattathias in 1 Maccabees 1:58 above, Mattathias
himself — whose own Phineas-like ‘zeal’ in killing collaborating backsliders
was already depicted earlier in 1 Maccabees 1:24 — likewise, invokes
Phineas’ paradigmatic ‘zeal for the Law’ in this farewell Testament to his
sons (1:54). This he puts as follows — in the process tacitly declaring his
own legitimate ‘Zadokite’ ancestry and, consequently, that of his family
descending from Phineas:

Phineas our father, in return for his burning zeal, received a Covenant of Ever-
lasting Priesthood (the incongruously-designated ‘Covenant of Peace’
again).”

Abba Hilkiah Makes Rain

The Babylonian Talmud also refers to another mysterious, rain-making
grandson of Honi the Circle-Drawer/ Onias the Righteous contemporary
with James, ‘Abba Hilkiah’7 These ‘Abba’-names, which like the similar
‘Abw’ family names in Arabic signify ‘Father, are very curious. They are
not unlike the parallel ‘Barsabas’ or ‘ Barabbas’ names normally connected
in some manner, as we saw, with either James, Jesus, or other members
of the ‘Messianic’ family such as ‘Joseph, ‘Judas, ‘Justus) etc. — ‘the
Desposynii’ as these are called in early Church texts.” It has even been
suggested that ‘Abba’-names, such as these, may in some manner denote
‘Essenes” which, in the more general way the term seems to be used,
probably has an element of truth to it.

To give an additional example from the Talmud, Rabbinic literature
ascribes the catalogue of what are usually referred to as ‘the Zealot woes,
to one ‘Abba Joseph bar Hanin’ — identity otherwise unknown — that is,
‘the Son of Hanin the Father of Joseph, a very curious designation indeed.
This catalogue of ‘woes” attacks the various High-Priestly families in the
Herodian Period in the most extreme manner conceivable and is
expressed as follows:

Woe unto me for the Boethusians. Woe unto me for their curses. Woe unto me

from the Sons of Ananus (the family pictured in both Scripture and Jose-
phus as being involved in the execution of Jesus and the judicial murder
of James). Woe unto me for their slanders... For they are the High Priests, their
sons are Treasurers, their sons-in-law are Captains of the Temple, and their
servants smite the People with clubs.”
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Not only is this a completely surprising passage utterly atypical of the
Talmud — therefore the reference to it as ‘the Zealot woes’— but one should
note the references to both ‘Boethusians’ and ‘Sons of Ananus, the con-
demnatory attitude towards both, and the references to ‘Treasurers,
‘Captains of the Temple, and how ‘their servants beat the People with sticks, all
subjects conspicuous in Josephus’ picture of the progression of events
leading up to the War against Rome in the Sixties CE.*

The note in these ‘ Zealot woes’ about the High Priests sending ‘their ser-
vants to beat the People with sticks’ actually echoes two notices in Josephus’
Antiquities, one just preceding the stoning of James and the other right
after it. In both notices, the High Priests are described as ‘sending their ser-
vants to the threshing floors, beating the People ‘with sticks, and stealing the
tithes of the ‘ Priests of the Poorer sort™

Not only does the repetition of this notice indicate some confusion
on Josephus’ part about events surrounding the death of James (or at the
very least some overlap), but in the Pseudoclementine Recognitions and
in events surrounding ‘the stoning of Stephen’ — the reflection of the
stoning of James in Acts — Paul is implicated in similar kinds of attacks.
Once again, there is the problem here, which we shall discuss further, of
a chronological disconnect.® Of course, whatever else might be meant
by the allusion to ‘Priests of the Poorer sort, it certainly reflects the manner
in which all accounts refer to the followers of James.

This language of ‘woe’ in these notices, also reflects the language Jose-
phus attributes to another interesting character, we have already called
attention to above, named ‘Jesus ben Ananias] He is unknown to the
Talmud, but we shall presently associate him with the direct aftermath of
James’ death, as well as the well-known ‘Pella Flight -tradition of the early
Church — the legendary flight of James’ followers across the Jordan after
his death before the fall of Jerusalem.* This ‘Jesus, as we shall see, seems
to have appeared during Succot/ Tabernacles, 62 CE, just following the
death of James and, according to the picture in Josephus, for the next seven
and a half years he prophesied the downfall of Jerusalem before he too was
killed by an errant Roman projectile just prior to the fall of the city.™
Though only Josephus seems to know of him, we shall argue that Acts
21:10—14’s garbled account of the second appearance of the ‘prophet called
Agabus’ warning Paul not ‘to go up to Jerusalem, rather than to leave it, is but
a thinly disguised reflection of the warning of this mournful ‘prophet
Josephus calls ‘Jesus.

For his part, though ‘Abba Hilkiah’ is never heard from again in any
Talmudic legend, the substantive second part of his name,‘Hilkiah, is cer-
tainly Priestly and surfaces at various critical junctures in pre- and
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post-Exilic history. He plainly appears to have been a member of the
original High Priest line, meaning he was a ‘ Zadokite’ and, as such, a direct
lineal descendant of the ‘ Zadok’ who functioned as High Priest in David’s time
(1 Chronicles 6:13 and 6:45). Not only was one of his forebears seem-
ingly involved with the Prophet Isaiah (Isaiah 36:3—22), but Ezra himself
is pictured — in what is probably an artificial genealogy anyhow, bor-
rowed from Jesus Ben Yehozedek, the son of the last High Priest of the
First Temple and, therefore, a ‘ Zadokite’ as well® — as one of his descen-
dants (Ezra 7:1—5).The latter takes Ezra back through ‘Hilkiah’ to ‘ Zadok’
and, from thence, to Phineas — that is, Ezra himself, according to the overt
implications of this genealogy, is at the same time both a ‘Zadokite’ and a
‘Zealot High Priest’ The only problem is that the genealogy is, as just
underscored, basically the same one accorded Jesus ben Yehozedek — the first
High Priest of the Return.®

In Nehemiah, the name ‘Hilkiah’ is that of a ‘Priestly’ clan rather than
of a single individual and appears twice, probably redundantly: once
among the Priestly returnees with Zerubabbel in the Sixth Century Bc
and, a second time, among those listed as hearing Ezra read the Law in
the Fifth.*” The Prophet Jeremiah, who has close connections to another
curious clan with ‘Priestly’ characteristics known as ‘the Rechabites’ (the
clan into which, according to Talmudic tradition, Honi’s putative
descendants appear to intermarry, the description of whom in_Jeremiah 35 is
very important for understanding the missing introduction to James at the begin-
ning of Acts,*) is designated as a ‘son of Hilkiah’ in Jeremiah 1:1. Though
this might simply be a coincidence, the chronology is right, especially if
we are talking about the original Hilkiah — the one involved in the
Reform of Josiah (640—609 BC)* — who seems to have found the mis-
sing Book of Deuteronomy in the Temple in the Seventh Century BC
(2 Kings 22:3—12)!

Another descendant — perhaps confused with an individual by the
same name — said to have been the son of the Temple Scribe, Shaphan
(himself associated with the first Hilkiah involved in the Reform of
Josiah above), seems to have delivered a letter in Jeremiah 29:3 from Jere-
miah to the exiles in Babylonia.”* Most importantly of all, the most
well-known and probably original ‘Hilkiah, as just signaled, precipitated
the Reform of Josiah by mysteriously finding an additional Book of the
Law in the Temple that most commentators take to be the biblical
Deuteronomy. In other words, the Biblical book we now all know as
Deuteronomy would in some manner appear to be associated with his person.*"

It 1s interesting that just as Jonadab son of Rechab, connected to the
founding of the ‘Rechabites’ and highlighted in Jeremiah 35:3—19, seems
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to have literally stood behind Jehu in his chariot (841—814 BC) — a previous
reformer and the King Elijah anointed on his ‘way’ to ‘the wilderness of Dam-
ascus’ after witnessing Jehw's ‘zeal for the Lord’ in destroying the devotees of Baal
and Ahab’s descendants in 2 Kings 10:16*> — so too did this original ‘Hilkiah’
appear to stand behind Josiah’s Reform and the Covenant he made ‘beside the
Pillar’ to keep the Commandments and destroy all idols of Baal, not to men-
tion ‘all the idolatrous Priests whom the Kings of Judah had previously ordained’
(2 Kings 23:1—5).%% It is perhaps useful to remark that this ‘standing beside
the Pillar’ is another important bit of imagery found in the description of
James’ death in the document from Nag Hammadi, mentioned above and
known as the Second Apocalypse of James.*

Even more germane on the popular level, Jonadab son of Rechab’s
standing behind Jehu on his chariot in 2 Kings 10:15—17 — another proto-
typically ‘Zealot’ episode evoking, at once, both Jehu’s ‘zeal for the Lord’
and Elijah’s directive from God in 1 Kings 19:15—16 fo return ‘to the Way
to the wilderness of Damascus” and anoint Jehu ‘King of Israel’ — is, of course,
the paradigm used by Acts 8:26—30 to produce its patently disingenuous
palimpsest of Philip being instructed by ‘an Angel of the Lord’ to jump up
on the ‘chariot’ of ‘the Ethiopian Queen’s eunuch’ and stand behind him to deci-
pher the true meaning of Isaiah s3’s ‘Suffering Servant’

It should also be appreciated that these ‘Zealot’ intimations of the
original instructions of the ‘Rechabite’/‘ Nazirite’ Jonadab (‘Nazirites’ and
‘Rechabites’ being, in fact, in this period basically interchangeable charac-
terizations)® to Jehu fo rid Israel of all ‘the devotees of Baal’ — itself a usage
charged with significance — probably bears in some sense on the program
as it was being set forth to Queen Helen’s more ‘Zealof -inclined son
Izates (in due course, himself apparently to become King of both Adia-
bene and the Edessenes), here being refurbished via the magic of literary
recreation in Acts.

These ‘Zealot’ and * Zadokite’ connections to the original Hilkiah in 2
Kings, coincidental or otherwise, are not inconsequential, nor are the
ones to Jeremiah’s family and the implications these may have concern-
ing the ‘Rechabite Priestly’ tradition connected to James and his ‘cousin’
(also, possibly, his putative brother) called, as we have seen in early Church
tradition, ‘Simeon bar Cleophas*® In the version of the death of James
conserved in Hegesippus via Eusebius, the witness to the stoning of
James — depicted there as ‘crying out, ‘Stop, the Just One is praying for you,
and identified by Epiphanius in the next century as Simeon bar Cleo-
phas — is described as ‘a Priest of the Sons of Rechab, an appellation that
may be — as we have been intimating — just another circumlocution for
‘Essenes’ or ‘Ebionites’”” In Acts this same stoning would appear to be
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transformed, as we have also already suggested — again via the magic of
artistic recreation — into the stoning of ‘Stephen’ and the ‘witness’ becomes
the means by which James’ and Simeon’s arch-enemy Paul is first intro-
duced to the reader.”

Further than this it is impossible to go. Nevertheless the circumstances
surrounding ‘Abba Hilkiah’s ‘rain-making, described in Rabbinic tradition
as ‘a time of drought, certainly are striking and parallel the traditions about
James in Hegesippus, the Pseudoclementines, and the notice in Epiphanius
about James’ rain-making.” In the Babylonian Talmud, for example, so
frightened are the Rabbis of Abba Hilkiah that they will not approach
him. Rather, they send little children to him, while he is ‘working in the
fields, to ask him to make rain.° The same motifs reappear in a tradition pre-
served by Jerome relative to James’ pre-eminent ‘Holiness, that James was
held in such reverence among the people of Jerusalem and considered ‘so
Holy’ that the little children used to try ‘to touch the fringes of his garments as he
passed by Not only are both James and ‘Abba Hilkiah, therefore, more or
less contemporary, making rain in a time of drought; both individuals are
treated by all who approach them — friend and enemy alike — with a kind
of reverential awe bordering on fear.

A similar, albeit less convincing, portrait of ‘Jesus’ in the Synoptic
Gospels has come down to us as orthodox tradition — another probable
instance of real traditions relating to James’ person being retrospectively
absorbed into the portraits of Jesus. The individuals involved in the
‘touching’ activity relative to Jesus’ person or garment run the gamut from
women with an unstoppable discharge of menstrual blood (sic!) to these
same ‘little children, as well as the blind, paralytics and, as a prelude to one
curing or raising incident, even a Roman centurion!" The comedy of these
episodes, sacred or profane, should not be ignored and all must be strenu-
ously doubted or taken to a certain extent as a parody — often malevolent
parody — of cherished Jewish beliefs, customs, and taboos.

The note, in the Babylonian Talmud’s version of the Rabbis sending
‘little children’ to ask Abba Hilkiah to make rain, of his being ‘in the fields’
not only dominates the story, but to some extent parallels the allusion in
the Letter of James to the workers ‘in the fields’ being cheated of their wages,
already underscored above. It will be recalled that, in James §, this acts as
a prelude to apocalyptic evocation of the imminent ‘coming of the Lord of
Hosts’ and final eschatological Judgement ultimately expressed in terms of
‘waiting patiently’ for ‘the coming of spring rain. Again, we have come full
circle and have the note of ‘the coming of rain’ — to say nothing of that of
‘waiting patiently’ which links up, as already remarked, with similar
expressions in both the Habakkuk Pesher and the Gospel of John. ™
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Jacob of Kfar Sechania’s Curious Tradition about ‘Jesus the Nazoraean’
and Judas Iscariot’s ‘Bloody’ Suicide

We have already touched upon how, in regard to a previous ‘Zaddik’
Honi; the Pharisee opponents, who ultimately stone him, cheat the
resistance-minded Priests in the Temple, who are intent on carrying out
the Passover sacrifices according to their precise specifications. Moreover
these hold-outs are the same individuals whom Honi refuses to
condemn.To further extend the reverse parallel with the Letter of James,
in the Rabbinic legend, Abba Hilkiah doesn’t wish to cheat his employees. As
in the case of another character in the Talmud paralleling James, ‘Jacob of
Kfar Sechanial’ or ‘Jacob of Sihnin, the locale is probably Galilee.™s

In the quasi-parallel pictures of both Hegesippus via Eusebius and the
Pseudoclementine Recognitions, the requests become those made to
James (either by ‘the High Priests’ or ‘the Scribes and the Pharisees’) to come
to the Temple either to debate or to quiet the crowds ‘hungering after the
Messial’ at Passover and, in both, the motif of hesitant reverence is
strong.” In Hegesippus and early Church accounts dependent on him,
James then rather proclaims, as already remarked, the imminent coming
of the Messiah ‘on the clouds of Heaven’ (meaning, just as in the Letter of
James, with the Heavenly Host). In all sets of traditions however, Hegesip-
pus, the Pseudoclementine Recognitions, and the Talmudic Tractate
Tacanith; James or Abba Hilkiah, or both, are almost always presented as
hostile to the Herodian Pharisaic/Sadducean Establishment and treat its
emissaries with contempt.

‘Jacob of Kfar Sechanial’ or ‘Sihnin’ is another individual with the same
name as James in Rabbinic tradition. In the Talmud, he is the bearer of a
curious tradition about ‘Jesus the Nazoraean, the only one Talmudic liter-
ature conserves or was allowed to conserve in this name!*” The tradition is
attributed to the allegedly ‘heretical’ and obstreperous ‘Rabbi Eliezer ben
Hyrcanus’ — ‘obstreperous’ because of run-ins (interestingly enough, along
with another colleague, ‘Rabbi Joshua’)'** with Rabban Gamaliel, the
grandson of Paul’s professed teacher by that name.™ In this tradition, as
he reports it, Eliezer meets this ‘Jacob’ or ‘James’ in Kfar Sechaniah or
Sihnin, presumably in Galilee. In response to a question Eliezer poses
him about ‘a prostitute’s hire’ or ‘wages’ given or dedicated to the Tem-
ple —an odd question to begin with — Jacob replies with one of his own
about what ‘Jesus the Nazoraean’ said on the subject.

Not only do we have the ‘wages’ motif here that we just saw in the
material from James about ‘the Rich’ cheating the workers in the field of ‘their
wages’ and its inverse parallel in Talmud Tacanith’s portrait of *Abba Hilkial’
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not cheating the workers in his fields above (to say nothing of the ill-gotten
‘hire’ or ‘wages’ we shall see ‘Judas Iscariot “cast into the Temple’ below — a
patently parallel issue); but this is clearly a special case of “gifts to the Temple’
in general, whether on the part of foreigners or other types of persons
deemed impure for one reason or another (as, for example, the well-
known ‘harlots’ or ‘prostitutes’ who share ‘Jesus” table according to Gospel
portraiture — again, surely relevant here') — the rejection of which was
so important for this period particularly in the run-up to the War against Rome
as Josephus presents it.""

Crucially, as just signaled, this Talmudic tradition, attributed to ‘Eliezer
ben Hyrcanus’ about ‘Jacob of Kfar Sechania’ or ‘Sihnin’ (phonically not
completely, perhaps, unrelated to the usage ‘Sicari’’) in the name of *Jesus
the Nazoraean, parallels and, in the writer’s view, is the actual basis for
Matthew 27:3—10’ depiction of Judas Iscariof’s ‘thirty pieces of silver as ‘the
price’ of ‘innocent Blood’ — a portrait which embodies the three motifs of
‘wages, ‘gifts to the Temple, and ‘Blood, and, by implication, a fourth, the
Damascus Document’s ‘pollution of the Temple.

Though not paralleled in any of the other Gospels, the version in
Matthew is extensively revised in Acts 1:18—20. In Acts, Judas doesn’t
‘hang himself, but rather dies somewhat mysteriously and, something
like James in early Church accounts, after ‘a headlong fall’ — from where
is unclear, but into a ‘Bloody Field’ they called ‘the Akeldama,"> — “his guts
(like James’ head, previously) all bursting open and blood gushing out’ (thus —
Acts 1:18). Matthew 27:6%s ‘wages’ or ‘price of Blood’ now metamor-
phose into Acts 1:19%s ‘the Field of Blood’ (‘called in their language — as we
just saw — Akeldama’) and, instead of a proof-text allegedly from ‘the Prophet
Jeremiah, which Matthew 27:9 quotes as: ‘I took the thirty pieces of silver,
the price of him on whom they priced, on whom they of the Sons of Israel priced’
(sic); Acts 1:20 rather applies passages from Psalms 69:25 and 109:8,
already remarked above — the second, in any event, in our view, leading
into the palimpsest of the missing election of James as ‘Bishop’ of the early
Church.'

However this may be, the problem is that Matthew 27:9—10 is not
quoting from ‘the Prophet Jeremiah, as it mistakenly thinks or claims, but
rather from ‘the Prophet Zechariah’ — and this not a little disingenuously — a
matter which will, however tangentially, also have to do with the not-
unconnected issue of the missing introduction of James in Acts."+The extant
passage in Matthew — which, as it stands, is a loose quotation of
Zechariah 11:12—13 — was, in its original context, actually an
extremely angry one. Invoking the language of ‘breaking My Covenant’ in
Zechariah 11:710, this had to do with God instructing the Prophet to
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contemptuously ‘cast’ the paltry ‘wages, owed him for services rendered in shep-
herding His flock, ‘into the Temple Treasury.

Not only is this the proof-text which somehow Matthew 27:3—6
manages to apply to Judas Iscariof’s ‘betrayal of innocent Blood’ and suicide
(always an appropriate theme, however distorted, where ‘Sicarii’ are con-
cerned, as already remarked, and quite a feat by any literary measure); but
it is from this, too, that Matthew 27:3 (along with 26:15 and 27:9) gets
its proverbial ‘thirty pieces of silver; which becomes such a useful quanti-
tative element in its narrative but, once again, not paralleled in any of the
other Gospels — though it will be pivotal for materials connected with
Judas’ criticism of Jesus in the ‘Mary’/‘Martha’ affair and interlocked with
Rabbinic tradition we shall delineate further below.'s Furthermore, it is
as a result of the evocation of this citation in Matthew that the High
Priests respond and are able to explain that:

It is not lawful to place them (‘the pieces of silver’) into the Treasury for it is the
price of Blood (27:8).

For their part, the two passages Acts 1:20 quotes from Psalms will
immediately give way in 1:21—26 to the election to replace ‘Judas, in
which the individual with the curious name of“Joseph Barsabas Justus’ was
the defeated candidate. Psalm 69, the source of the first citation, is also a
source of many familiar proof-texts including: ‘zeal for Your House
consumes me’ (69:9 — ‘My Father's House’ in John 2:16) and ‘when I was
thirsty, they gave me vinegar to drink’ (69:21 — Matthew 27:34, 48 and
pars.) — this, despite the fact that the Psalm is a completely ‘ Zionistic’ one,
which ends with the assertion that ‘ God will save Zion and rebuild the towns
of Judah, which will be ‘handed down to His Servants’ descendants and lived
in by those who love His Name’ (69:35—36). This last, of course, is exploited
in James 2:5 above in ‘the Kingdom prepared for those who love him’ and
throughout the Qumran Damascus Document as will become clear as
we proceed."®

The original passage, as it appears in Psalms, calls out for the Lord’s
even more terrible ‘vengeful fury’ and ‘hot anger’ on the narrator’s persecu-
tors in the plural, so that ‘their camp would be reduced to ruin and none would
inhabit their tents. This passage which, in its original context as just under-
scored, is at all times plural is pointedly changed to singular in the citation
in Acts 1:18—20 above, where it is applied, as we saw, to the ‘headlong fall
Judas Iscariot takes,‘all his bowels bursting open and gushing out, in the ‘Field
of Blood called Akeldama.

The second, from Psalm 109:8, reads: ‘Let another take his Office’
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(Episcopate) which, as we have already seen as well, has more to do with
the position occupied by James in the progression of these events than
any position ever held by the ephemeral individual the Gospels denote
as ‘Judas’— whomever he may have been. What is, however, equally inter-
esting is that the Psalm in question not only refers to ‘Lying’/‘a Lying
Tongue’ (109:2), a favorite usage both at Qumran and in the Letter of
James,"” but it is completely ‘Ebionite’ — meaning, like the Qumran
Hymns, it repeatedly refers to ‘the Poor’ (Ebion) as well as ‘the Meek’
(“Ani) — but even more to the point, to ‘the soul of the Poor One’ (once
again, ‘Ebion’ — 109:16, and 22)."*

In fact, the last two lines are classic in this regard and therefore,worth
citing in full:

I shall praise Him (the Lord) among the Many (Rabim — the designation
given the rank and file at Qumran)," for He shall stand (once more, the
by now familiar evocation of ‘standing’) at the right hand of the Poor (Ebion
— we have heard this before), to save him (lehoshica — the verbal root of
“Yesha® and ‘Yeshuca’ — “Salvation, and even ‘Jesus” above) from the Judge-
ments of his soul (109:30—31).

One can imagine what the exegetes at Qumran would have made of this
Psalm which, in substance, so much parallels Psalm 37 expounded
there.™ In the writer’s view, Psalm 109 probably was too, that is,
expounded at Qumran. Therefore it was on the basis of such vocabu-
lary — namely ‘Zaddik’/Righteous, ‘Rasha®’/*Evil] ‘Ebion’/*Poor One,
‘Belial’/*Ba-La-<a, ‘Shamar’/‘Keep, ‘Sheker'/‘Chazav’/‘Lying, ‘Rabim’/
‘Many, etc. — that they appear to have selected the texts they chose to
expound, the commentary on it either not having been written down,
not preserved, or not so far been found.™

Nor is it insignificant that a Psalm — the Greek rendering in which,
of the Hebrew ‘Pekudato’/‘His Command*>* or ‘Office; is ‘Episco-
pate’ (109:8) — which makes so many references to both ‘Lying’ and the
‘Salvation of the Poor’ (this last, the name of James’ Community in whatever the
source), is evoked in Acts just at the point where, we have suggested, the
introduction and/or election of James as successor to his ‘brother’ should
or would have occurred in a more ‘Ebionite’ text. One should note that in
109:6—7 introducing this, the ‘Judgement’ upon those ‘returning Evil for
Good, hatred for Love’ is to be executed — just as in the Damascus Document
which invokes ‘the Angel of Mastema’ upon those neglecting circumcision — by
‘Satan standing at his (the Evil Person’s) right hand’ to assure he will ‘be
condemned.
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Matthew 27:10 also adds the curious phrase, ‘as the Lord commanded
me’ — nowhere to be found in the original of the received Zechariah
11:12 either in the Masoretic or the Septuagint — deformed, as this
passage from Zechariah may be to suit the exegesis the Mattathean artif-
icer desired.” Not only does Matthew 27:9 render this, ‘the price of him
who was priced, on whom they of the Sons of Israel set a price; again nowhere
to be found in the original in Zechariah (in particular, ‘the Sons of Israel’
has been purposefully introduced — curiously in place of ‘the Meek’ or ‘the
Poor’ in Zechariah 11:11 — to serve the ignoble aims of the artificer. In
tact, ‘the Sons of Israel’ is nowhere to be found in the received version of
Zechariah at all); but Matthew 27:10 does add — obviously attempting
some conformation with Acts picture of ‘the Akeldama’ — ‘and gave them
(“the thirty pieces of silver) for a Potter’s Field” Once again, however, Potter’s
Field’ as well nowhere appears in the original of Zechariah 11:13, upon
which it is ostensibly claiming to be based, which only conserves: ‘and
cast them to the Potter in the House of the Lord’ — in the context, as is gen-
erally agreed, carrying the meaning of*“ Temple Treasurer’ or “ Treasury’). Nor
can this be in any way reconciled with what appears in Matthew 27:10 however
one chooses to rework it!

Nevertheless, at this point Matthew 27:10 does conclude laconically
with the addition of the single phrase, ‘as the Lord commanded me, again as
just noted, nowhere appearing in the original Zechariah but, in our
view, pointing the way towards resolving the complex of issues sur-
rounding these proof-texts. In order to understand this, one must
appreciate that what was originally being described in the document
underlying Acts was the election to succeed ‘Jesus’ (in Islam, if one likes, the
‘Caliph’ or ‘Khalifa’>%) not the one ‘to succeed Judas’ — if the two, that is,
‘Judas’ and ‘Jesus, can really be differentiated in any way. It is ‘Jesus” who
is really ‘missing’ at this point and in need of succession, not the
ephemeral ‘Judas’ The latter’s ‘disappearance’ or ‘demise’ is rather made
up on the basis of the absurd use of this Biblical passage, bowdlerized and
mistaken-attributed as it may be. Nor is the use of this emblematic name
‘Judas’ — the name of a series of revered Jewish leaders including ‘Judas
Maccabee, ‘Judas the Galilean, and evocative of the very nation itself — to
say nothing of the secondary title ‘Sicarios’* either accidental or inci-
dental, but rather insightfully calculated to incite intense anti-Jewish
feeling, which it has not failed to do over the millennia, its originators
having doubtlessly succeeded beyond even their wildest dreams! It is
this, perhaps, that the ‘new’ Gospel of Judas may help alleviate — since,
while nevertheless still antinomian, it tries to portray ‘Judas’ as ‘Jesus”
favorite Disciple’ — but, of course, probably never to the extent necessary."
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‘A Prostitute’s Hire, the ‘Rechabite’ Introduction of James, and the
‘Construction of a Latrine for the High Priests’

The description that would have been used at this point to introduce the
person of James in a proper historical narrative and explain how he came
to occupy the ‘Office’ he did, namely that of ‘Bishop’ or ‘Mebakker>* of
‘the Jerusalem Church,) could easily have incorporated the proof-text
about ‘the Poor’ from Psalm 109, which Acts applies to the ‘election’ of the
almost unknown and never-heard-from-again ‘Apostle’ by the name of
‘Matthias’— a name already present for all intents and purposes in Apostle
lists (such as they are).™

To provide a more intimate description of who and what James, in
fact, actually was and how ‘life-long Nazirites’ like him might have been
perceived at the time, it would have been even more striking to include
‘the Prophet Jeremiah’s unique delineation of the clan of* Rechabites’— the ‘Jere-
miah the Prophet’ so oddly intimated, but the quotation from whom is so
curiously missing in Matthew 27’ picture of equally-tendentious paral-
lel events — to whom James, as a life-long Nazirite and possibly even an
‘Essene; would have been thought either to resemble or relate. Not only
were such ‘Rechabites’ important as actual prototypes of what ‘Zealots’
(‘Jonadab son of Rechab’ actually being so characterized in 2 Kings 10:16
above and, as such, another of these paradigmatic ‘Zealot’ forerunners)
and, to some extent, ‘Essenes’ — to say nothing of ‘Nazoraeans’ — were
actually seen to be; but Jeremiah 35:3—19 really does provide a good
description of James as he has come down to us.

Principal among ‘the commandments which Jonadab son of Rechab’ gave to
his descendants was the one ‘to drink no wine’ (35:14), which such ‘Rech-
abites’ held in common with ‘Nazirites’ and which we would claim
basically to be at the core of this missing proof-text regarding James.
Regarding this ban on ‘drinking wine, it is certainly not incurious that in
the Synoptics, the picture of ‘Judas Iscariof's ‘treachery’ actually occurs in
the context of ‘the Last Supper’ where Jesus is pictured as announcing, fol-
lowing Paul in 1 Corinthians 11:25, This Cup is the New Covenant in my
Blood” (Luke 22:20 and pars.). But in the Synoptics, this is accompanied
by the additional peculiar phraseology bearing on our subject and
reflecting these singular ‘Rechabite’/* Nazirite’/‘ Jamesian’ restraints, ‘I will
not drink henceforth of the fruit of the vine until the Kingdom of God shall come’
(Luke 22:18 and pars.).”® So here, of course, is the very ban on wine
right in the context of ‘the Last Supper’ and Judas’ imminent ‘betrayal’

Furthermore, as Jeremiah reports, such ‘Sons of Rechab’ were
instructed, again not unlike ‘Essenes” and Josephus’ mysterious teacher
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‘Banus, ‘to build no houses, ‘but to dwell in tents so that you may live many days
upon the land which you inhabit (35:7). The ‘tent’ theme is particularly
important where ‘Essenes’ were concerned and it is already to be
encountered in the original of Psalm 69:25 underlying Acts 1:20 above
and, like ‘Essenes’ too (and it would appear, James, Peter, Simeon bar
Cleophas, and Pseudoclementine ‘Ebionites’ generally), they were ‘long-
lived.™ Interestingly enough, 35:8 adds that, like ‘the Sons of Zadok’ at
Qumran as well and, in our view, ‘the Nazoraean, Jacob of Kfar Sechania
will now refer to in the tradition he will report about ‘Jesus’ below, ‘they
kept them’ or, as Matthew 27:10 above would have it, they did what they
were ‘commanded’ to do.’** One could say the same about groups like ‘the
Mandaeans’ in Southern Iraq, who still conform to teachings of this kind
to this day. Nor should it go unremarked that ‘drinking no wine’ is a fixture
of Islamic practice even today.™

Where the ‘command to drink no wine’— which the Rechabites hold in
common with the Nazirites and, of course, James as depicted in all early
Church sources via Hegesippus — is concerned; it appears over and over
in Jeremiah 35, setting down Jonadab’s ‘commandments’ to his sons on this
subject and the wilderness lifestyle generally.’s2 This command is repeat-
edly reiterated along with the words about ‘being commanded’ together
with the idea of doing what one is directed to do: e.g., ‘we will drink no wine’
as ‘our father commanded us’ (35:6), ‘we have dwelt in tents (again note here
the overlap with the original allusion to ‘tents’ in the original Psalm 69:25
so deftly transmuted in Acts 1:20 above) and obeyed and done according that
Jonadab our father commanded us’ (35:8—10), ‘the words that Jonadab son of
Rechab commanded his sons’ and ‘they observed their father's commandment’
(35:14) and, finally the active as opposed to the passive:‘the sons of Jonadab
the son of Rechab have set up the commandment of their father which he com-
manded them’ (35:16).

In fact, this allusion to ‘setting up’ (hekimu) here is actually the pivotal
usage employed in the Damascus Document to describe how ‘those enter-
ing the New Covenant in the Land of Damascus were commanded (here the
‘commanded’ of both Jeremiah 35:6—16 and Matthew 27:10 again) fo set up
the Holy Things according to their precise specifications)'® It is also the basis in
that document for both the ‘re-erecting’ (or ‘setting up’) the fallen tent of
David’ and ‘raising the Covenant’ and the Compact (that is, ‘the New
Covenant’) in the Land of Damascus’ itself 3+ — the counterpart to ‘the New
Covenant in the Blood of Christ’ in Paul and the Gospels (note the parallel
of ‘Akeldama’ and ‘Blood’ with ‘Damascus’ and ‘Blood, which we shall elu-
cidate further in our conclusion).’* Nor can it be overlooked, again, that
this ‘Covenant’ is the very opposite, of course, of ‘the New Covenant’ that Peter
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is taught and, through him, that which was taught to the ‘household of the
Roman Centurion in Caesarea’ with the telltale name of* Cornelius’ (the name
of the Roman law in this period aimed at ‘Sicarii’ and forbidding ‘circum-
cision’ as a kind of bodily mutilation on pain of death — ‘the Lex Cornelia
de Sicarius et veneficis’'*°).

Jeremiah 35:18—19 concludes as follows:

Therefore, thus saith the Lord God of Hosts, the God of Istael (the language
James §:4—8 uses in speaking about the imminence of Divine Judge-
ment), because you have obeyed the commandment of your father and kept all
of his commandments (again note, the pivotal allusion to ‘keeping’/ tishmiru,
so intrinsic to the definition of ‘the Sons of Zadok’ at Qumran above) and
done all that He commanded you (once again, too, the fundamental empha-
sis on ‘doing’ which is such a striking element of the content of both the
Letter of James and across the breadth of the documents at Qumran — in
Hebrew, the root as we have seen, of the key usage, ‘works’)," thus says the
Lord of Hosts, the God of Israel, Jonadab son of Rechab shall not lack a man to
stand before Me forever (again too, the crucial emphasis on ‘standing’ we
have been stressing — here clearly with irrevocable eftect).

This is the proof-text we consider to have actually been present in the
original — probably ‘Ebionite’ — source being drawn upon and so egre-
giously and disingenuously overwritten at this point in Acts 1:20. Its
traces, as incredible as it may seem, are probably actually to be detected
as well in the curious and patently implausible, related description of
Judas Iscariot’s ‘ Sicarii’-like suicide in Matthew 27:3—10, itself incorporat-
ing a proof-text seemingly having, despite its parallel refurbishment,
nothing whatever really to do with the events in question either.

The point — convoluted and preposterous as it may be — is that this
episode (as the Talmudic one about ‘Jesus the Nazoraean’ above) is osten-
sibly being presented as having to do with the rejection by ‘the Chief Priests
and the Elders’ (the same ‘Presbyteroi] who in Acts 15:2 and 22:18 trigger
the so-called ‘Jerusalem Council’ and are involved in the last confrontation
of Paul with James?) of “the price of Blood’ (‘innocent Blood’ a few lines ear-
lier) as ‘unlawful’ for inclusion ‘in the Temple Tieasury’ (27:6). Then, through
the tendentious citation of Zechariah 11:11-12 and the mischievous
inclusion of ‘the Sons of Israel’ there (note, as well, the actual employment
again, intentional or accidental, of the verb ‘setting’ — that is, ‘the Sons of
Israel set a price on him who was priced’ not, for instance, ‘setting up the Holy
Things according to their precise specifications’ as in ‘the New Covenant in the
Land of Damascus’ above — note too here, how the word ‘Blood’/Dam’ is
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being moved around in these various allusions), one so-called ‘traitor’s
defection is being blamed upon a whole People (a charge now decidedly
reversed in ‘the Gospel of Judas’), but hardly to be considered as a serious
accusation, despite the fact that it has been taken up historically as such
by the mindless multitude obsessed, somehow, with ‘Blood’ lust ever since!

Granted, this is a rather tortuous and round-about task for the novice
reader to follow where this particular bit of dissimulation is concerned
but, unfortunately, these are the kinds of twists and turns the serious
scholar of New Testament history will have to follow if he or she really
wishes to unravel the almost serpentine deformations incorporated in
many of these ‘traditions’

Aside from the ‘Bloody-mindedness’ of all these kinds of New Testament
passages — itself not without consequences where the new directive of
‘drinking the Blood of Christ' is concerned — the issue of ‘sleeping’ or ‘not
sleeping with women during their menstrual flow, germane as well to these
‘prostitutes” episodes and itself a matter patently not unrelated to ‘Blood, 1s
parodied, too, in the ‘touching Jesus’ episode, already alluded to above
regarding the woman with an over-abundant menstrual flow.”® The issue
of “sleeping with women during their periods’ will, of course, also be pivotal in
the ‘Three Nets of Belial’ accusations in the Damascus Document where it
is the key point bridging the ‘fornication’ and ‘pollution of the Temple’ charges
there. Not only is it related to that of ‘a prostitute’s hire] but the whole issue
of barring Herodians and gifts from or on their behalf in the Temple, since Hero-
dian Princesses, in particular, were seen by their ‘ Zealot' -style opponents
as no better than ‘prostitutes. Therefore, too, the more cosmopolitan scenes
of ‘Jesus’ eating with ‘prostitutes, ‘tax-collectors, and other ‘Sinners’ in the
Gospels are included, in our view, to expressly counteract this.’s

As this is explained in Columns Four to Five of the Damascus Doc-
ument relating to those ‘sleeping with women during their periods’ — itself a
clear indication of how Herodians were perceived, to say nothing of
their easy intercourse with their Roman overlords who were obviously
also perceived in the same way — the identifying, laconic modifier is
added (almost as an afterthought), ‘and every one of them marry their nieces’
or ‘close family cousins, thereby further strengthening the identification of
the group involved in such activity with ‘Herodians’ and not ‘Maccabeans.
Not only could this characterization not have applied to any Jewish
Priesthood, regardless of its orientation; it certainly could not have
applied to Maccabeans, about whom there is, in any case, no evidence of
such policy.* Furthermore, as the Damascus Document makes plain, the
charge, pointed and unique as it is, is but a special case of the ban on
‘fornication’ in general and, because of the historical circumstance just
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alluded to, the one of “pollution of the Temple’ connected to it in the ‘Three
Nets of Belial’ accusations, already signaled above.'+

The explanation for this is simple. Those coming in contact with
persons behaving in such a manner, that is, ‘sleeping with women in their
periods’ (namely, Herodians and their Roman overlords) — meaning in
this period clearly the High Priests whom the Herodians and their
Roman overlords appointed — thereby incur their ‘pollution, a point also
specifically made in the Damascus Document following these same
accusations, namely, ‘no one who approaches them can be cleansed (these last
are the persons who in the same passage are also described as those
whose ‘offspring are of vipers’ eggs’). Like someone cursed, his house is guilty —
unless he was forced’'** Nor are they observing proper ‘separation’ in the
Temple, clean from unclean,Holy from profane, the concomitant part of the
description of such persons in the Damascus Document.™ This last,
finally, also carries over to accepting gifts from and sacrifices on behalf of
such persons (even the Emperor of Rome) in the Temple — the issue, as
already explained, which was the immediate cause or and that triggered
the War against Rome."#

It is, now, finally possible to return to Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus’
encounter in Galilee with ‘Jacob of Kfar Sechaniah’ in the Talmud and the
opinion Jacob heard ‘Jesus the Nazoraean’ express concerning what to do
with “the wages of a prostitute’ or ‘a prostitute’s hire’ (in this case, not the field
laborer’s ‘hire’ or Judas Iscariot’s ‘hire’ according to Matthew’s tendentious
portrayal) given as a gift to the Temple. It should now be clear how much
this issue relates to the points we have just been making — the idea of its
being ‘the price of Blood’ (as transmuted and reformulated above in
Matthew 27:6) having a direct bearing on precisely the perception of this
kind of activity, namely gifts from persons ‘sleeping with women in their
periods’ or those incurring ‘pollution’ from such persons doing service in
the Temple and the manner in which the Herodian family was conduct-
ing itself in familial relations.

Not only is Jesus” response, as pictured in the Talmud, a good example
of his sense of humor — refreshing for a change, to say the least — not nor-
mally considered present in most Gospel narratives (except by the
writer); but, more germane, it completely gainsays New Testament tra-
ditions of a similar genre depicting ‘Jesus’ as ‘keeping table fellowship’ with
‘prostitutes, ‘tax-collectors, ‘gluttons’ (a euphemism for persons not keeping
dietary regulations), and other such individuals.”s Moreover, the sar-
donic sense-of-humor displayed by this ‘Jesus the Nazoraean’ in his
response makes the whole Talmudic tradition, in the present writer’s
view, even more credible.
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As Jacob transmits this — playing on this theme of ‘the High Priests’ in
the examples just cited, particularly that of ‘Judas Iscariof’s relation to
them and his rather peculiar demise — Jesus the Nazoraean’s answer is that
it was appropriate to use gifts given to the Temple of this kind — that is,
from ‘a prostitute’s hire’ to construct a latrine for the High Priests! This is really
very funny and a subject of some interest both in the Talmud and at
Qumran, where the placement of the latrines, as it were, ‘northwest of the
camps’ 1s specifically indicated in the Temple Scroll and hinted at in the
War Scroll."* Anyone who cannot see how this tradition, as it appears in
the Talmud, has been transformed in the highly tendentious ‘Judas Iscar-
iot’ materials, also involving gifts to ‘the Temple Tieasury’ and so steeped in
allusions — as they have come down to us — to ‘Blood, 1s just unaware of
and exhibiting no appreciation of the process of tradition manufacture
and/or elaboration in this period.

We shall see how this elaboration continues, reverberating back and
forth between Talmud, Gospels, and Acts, particularly as concerns the
‘thirty pieces of silver which have become so proverbial and comparable
allusions to fabulous ‘Riches’ and precious ointments, at times also involving
‘Judas Iscariot,) but also others, when it comes to considering the last and
final ‘Rain-maker in Talmudic tradition ‘Nakdimon ben Gurion’ (or, as
Josephus appears to call him, ‘Gurion ben Nakdimon’). Of course, just as
some of the other characters we have been considering — such as
‘Ananias, ‘ Agbarus,  Theudas, and the Adiabenean ‘Queen’ — the double or
alter ego of this ‘Nakdimon’ in the Talmud reappears in the Gospel of John
as ‘Nicodemus’ described, as we shall see in due course in John 3:1 below,
as ‘a man of the Pharisees’ and ‘a Ruler of the Jews (thus!) and pictured in
John 19:39 (along with ‘Joseph of Arimathaea’) as ‘bearing a hundred weight’
of expensive ‘ointments’ or ‘perfumes’ with which he helped prepare the body
of Jesus’ for burial.
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Revolutionary Messianism and the Elijah
Redivivus Tradition

Elijah’s Cave-Dwelling, Honi’s Extended Sleep, and Revolutionary
Messianism

Both the Palestinian and the Babylonian Talmuds now go on to relate a
story about how Honi went to sleep for ‘seventy years’ under ‘a carob
tree’ — not unlike Buddha ‘under the Bodhi tree’ or, in the case of the Na-
thanael-type stand-in for James in the Gospel of John above, ‘under a fig
tree’’ When Honi awakes in his grandson’s generation nobody knew or
recognized him, whereupon he immediately prayed for death and died —
another example of the Talmud’s sense of humor.* This is a very curious
even sardonic story. Not only are the number ‘seventy’ and the element
of “carob tree’ significant for our period, but so too are Honi’s going fo sleep
and praying for death.

The Palestinian Talmud even preserves a puzzling further variation of
this story, which has Honi the grandfather of yet another individual,
once again called ‘Honi the Circle-Drawer.’s Whether this individual is
supposed to be the same as the one the Babylonian Talmud is calling *Ab-
ba Hilkiah,) with whom he would be contemporary — he probably is —
or just another individual in the redivivus tradition, confused in the
Palestinian Talmud with Honi, is impossible to say. Not only this, the
Palestinian Talmud puts these events at the time of the destruction of the
First Temple when they clearly must be seen in relation to or in the
context of the destruction of the Second. What appears to be confusing
these traditions is the ‘redivivus’-ideology they all seem to be wrestling
with or trying to present, however imperfectly.

As with the descendants of the ‘Hilkiah’ involved in Josiah’s Reform
and Jeremiah’s forebear previously, we seem to be involved with a line or
even a clan of such individuals much like ‘the Rechabites’— or should we
rather call them ‘proto-Essenes’ or ‘Ebionites’? — highlighted above as
having to do with either James or his ‘cousin’ (even his putative ‘brother’),
Simeon Bar Cleophas. At least this is the information one can garner by
superimposing Epiphanius’ version of events on Eusebius’. Certainly we
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have confusions of traditions, overlapping individuals and probably —
since they all seem to involve ‘rain-making’ and ‘falling asleep and waking
up later — a variation on the redivivus ‘ Zealof’ (and, as it will turn out,
‘Zadokite’) Priestly line coming down from Phineas through Zadok to
Elijah to Honi to either James or John the Baptist, or both.

This is exactly the theme we now encounter in the Palestinian
Talmud with regard to this second ‘Honi the Circle-Drawer, for he too goes
to sleep and wakes up again seventy years later — this time, supposedly in the time
of Zerubabbel after the Temple has already been destroyed and rebuilt again.* The
‘seventy years’ involved here is certainly based upon Jeremiah 29:10%
numerology for the length of the Exile, a characterization which also
includes the notions of a ‘ Visitation’ and the vocabulary of ‘the Wrath, all
of the utmost importance for the eschatological scheme of both the War
Scroll and Damascus Document at Qumran as well.s In Daniel 9:2—27,
this number ‘seventy’ is actually referred to with reference to Jeremiah
and reinterpreted, not only in terms of ‘the Period of Wrath, but also suc-
cessive devastations of Jerusalem concluding importantly with the setting
up of ‘the Abomination of the Desolation’ in the Temple. Of course, according
to the chronology of the story of the ‘second’ Honi in the Palestinian
Talmud, which puts him at the time of the destruction of the First
Temple, none of this makes any sense whatsoever.

Such is often the case with the Talmud based, as its traditions some-
times are, on garbled oral tradition and/or possible copyists’ error. Still,
it 1s interesting that this ‘second” Honi goes to sleep ‘in a mountain cave’
rather than — as the first Honi —‘under a carob tree This brings us to a pos-
sible solution to our problem — if there is one. As we have already
underscored above, Honi like John the Baptist is an Elijah redivivus or an
Elijah come-back-to-life. In fact, it is very probable that he, not John (since
John is most likely his descendant and one of these ‘Hanins or ‘Honi’s)
is the original behind the ‘Elijah redivivus’ ideology as reported in the
New Testament.

What we are witnessing in later Gospel rewrites of this conceptual-
ity — the Gospel of John, as we have seen, specifically denying the
ideology where John was concerned — are, once again, themes from
other narrative sources being absorbed into their ‘Jesus’ story. We have
already remarked this happening with regards to elements from James’
biography.® It also happens regarding themes surrounding the series of
other charismatic agitators, ‘Innovators, ‘Impostors, or ‘Pseudo-prophets’
described in Josephus — the derogations are his not the author’s — for
instance, ‘ Theudas’ leading the People across Jordan in a reverse exodus,
the Samaritan Messiah apparently brutally crucified along with a
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number of his followers by Pontius Pilate, or ‘the Egyptian’ on the Mount
of Olives, for whom Paul is supposedly mistaken in Acts 21:38 (here, for
instance, the terminology ‘Sicarii, as we saw, was actually used to describe
his followers), and others.” In Acts this kind of absorption of materials
from other sources is raised to the level of art.

That this is the implication of the ‘second’ Honi story (to say nothing
of the first) is strengthened by its relation to the 1 Kings 19:10 story
citing Elijah’s ‘burning zeal for the Lord of Hosts, as we saw — language also
present in the Letter of James to some extent, to say nothing of the
Gospel of John 2:17’s ‘zeal of Your House consuming me. Not only is Elijah
‘filled with’ or ‘consumed’ by such ‘zeal’ but, in this episode, before going into
the cave and, from thence, ‘into the wilderness’ of Sinai ‘to stand upon the
mountain before the Lord’ and witness the miracles or ‘earthquake, ‘fire, and
‘whirlwind’ (19:9—12), he also ‘sits down under a carob tree’ and this, too, actu-
ally “in the wilderness’ (1 Kings 19:4). Here Elijah prays — as in the Honi
stories — that ‘he might die’ and he too then falls asleep!

In the ‘Honi’ stories the order is just reversed. In John 1:45—51’s vari-
ation involving ‘Nathanael’ above — where ‘Jesus’ is now pictured as
uttering (significantly just before ‘Nathanael’ recognizes him as ‘the Son of
God’) the typically Greco-Roman anti-Semitic gibe, ‘Behold an
Israelite in whom there is no guile’ (sic), and in line with John’s distinct denial
that John the Baptist was ‘the Elijah-come-back-to-lif — it is now
‘Nathanael’ not John who is ‘the Honi’ or ‘Elijah redivivus’ The vision Jesus
predicts ‘Nathanael’ will see in return for having recognized him as ‘the
Son of God’ 1s, yet again, just another variation on the one accorded James
in the Temple in early Church literature and Stephen in Acts 7:53—58
(before he, too, was ‘cast out of the city’ — ekbalontes — and stoned®). Even
‘the mountain cave’ element of the Palestinian Talmud’s ‘second’ Honi story
is prefigured in 1 Kings 19:8 above as ‘the Mountain of the Lord in Horeb’
where Elijah — and ‘Jesus, thereafter, according to additional Synoptic
Gospel portraiture — is also now to spend ‘forty days and forty nights’

But Eljjah does not sleep for ‘seventy years, as the Honi stories revamp
this aspect of the story in the light of the new eschatology of the coming
‘Wrath’ and the ‘redivivus’-tradition attaching itself to Honi’s family line
and that of ‘rain-making’ Zaddiks generally. Rather in 1 Kings, Elijah is
twice awoken by ‘the Angel of the Lord’ and told to ‘eat and drink’— another
important motif of the arguments between Paul and James, as we have
been remarking, retrospectively incorporated into Gospel portraiture.
This is because, during ‘the forty days and nights’ he is about to spend — like
Moses on the Mountain in Sinai — there presumably will be no food.

So now we have the twin themes of a Moses-like ‘wilderness’ experi-
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ence tied to ‘a burning zeal for the Lord of Hosts’ This ideological combi-
nation can, in turn, be read into the temporary ‘Nazirite’ procedure of
‘not eating and drinking, revised into the kind of vegetarianism and absti-
nence followed by even ‘life-long Nazirites’ and later ‘Mourners for Zion’ —
positions which Paul consistently reverses to the extent even, as already
signaled above, of “drinking the blood’ of the Messiah (to say nothing of*eat-
ing’ his flesh), as do the Gospels along with him even to the extent of
portraying ‘the Son of Man’ as ‘coming eating and drinking’*

A good example of the opposite sort of behaviour, as we saw, are the
temporary ‘Nagzirite’-type oaths which the ‘Sicarii’-style assassins vow in
Acts 23:21 ‘not to eat or drink until they have killed Paul (for ‘the Mourners
for Zion, it will be recalled, it was ‘not to eat or drink until they had seen the
Temple rebuilf’ — in 1 Corinthians 3:9—17, Ephesians 2:21, and the Synop-
tics, of course, identical with ‘Jesus’®). Typically, Acts laconically describes
such persons simply as ‘Jews’.

These ‘Honi the Circle-Drawer’ stories in the two Talmuds, despite their
confusion over which Honi is actually being referred to and when he
lived, together with their expansion of Elijah’s paradigmatic activity —
whether ‘falling asleep’ under a carob tree or ‘in a mountain cave’ — must be
seen as part and parcel of an incarnationist ‘ Zaddik’ or ‘ Primal Adam’ tra-
dition which includes the elements of ‘consuming zeal for the Lord,
‘rain-making’ (probably to be taken more in its eschatological sense than
a natural one), and ‘the Friend of God’ ideology. Similar stories will be told
in later Talmudic tradition about Simeon Bar Yohai, the progenitor of
Zohar tradition, who together with his son hides ‘in a cave’ for years in the
Tiajan/ Bar Kochba Period."

The only difterence between the Hebrew version of this conception,
as we encounter it in Palestine from the person of Honi onwards, and
others — including that of ‘the Christ’ and the later Shi‘ite Islamic ‘Imam’
further afield — is that in Palestine, the ‘ Zaddik’-ideal becomes associated
with the ongoing Revolutionary strife against all vestiges of foreign rule
and concomitant ‘consuming zeal for the Lord of Hosts” directed against
Jewish Law-breakers and backsliders too.” This, in turn, becomes
entwined in the First Century CE in Palestine with the struggle against
the Herodian Royal Family (if we can call it this, since groups embrac-
ing such ideas did not recognize it as ‘Royal’ at all) and their hangers-on
or collaborators. This would include the High Priesthood appointed by
this family and the Roman Procurators in succession (or allied) to it —
which, therefore, should be called, as we have already pointed out, the
‘Herodian’ High Priesthood, by this time already being called ‘Sadducees’
as well — and teachers like Paul.
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This ‘ Zealot, ‘rain-making’ Zaddik-tradition attaches itself to putative
second or third-generation descendants of Honi, such as John the Baptist
and James, and, through them, the ‘Messianic’-ideal, no matter what def-
inition of it one finally chooses to use. By contrast, the ‘redivivus
Elijal’-tradition in its initial manifestation only attached itself to Honi.
Where Paul is concerned, so practised was he in polemical dialectic and
rhetorical debate that in Romans 13:2—3 he is even able to invert the
issue of ‘ Law-breaking’ to encompass rather, those who break Roman Law (as
he puts it so cannily, ‘the Authorities God appoints’ and their* Ordinances’) not
Jewish Law and it is now patently Roman Law that is being referred to
as ‘the Ordinances of God’ not Mosaic.

Furthermore,in Romans 13:4—10, he even goes so far as to use the ‘all-
Righteousness’ Commandment, ‘love your neighbor as yourself (in James 2:8
‘the Royal Law according to the Scripture’), to support paying taxes (clearly to
Rome), which every Government official — who in Paul’s agile dialectic
have now suddenly been turned into ‘the Servants of God’ (not, as one would
elsewhere suspect — as at Qumran for instance — ‘the Sons of Zadok’) has
a right to expect. In 2 Corinthians 11:13—15, as already remarked, he even
turns this designation as it relates to the actual Leadership of the Move-
ment around as well. Now this Leadership, whom he claims — like ‘the
Sons of Zadok’ at Qumran® — are being designated by some as ‘Servants of
Righteousness’ (which would clearly have to include James, Peter —
‘Cephas’ in Galatians 2:9 — and John ‘whose End shall be according to their
works, vocabulary very close to what one also finds at Qumran'), are
rather merely ‘disguising themselves as Apostles of Christ’ and are, as we have
seen as well, in reality only ‘deceitful workmen’ and Satan-like‘ Pseudo-Apostles’
(2 Corinthians 13:13)!

In 1 Corinthians 8:1—13, where he actually uses the ‘Piety’ language of
‘loving God’ and builds towards rejecting James’ ban on ‘things sacrificed to
idols’ (viz.,‘an idol is nothing in this world’ — ‘nor if we eat are we better off, nor
if we do not eat are we worse’); Paul dismisses such ‘scruples’ as the ‘weak con-
sciences’ of the ubiquitous ‘some. In doing so, he actually uses the ‘puffed
up’ language we shall encounter, as we proceed, in the Habakkuk Pesher,
based on Habakkuk 2:4 where it introduces the all-important biblical
proof-text,‘the Righteous shall live by his Faith! But as Paul uses the expres-
sion, he applies it to what is clearly the Leadership of the Jerusalem
Church, ‘puffed up’ by its own ‘Knowledge’ when it should be ‘built up’ by
‘love;” or, as he so cannily puts it in 8:1 — using what we shall see to be
the pivotal language of ‘building — ‘love builds up. For its part, the
Habakkuk Pesher, introducing its key exegesis of this same ‘the Righteous
shall live by his Faith, actually interprets it in terms of the punishment the
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Guilty ‘will multiply upon themselves when they are judged’ — presumably
at the Last Judgement, the Pesher always being very consistent on allusions
of this kind to ‘the Last Judgement.'s

‘The Days of Noah’ and the Coming Eschatological Flood

Of course the biblical story about Eljjah, in imitation of Moses, to say
nothing of Noah, spending ‘forty days and nights on the Mountain of God in
Horeb’ prefigures Jesus’ “Temptation’ for forty days and forty nights ‘in the
wilderness’ as retold in Gospel narratives — with, to be sure as is usually the
case, precisely the opposite effect since, as the Gospels retell it, the whole
episode is viewed as the result of ‘Devilish’ or ‘Satanic’ manipulation. The
Pseudoclementine Homilies also alludes to this confrontation ‘in the
wilderness’ with the Devil but, according to it, the victors are those fol-
lowing James —‘Satan’s servants’ being, in fact,‘ Apostles’ such as Paul, who
have no written credentials from James and do not teach his position on
‘abstaining from blood, fornication, things sacrificed to idols, and carrion, but are
rather sent to ‘deceive’ — that is, it is they who are ‘Satan’s Servants’ or
‘Deceivers’ not vice versal'

For their part, as the Synoptics (if not John) present this episode, the
focus is shifted and it is rather aimed at just those kinds of charismatic
Revolutionaries, to whom ‘Jesus’ (if he existed as such) must have
belonged and who, together with extreme purity-minded ‘Zaddik’ or
‘Zadokite’ Leaders (who in other contexts go by the name of ‘Nazirites’
or ‘Nazoraeans’), were indulging in the same sort of ‘redivivus’ posturing
that commentators like Josephus considered so fraudulent.” Josephus
also basically evokes the same two themes of a ‘wilderness’ sojourn and
Satanic manipulation and, in his accounts, what these ‘Impostors’ and
‘Religious Frauds’ — ‘who were in intent more dangerous even than the Bandit
Leaders or Revolutionaries’ — were doing, as we have already explained, was
‘leading the People out into the wilderness there to show them the signs of their
impending Freedom’ or ‘Redemption’ — ‘signs, the Gospel narratives seem to
imply, that were no better than ‘ Temptation by the Devil*

Actually, scriptural stories about Elijah generally prefigure those
about ‘Jesus’, including raising the dead, curing, etc., the only difference
being that the more xenophobic portrayal of Elijah’s attitude of apoca-
lyptic ‘zeal’ is, in almost every instance, jettisoned. On the contrary,
guided by the anti-nationalist antinomianism of teachers like Paul, it has
been totally reversed into the mirror opposite comprising an amorphous
form of cosmopolitanism reflecting the ideals of the Roman ‘Pax
Romana’ wholly at odds with the normative ethos of Palestinian
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‘Messianism’ as reflected in the Dead Sea Scrolls and the general ‘Elijah
redivivus’ tradition resting on ‘a consuming zeal tor either God or the Torah
of Moses, or both.

In fact, if one looks closely at the above episode, where Elijah
encounters ‘the Angel of the Lord’ in a cave, one will even be able to detect
the prefiguration of the earliest surahs of the Koran depicting, as they do,
Muhammad’s opening visionary experiences ‘in a cave.* These include
the theme of all-night vigils in caves such as this, coming out and wrap-
ping himself in his ‘cloak’ or ‘raiment, and being told by the Angel — in this
case, purportedly Gabriel —‘Arise and warn’ (Surah 84:1—2 —*The Cloaked
One’).>* In Elijah’s case, it will be recalled, it was, rather, ‘Arise and eat’ —
presumably to prepare himself for the journey to the Mountain of the
Lord in Sinai!*

For its part, the Palestinian Talmud also compares Honi’s ‘rain-making’
to Isaiah $4:9’s ‘this is like the days of Noah, which itself echoes or is
echoed in the Synoptics’ Little Apocalypses’ and, according to Gospel por-
traiture, words attributed to ‘Jesus.’ This reads in Matthew 24:37, ‘But as
the days of Noah, so shall be also the coming of the Son of Man’ In it, such
‘days’ are compared to final eschatological Judgement, just as they are in
the Talmud.As Matthew 24:30, after speaking about ‘the sun darkening, ‘the
stars falling, and ‘the powers of Heaven being shaken’ — language, of course,
picked up in early visionary surahs of the Koran as well* — puts this as we
have seen:

Then shall appear the sign of the Son of Man in the sky...and they shall
see the Son of Man coming on the clouds of Heaven with Power and Great
Glory (the Elchasaite/ Sabaean ‘ Great Power — language we have been
following).

As the Damascus Document from Qumran puts a similar idea in the
summation at the end of its historical and exhortative section, as we saw
as well:*And they shall see Yeshucato’ (‘His Yeshua’ or ‘His Salvation’).** One
should also note, by implication, that the Noahic ‘Flood’ is being equated
with ‘the coming of the Son of Man on the clouds’ — once again, self-evident
apocalyptic ‘rain’ and ‘storm cloud’-imagery. This in turn is of course, as
already underscored too, the key eschatological proclamation attributed
to James in early Church accounts of the prelude to his death in the
Temple on Passover — perhaps, even more likely, Yom Kippur since, as
already signaled as well, James is depicted in these accounts as being in
the Inner Sanctum of the Temple doing an atonement on behalf of the
whole People, an activity normally associated with Yom Kippur.
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Not only does the Jerusalem Talmud consider that rain is withheld for
the sins of idolatry, fornication, and murder — or, as it puts it, ‘polluting the
ground with Blood because Blood pollutes the Land’* — again the basic cate-
gories of James’ directives to overseas communities and ‘the Noahic
Covenant’ generally; it also connects the story of Honi ‘filling up cisterns,
pits, and caverns, the implications of which we shall explore more fully
below, with repeated reference to a ‘Stone’ in the Temple (in this instance,
‘the Stone of Lost Property’). But this, too, contains just the slightest echo
of the ‘Hilkiah’ material, delineated in 2 Kings 23:4 above, in which Josiah
1s depicted as ‘standing by the Pillar when he swears ‘fo keep the Covenant.
This kind of “Pillar’ or ‘Stone, also, mysteriously reappears in the story of
James’ death in the Second Apocalypse of James from Nag Hammadi.
Nor is this to mention ‘Stone’ and ‘Cornerstone’ symbolism generally at
Qumran, particularly in the Community Rule, where the ‘Wall that will
not shake on its Foundations’ and ‘Fortress’ imagery abounds — to say
nothing of in the New Testament.> In this Second Apocalypse, James is
pictured as ‘standing beside the Pillar of the Temple beside the Mighty Corner-
stone’ when his opponents decide ‘to cast him down’ — the language of
almost all these early Church accounts of his death.>

Curiously in this account — which is obviously drawn from the same
material as the one Eusebius conserves from Hegesippus — after forcing
him to ‘stand in a pit) James’ executioners place ‘a stone on his abdomen’
oddly echoing the ‘stoning’ aspect of the affair in more familiar contexts.
But even here there is, also, either an echo or prefiguration of execution
scenarios for ‘blasphemy’ in the Talmud’s Mishnah Sanhedrin where, in one
description anyhow, a heavy stone is placed on the malefactor's abdomen and
considered to be the equivalent of stoning!*

We shall also presently see below how the last of these legendary Tal-
mudic ‘Rain-makers’ Nakdimon ben Gurion, already mentioned above,
will be pictured as basically repeating Honi’s miracle-working of ‘filling
up the cisterns, pits, and caverns, only in Nakdimon’s case he will ‘refill twelve
Temple cisterns’ to what is characterized as ‘overflowing’* This language of
‘filling’ will then reverberate back and forth through a multitude of Tal-
mudic and New Testament episodes, we shall examine in detail presently;
until one’s head will fairly spin from all the interconnections, rhetorical
flourish, and word-play — word-play not so difterent from that we have
already seen Paul use to such devastating effect in his method of alle-
gorical and rhetorical repartee.*®

Curiously too, the Talmud seems to think that in some manner the
prophet Habakkuk prefigured Honi’s ‘circle-drawing’ and ‘praying for rain.*'
One can, again, take this in an eschatological sense since Habakkuk will

180

——



NTC 05-6-7 final 123-193.gxp 30/5/06 5:44 g‘\:\ Page 181

REVOLUTIONARY MESSIANISM AND THE ELIJAH REDIVIVUS TRADITION

be seen as a key eschatological prophet for the sectaries at Qumran and,
to be sure, early Christianity as well.?> This parallel, however, is not simply
fanciful for, in these sections on the prototypical Rain-makers in the
Talmud, the prophecy in Habakkuk 2:1—2 of ‘standing upon his Watchtower
and fortifying himself firmly on his Bulwark’—language strongly reminiscent,
as well, of the imagery of early Church descriptions of James — is applied
to the actual process of Honi drawing his circle and ‘taking his stand’
within it.3

This prophecy also reappears in the Habakkuk Pesher, where it is
expounded in terms of ‘the Righteous Teacher’s ability to understand scrip-
tural prophecy and foresee ‘the appointed End’3* The crucial exegeses of
Habakkuk 2:3 and 2:4 on ‘waiting for’ the final vision and ‘the Righteous
living by his Faith, that then directly follow, are interpreted in terms of
what in Early Christian theology becomes known as ‘the Delay of the
Parousia’ and how those Jews ‘who do the Toral’ (the ‘doing’ here again
being important in terms of ‘Jamesian’ usage) will ‘be saved’ at the time of
‘the Last Judgement at the ‘End of Time, while those following the more
backsliding approach of a teacher very much resembling Paul — playing
off the usage ‘puffed up’ in the first part of Habakkuk 2:4 as we just
saw — will have ‘their guilt multiplied upon them when they are judged.®

In fact, the text of the Habakkuk Pesher, while somewhat damaged at
this point, actually can be used, as we shall see, to clarify a questionable
recension in the Cairo Genizah version of the Damascus Document —
itself leading up to the all-important definition of ‘the Sons of Zadok’ of
Ezekiel 44:15.The text which presently reads taking one’s ‘stand upon one’s
net’ (metzudo), a somewhat opaque allusion, probably should read — in
view of the keen interest shown in this metaphor just detailed in the
Habakkuk Pesher above — ‘upon one’s Watchtower (mishmarti).* In the
Habakkuk Pesher, as we just saw, the exposition of this term ‘ Watchtower
is eschatological and it is interpreted in terms of ‘the Last Days, their
‘delay’ or ‘extension, and how ‘God made known the Mysteries of the words of
the Prophets’ — uniquely as it were — to ‘the Righteous Teacher’s

Nor can there be any doubt that the interpretation of the all-impor-
tant Habakkuk 2:4 that follows in the Habakkuk Pesher,‘the Righteous shall
live by his Faith,) expounded here at Qumran and in Galatians, Romans,
and James, 1s, as we shall also see more fully as we proceed, ‘eschatological
as well, that is, its exposition will relate to ‘the Last Days’ or ‘the Day of Judge-
ment’ too.”® As in the War Scroll, once again demonstrating the basic
circularity of all these materials and their inter-relationships, the enemies
in the Habakkuk Pesher at this juncture are ‘the Kittim’ too — meaning,
according to our interpretation, the Romans.
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Simeon Bar Yohai, the Karaites, Elchasai, and Paul

A similar ‘Hidden’ or ‘disappearing’/‘re-appearing’ tradition is associated in
the Talmud, with the eponymous transmitter of Zohar-tradition in early
Second-Century Palestine and a contemporary of ‘Elchasai, Simeon bar
Yohai. Simeon, was another Rabbi with distinctly ‘ Zealot’ attitudes, har-
boring an extreme antagonism towards Rome and all vestiges of Roman
rule in Palestine. A ‘Disciple’ of the equally ‘Zealo’ Rabbi Akiba (who, as
we shall see, seemed to have very real connections with the family of
Queen Helen of Adiabene and perished in connection with the sup-
pression of the Bar Kochba Uprising); Simeon was supposed to have
‘hidden himself in a cave’ together with his son after the death of his
mentor Rabbi Akiba, eating nothing but carobs for some twelve years (this
number ‘fwelve’ will grow in importance when it comes to telling of the
story of Nakdimon’s ‘twelve cisterns’ below) to escape Roman retribution
(and even perhaps ‘the Sicaricon’!®).

This note about his ‘cave-dwelling’ is interesting relative to the Dead
Sea Scrolls and other activity we have been observing including Koranic
revelations in Islam thereafter. But it also tallies with traditions preserved
by the Jewish Karaites, the sect opposed to Rabbinic Judaism in the Mid-
dle Ages.They asserted, not only that ‘Jesus” teaching was ‘the same as’ some-
one they called ‘ Zadok, but that the ban on ‘niece marriage; we know from
writings, such as the Damascus Document and the Temple Scroll at
Qumran, was one of his (Jesus’) fundamental teachings.*> Needless to say, this
information is not conserved by any other source — thereby, meeting the
criterion, when judging reliability, of uniqueness or originality.

Not only are the Karaites familiar with this ‘ban on niece marriage’ and
do they follow it themselves — whereas Rabbinic Judaism followed by
Christianity and Islam do not — they also attribute it, not surprisingly, to
‘Zadok. Even more to the point, in their heresiology, where ‘cave-dwelling’
is concerned, a group they refer to simply as ‘the Maghrarians’ or ‘Cave-
Duwellers 1s placed chronologically between the group led by the Teacher
they refer to as ‘Zadok’ and ‘Jesus’+ Of course, this would make it similar
to a group Hippolytus in the Third Century is calling ‘Sebuaeans’ (that is,
‘Sabaeans’) or ‘Naassenes,) by which he appears to mean, as we saw, either
‘Essenes, ‘ Nazirites,  Nazoraeans, or ‘Elchasaites’ — or some combination of
these. That is, according to Karaite heresiology, first came ‘Zadok, then
‘the Cave-Duwellers] and then came ‘Jesus, all linked in an unbroken pro-
gression of some kind.+

These matters will probably never be sorted out completely but that
they relate in some manner to a ‘Hidden’-tradition, associated with a line
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of Zaddiks connected to Honi’s family and taking Elijah as their proto-
type, should be clear. That this line is also connected with ‘rain-making’ —
whether actual or eschatological — should also be clear. Regardless of the
truth of Epiphanius’ notice about James’ ‘rain-making, that such a proce-
dure or ideology is connected to his person, even if only symbolically
through his ‘ Zaddik’-nature, is not insignificant. In this connection, the
reappearance of all these Honi look-alikes just prior to the fall of the
Temple in 70 CE should not go unremarked, nor should James’ death in
almost precisely the manner of Honi and for probably very similar
reasons — in James’ case (if not Honi’s), at the hands of a more accommodat-
ing Priestly Establishment.

That this line is also linked to the ‘redivivus’-ones, whether the
‘Zealot' -Priestly one stemming from Phineas and Eljjah or the one the
Synoptics suppose they are dealing with in portraying Elijah as reborn
in John the Baptist, should also be clear. In turn, these lines are paralleled
by the ‘Jewish Christian’/ Ebionite/ Elchasaite ‘ Primal Adam’ or ‘Man’ — one
in Pseudoclementine and Sabaean tradition described above. As
Muhammad, another heir to this tradition — probably via ‘the Sabaeans’
(that is, ‘the Elchasaites’) either in Northern Syria or Southern Iraq
or the Manichaeans descended from them — puts this in the Koran as
we saw:

Behold, the likeness of Jesus with Allah is the likeness of Adam. He created him
of the dust. Then He said unto him: ‘Be!” And he was (3:59).

Paul himself shows great familiarity with this doctrine — again in key
passages of 1 Corinthians that follow his version of Jesus’ post-resur-
rection sequences connected to a first appearance to James* — referring
to it, as we also saw, as ‘the Primal’ or ‘First Man Adam’ or ‘the Second
Man’/‘the Last Adam’ (15:21 and 45—48) and his whole discussion of these
matters precedes his delineation of the state man will enjoy after the
Resurrection.

This he describes in terms of the same ‘secrecy’ and triumphalism
we have already encountered regarding the ‘Hidden Power ideology
of the Elchasaite ‘Sabaeans) namely their ‘keeping the secrets, and their vari-
ations on Isaiah 45:8’s God triumphantly ‘raining down Salvation’ (1
Corinthians 15:5T1—54). In these Isaiah materials above (45:14), one
should also note the reference to ‘Sabaeans’ with an ‘alif, meaning South-
ern Arabians from ‘Sheba’ south of Cush, not ‘Sabaean’ with an ‘ayin’ as
the usage occurs in Islamic documents meaning, as already sufticiently
underscored, via the Syriac, ‘Bather.
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As Paul describes this earlier in the same letter when explaining, it
will be remembered, that he does not ‘speak in the words taught of human
Wisdom but in the words taught by the Holy Spirit, communicating spiritual
things spiritually,

But we speak the Wisdom of God in a Mystery, that which God has hidden and
predetermined before the ages for our Glory (1 Corinthians 2:7—-15).

It is his use of the word ‘Glory’ in passages such as these that will be par-
alleled in the Habakkuk Pesher when describing its principal Adversary
to precisely the opposite effect — more of the verbal repartee going on
in this period. In the latter, this ‘Glorying’ or ‘Self-Glorification’ is con-
nected to an individual, as already remarked, it calls ‘the Liar or ‘the
Spouter of Lying’ (also ‘the Scoffer’ or ‘Comedian’) and whom it describes as
‘leading Many astray’ (note the usage ‘Many’ here) with ‘Lying for the sake of
his own Glory’ — sound familiar?+

For his part, Epiphanius sets forth one of the best descriptions of this
‘Secret’ or ‘Second Adam’ doctrine imaginable in a passage in which he
describes how ‘the False Prophet Elchasai joined...those called Sampsaeans
(Sabaeans), Osseneans (Essenes), and Elchasaites’ (here the basic coexten-
siveness of these three groups again). This, he puts, as follows:

Some of them say that Christ is Adam and the first to be made and given life by
the Spirit of God (compare this with Muhammad in the Koran above).
Others of them say that he is from above, having been created before everything,
being Spirit and above the Angels and Lord of all (this is almost word-for-word
reflected in the Koran),* and is called ‘Christ...but He comes here when he
wants, as when he came in Adam (our basic incarnationism again)...He came
also in the Last Days (language we have already seen as fundamental in the

Dead Sea Scrolls) and clothed himself in Adam’s body...+

Two hundred years, before, Irenaeus in Western Europe, in discussing
‘the Ebionites’ whom he already knew were hostile to and had rejected
Paul, puts the same proposition in similar terms:

Therefore, do these men reject the commixture of the Heavenly wine and wish it
to be the water of the world only, not receiving God so as to have union with Him
(or ‘be in Communion with Him’), but they remain in that Adam who...was
expelled from Paradise (here his contempt is evident) not considering that, as
at the beginning of our formation in Adam, that breath of life proceeded from
God...so0 also in the Last Days (notice the commonality with Epiphanius’
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vocabulary above and that of the Dead Sea Scrolls) the Word of the Father
and the Spirit of God, having become united with the ancient substance of Adam’s
formation, rendered Man living and Petfect, receptive of the Perfect Father (here,
too, of course, the ‘Perfection’ doctrine found in the Dead Sea Scrolls and
enjoying a faint echo in New Testament Scripture as well — but even
more strikingly as Muhammad’s view of God’s ‘Spirif’ sent to Mary in
Surah in 19:17 above, ‘assuming for her the likeness’ of the * Perfect Man’).4"

Though Irenaeaus, living in Lyons in Transalpine Gaul, never mentions
groups like Epiphanius’ ‘Elchasaites” or ‘Sabaeans’ — denotations which
were mainly only known in the East and probably had not traveled that
tar West (for instance, Western authors like him, Hippolytus, and Tertul-
lian, do not seem to even know Hegesippus); still it should be clear that
this kind of theorizing about ‘Adam’ was alive and well even in the
Western Empire.

For the Koran (2:34 and variously) and Islam thereafter, as with
Epiphanius’‘Ebionites’ and ‘Elchasaites, Adam is above the Angels who pros-
trate themselves to him, ‘all save Iblis — the ‘Belial’ we shall encounter
throughout the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Arabic equivalent of what Paul
refers to defectively in 2 Corinthians 6:15 as ‘Beliar’ (in linguistic theory,
two letters being sufficient to establish a loan).# In other words, this
‘Primal or ‘Supernatural Adam’ is ‘the Son of Man’ (‘Man’ and ‘Adam, as we
have seen, being for all intents and purposes indistinguishable in
Hebrew) or, as the newer Greek usage now developing in the West
would put it, ‘the Christ who ‘in the Last Days’ was going fo ‘come upon the
clouds of Heaven’ leading the Heavenly Host. It is extraordinary that we
should have to go as far afield as Irenaeus in France to explain this tan-
talizing allusion to ‘ Christ’ as ‘ Perfect Man’ in the Koran!

As Paul puts it in line with his teaching ‘spiritual things spiritually’ in 1
Corinthians 2:13—15 above and his Philo-like poetic allegorizing (in
Galatians 4:24, even admitting, ‘such things are allegory’):

So also it has been written (it is unclear where): ‘The First Man Adam
(meaning, ‘the Primal Adam’) became a living soul; the Last (or ‘Second’)
Adam became a life-giving Spirit’ (this is, to be sure, the doctrine Irenaeus
is describing above),

concluding, as we saw above:

The First Man is out of the earth, made of dust. The Second Man (meaning
TJesus’), the Lord out of Heaven (1 Corinthians 15:45—47).
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Again, this is a perfect rendition of the ‘Man’ or *Adam’-ideology we have
been encountering, the First Adam ‘made of dust’ (which Paul repeats twice
more in 1 Corinthians 15:48) prefiguring Muhammad, as just under-
scored above, on ‘the likeness of Jesus with God being the likeness of Adam.
This gave rise to the idea of Jesus’ as ‘Second Adam, the Heavenly Judge-
ment-bringer and Paul’s ‘Lord out of Heaven.

One immediately sees that, as we have been attempting to illustrate,
this is a ‘redivivus’-tradition paralleling the one involving ‘rain-making’ and
Priestly ‘zeal’ attaching itself to Phineas, Elijah, and Honi or, if one
prefers, Elijah’s incarnation in John. Likewise, ‘the Son of Man’ (that is,‘the
Son of Adam’), based on the notice in Daniel 7:13 about ‘one like a Son of
Man coming with the clouds of Heaven’ (‘Man’ here expressed as ‘Enosh’ in
Daniel’s Aramaic) is but a variation of ‘the Lord out of Heaven’ or ‘Second
Adam’ notation. However this time, in addition to the supernatural
dimension as in ‘Christianity’-to-come, it also carries an eschatological
one, that is, ‘the Son of Man’ is now combined in the new Hebrew
‘Messianic’-ideology with the additional imagery of “the Messiah coming on
the clouds of Heaven’ to render final apocalyptic Judgement on all mankind.

This in turn, as we shall demonstrate in the War Scroll from Qumran
at length below, is expressed in terms of ‘rain’ — now eschatological rain —
in turn, carrying with it the connotation of a ‘Last Judgement that in the
words of the War Scroll and Matthew 5:45 above, will fall on ‘the Just and
Unjust alike’ or ‘upon everything that grows’* The same ideology is also to
some extent announced in the Letter of Jude, in which Jude uses a
passage freely quoted from Enoch 1:9:

The Lord will come with myriads of his Holy Ones to execute Judgement against
all and condemn all the ones who were ungodly among them regarding all their
works of ungodliness which they did in an ungodly way (n.b., here the double
emphasis on both Jamesian — but not Pauline — ‘works’ and ‘doing’ which
we shall, as stressed, also find so prevalent at Qumran).*°

Enoch is an extra-biblical text using apocalyptic imagery, inspired
seemingly by the same visionary impetus as Daniel, which, though
widely copied and expanded in post-biblical times, never penetrated
either Jewish or Christian canons despite being highly prized in sectar-
ian environments such as at Qumran.s’ Not only is this passage from
Enoch, which is quoted in Jude 1:14, extant in fragments found at
Qumran — and, because of this testimony to its antiquity, therefore, very
likely from Enoch’s original autographs* — Jude 1:11 preceding it and
allusion to ‘Adam’ in 1:14 as well (Jude 1:6—7 also refers to a ‘Great Day

186

——



NTC 05-6-7 final 123-193.gxp 30/5/06 5:44 g‘\:\ Page 187

REVOLUTIONARY MESSIANISM AND THE ELIJAH REDIVIVUS TRADITION

of Judgement of ‘everlasting fire’ and ‘fornication’), instead of using the lan-
guage of Paul’s defective ‘Beliar’ or the Damascus Document’s ‘Belial,
employs like Revelation 2:14 the linguistically-related usage ‘Balaam’ —
two letters, as already signaled to, being sufficient in linguistic theory to
establish a loan.s

In fact Revelation 2:14 conflates James’ directives to overseas com-
munities with the Damascus Document’s ‘Three Nets of Belial’ This is
expressed in the latter in terms of the ‘nets’ with which ‘Belial’ attempted
‘to ensnare Israel, presenting them ‘as three kinds of Righteousness’— nothing
of course could better express Herodian family policy than this. On the
other hand, Revelation rather expresses this as:

Balaam taught Balak (again the variations on ‘Belial’) to cast (balein —
and this too, including in Greek the pivotal ‘casting’ usage) a snare
before the Sons of Israel (is this the language, which Matthew 27:9 bor-
rowed, of ‘the Sons of Israel setting a price’ when it loosely quoted
Zechariah, attributing it to Jeremiah?) fo eat things sacrificed to idols and
commit fornication.*

All the key usages for both the Scrolls and the Paul/James polemic are
here.

Replete with other language such as ‘grumbling, ‘boasting, and ‘Light
and Dark’ imagery so familiar both in a ‘Jamesian’ context and in the
Dead Sea Scrolls,” Jude (which is actually ascribed to ‘the brother of
James’ — the reference here, as we have seen, is not the indefinite ‘of James,
but the actual Greek ‘brother’ designation, ‘adelphos’) uses the Messianic-
style imagery of ‘Salvation, ‘stars, and even ‘clouds’ (‘clouds without water’ in
1:12). It puts this scenario for apocalyptic Messianic ‘Judgement upon the
clouds’ — intending doubtlessly by ‘Lord’ here, ‘the Messiah, or, as it appears
at this point and elsewhere in Paul, ‘the Lord Jesus Christ’ (1:12—17,21,and
25).5 This could not be more parallel to the exegesis of “the Star Prophecy’
in the War Scroll from Qumran as we shall see in due course below.

For Paul, in discussing his ideas about ‘the First Man Adam’ and ‘Jesus’
as ‘Second Adam’ being ‘the Lord out of Heaven, this ‘coming of the Son of Man
on the clouds of Heaven’ is transformed into a discussion simply about the
difference between earthly and Heavenly existence. But in his masterful
use of rhetorical allegory, Paul also appears to be playing on language
tamiliar as well from the ‘Messianic’ portions of the War Scroll and the
exposition of ‘the Star Prophecy’ from Numbers 24:17, it contains in
Columns Eleven to Twelve.”” In referring to Adam as being ‘formed out of
the dust’ (1 Corinthians 15:48), the War Scroll’s triumph of ‘those bent in
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the dust over the Mighty of the Peoples’ now appears to be transformed in
Paul into ‘the First Man’ (‘the Primal Adam’) or the earthly man ‘formed out
of the dust’s®

Likewise, the War Scroll’s idea of the ‘Victory’ by ‘the Star Messiah
together with ‘the Poor’ (‘the Ebionim’ again),‘the Downcast of Spirit’ (compare
this to ‘the Poor in Spirit’ in Matthew s:3°s Sermon on the Mount) or ‘those
bent in the dust, and the Heavenly Host upon the ‘clouds;’ Paul now likens to
‘a Mystery, meaning, ‘Mystery, in the sense of a Hellenistic ‘Mystery’ This
‘Mystery’ in 1 Corinthians 15:51 — in other words, this ‘ Victory’ — is now
the one that God ‘gives us by our Lord Jesus Christ’ and, in the typical Hel-
lenizing allegorizing style — which he characterizes as ‘teaching spiritual
things spiritually’ in 1 Corinthians 2:13 above — it is now ‘Victory’ over
death, not * Victory’ over Rome or, as the War Scroll so exuberantly expresses
this concept, Victory ‘over the Mighty of the Peoples’ or ‘the Kittim. As Paul
so deftly transposes this ‘ Victory’ in 1 Corinthians 15:55, it becomes,

Death where is your sting? O Hades (note now, the complete Hellenization
of the vocabulary here), where is your Victory?

Muhammad and Paul

For Islam too (probably following Ebionite, Sabaean and/or Manichaean
tradition), Jesus is a ‘Second Adam’ in the sense that he was the only other
man after Adam who did not have a human father. As Muhammad puts this
proposition in the Koran and all of Islamic doctrine dependent on this
thereafter — as in the case of the ‘Mary’/‘Perfect Man’ material in Irenaeus
above, but this time actually incorporating the approach to Jesus’ pro-
creation pioneered two centuries before Islam by St Augustine, himself
originally a Manichaean — Jesus was the son of Mary only, meaning
he did not have a father, only a mother>* Nor did Adam who, for all
intents and purposes, did not even have a mother! In this sense, as
already suggested, ‘Jesus’ really is, at least ideologically-speaking, a ‘ Second
Adam’

This ideology of “the Last’ or ‘Secret Adam, as we saw, bears an escha-
tological dimension which, in turn, brings us back both to James’
proclamation in the Temple at Passover time (in our view, more likely
around the time either of Yom Kippur or Succot) of ‘the coming of the Son
of Man’ together with the Heavenly Host ‘on the clouds of Heaven’ (compare
this with ‘the Lord coming with myriads of his Holy Ones to execute Judgement’
in Jude 1:14 claiming to be based on Enoch 1:9 above) and the scenario
of the final apocalyptic War led by the Messiah expressed in terms of
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‘clouds shedding Judgement like rain’ in the War Scroll from Qumran (‘spring
rain’ in James).

This is not the only ideology descending either directly from James
and/or ‘Ebionite Christianity’ that Muhammad preserves in the Koran. He
also preserves James’ directives to overseas communities as recorded in
Acts 15 and 21 and refracted in 1 Corinthians 6—11. These become the
basis of subsequent Islamic dietary Law as we saw; that is, ‘abstain from (in
the ‘Nazirite’ language of the Hebrew Damascus Document ‘lehinnazer’)
blood, swine flesh, things sacrificed to an idol, and carrion’ (Koran 2:173, 6:146,
16.115, etc.). Even the word ‘carrion, being used here in the Koran, reca-
pitulates the delineation of these things, as we have seen as well, in the
Pseudoclementine Homilies, with which Muhammad and Muslim tradi-
tion generally clearly seem to have been in touch and a delineation
which takes the place of and is more precise, as already underscored, than
anything Acts is trying to describe by the phraseology employed in it —
‘strangled things’

In fact, showing his prescience in these things, at one point Muham-
mad even preserves Acts’ ‘strangled’ allusion in conjunction with other
aspects of the ‘carrion’ notation, definitively defining it — along with
‘beating, ‘goring, ‘falling, and ‘things torn by carnivorous animals’— as things not
given the prescribed death cut (Koran §:3), meaning, the cut at the throat with
a knife as in Jewish religious observance too. This is strict Muslim and
Jewish orthodox usage still (known in the latter as ‘kashruf’; in the former
as ‘halal] — meaning ‘legal, ‘lawful) or ‘permissible’), no doubt conserving, as
we have said, the real meaning of what Acts was attempting to convey so
imprecisely in the Greek, the partial or defective translation of which has
come down to us in the manner in which these all-important ‘Jamesian’
directives to overseas communities were expressed in the New Testament
in Acts.

For Muhammad, as we saw, Zachariah, John, Jesus, and Elijah are all
also ‘of the Righteous’ (Koran 6:86—Arabic: ‘min as-Salihin’ and the same
word root one encounters in the important ‘Hud and Salil’ stories in the
tradition to which he is the heir above). The emphasis on Zachariah —
‘Abba Saba Zachariah’ in Mandaean tradition as we saw — however exag-
gerated, almost certainly shows Mandaean tradition to be the true route
or the source of the transmission of information of this kind.

Muhammad also utilizes Paul’s understanding of Abraham coming
before the Law and therefore the impossibility, logically speaking, of his
having been ‘saved’ or ‘Justified — in more precise Hebrew usage, ‘made
Righteous’ — by it. However, like the Mandaeans, Ebionites, and other
more ‘Eastern’ descendants of anti-Pauline traditions of this kind, he
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never once mentions Paul — this, despite the fact that he is using the
latter’s basic spiritual and theological approach as already suggested, to
create the third “Western Religion’ that his new ‘Islam’ represents. Not
only is this the second major world religion created on the basis of
‘Abrahamic’ polemical arguments which invoke Abraham’s genealogical
and/or spiritual status as paradigmatic, but in so doing Muhammad pro-
vides further vivid testimony, if such were needed, of the ‘Ebionite’
anti-Pauline strain of the tradition to which he is the heir, to say nothing
of where he might have encountered these ideas.

Having said this, like Paul he masterfully shifts the thrust of his dialec-
tic ever-so-slightly laterally so as to characterize the new ‘Faith’ he is
preaching (not Christianity) as the ‘Religion of Abraham’— not Paul’s ‘Faith
of Abraham’ — ‘Islam’ as he now characterizes it, coming not only before
Mosaic Law (as Paul, in perhaps the foundational Western theological
position, so cunningly represents it), but before both Judaism and Christianity
as well.* In the process, by implication, Muhammad brushes aside Paul’s
position, stemming from a somewhat tendentious exposition of Genesis
15:6, that ‘Christianity’ not Judaism was the true ‘Faith of Abraham.®" What
Muhammad, and Muslims thereafter, think they are doing is returning to
the purity of the original monotheism of “Abraham’s Religion’ or, as they
would put it, before it was corrupted by Jewish and Christian ‘Lies’ or ‘Lying.

‘Where allusion to this kind of ‘Lying’ is concerned, at Qumran — suc-
ceeded by Ebionite/Elchasaite/Mandaean/and Manichaean polemic — it
is a teacher resembling Paul, or even Paul himself, who is designated as
‘the Man of Lies’ or ‘the Spouter of Lying” What this adversary does is, as we
shall see — through ‘Lying, ‘lead the People astray into a trackless waste without
a Way, ‘without the signposts which the Ancestors (‘the First) laid down,)
meaning, of course, the Mosaic Law or Torah.”* In like manner, Muham-
mad varies Paul’s presentation of Christians as the true, if allegorized,
‘Children of Abraham’ (Galatians 3:9, 4:31, etc.) — this in the section where
Paul triumphantly concludes in an astonishing display of inverse polem-
ical invective, ‘therefore cast out (ekbale) the slave woman and her son’ (4:30 —
more of the ‘casting out’ language so dear to Essenes where the treatment
of backsliders is concerned, and Acts 7:58 picture of the way its hero
‘Stephen’ is treated by the Jews and their Sanhedrin above).%

Paul arrives at this triumphant recommendation after drawing the
fairly cynical contrast between ‘the children of the slave woman Hagar’ (for
him and his rather mean-spirited use of allegory, this is ‘Israel’, not
Muhammad’s later ‘Arabs’) and ‘the children of the free woman Sarah,
meaning his new overseas ‘Children of the Promise’ or ‘ Christian’ Commu-
nities such as those in Galatia, ‘free of the Law’ (4:28—31)!° The key point
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for him here of course, is the contrast between ‘slavery’ and ‘freedom’ and,
in a straightforward presentation of his rhetorical method, in Galatians
4:24, it will be recalled, he even admits ‘such things are allegory’

To add to these complexities of mutually inverted polemics, Muham-
mad proudly signals his own physical descent and that of all Arabs with
him from this very same ‘Hagar’ via Ishmael, a foundational cornerstone of
Islamic doctrine, and the same ‘bond-servant’, Paul has just so contemptu-
ously dismissed, insisting in a free rendering of Genesis 21:10 that —as a
representative, obviously, of all ‘Law-keeping’ and Torah-doing Jews® — she
should have been ‘cast out’!

Even the words ‘cast out, Paul uses here, are pivotal for the kind of alle-
gorical and rhetorical invective he is involved in, of which he has already
shown himself to be the consummate master, since the words ‘casting out’
(here, ekbale), ‘casting down’ (kataballo), and their derivatives (in the
Gospels used to express what ‘fishermen’ do with their ‘nets’ or how ‘pearls
are cast before swine’ or, in one divergent tradition, how ‘the tares’ or ‘rotten
fish’ are ‘cast into a_furnace of fire’®®) are reflections of the language all early
Church texts employ when describing the death of James (that is, he was
‘cast down’ from either ‘the Pinnacle of the Temple’ or ‘its steps’) and how
groups like ‘the Essenes, as already signaled, would have treated back-
sliders of a Pauline genre — that is, ‘cast them out’ (ekballs).”

Not only is this the kind of language the Gospels use to treat the
cluster of allusions to what are perhaps Jesus’ favorite miracles, ‘casting out
demons’ or ‘Evil spirits, and/or the way ‘the Disciples’ or ‘Apostles’ ‘cast down’
their ‘fishermen’s nets’; they also are a reflection of the way texts such as the
Damascus Document, as we saw, characterize the ‘nets’ which the diabolical
adversary Belial ‘casts down’ in order to ‘deceive Israel’® In Revelation 2:14, as
we just saw too, these are ‘the nets Balaam taught Balak to cast before Israel
(balein) to eat things sacrificed to idols and commit fornication’ — two key cat-
egories of James’ directives to overseas communities, the first anyhow
gainsaid by Paul in 1 Corinthians 8:8—12 above.

Even the term ‘Belial’ in Hebrew, like ‘Balaam’ and ‘Balak’ in Revela-
tion above — not to mention ‘Babylon’ in Revelation as well and
‘Beelzebub’ in the Gospels — represents a variation of this language circle.®
Not incuriously, in the Hebrew the homophonic analogue of this lan-
guage carries the connotation of ‘swallowing, which the Habakkuk Pesher
will actually apply, as we shall see, to the fate of ‘the Righteousness Teacher,
as it will — following a confrontation of some kind on Yom Kippur where
the Hebrew equivalent of this ‘casting down’ language in Greek will also
be employed — to his followers denoted as ‘the Ebionim’ or ‘the Poor’ (the
early Christian nomenclature, as we have seen, for ‘the Ebionites’).”
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Just like Paul — and no doubt Mani too, probably his direct source —
Muhammad presents himself as an “Apostle to the Gentiles, in this case, one
specific group of ‘Gentiles’ or ‘Peoples, the Arabs who, in truth, via
Ishmael, according to the biblical genealogist, actually were descended from
Abraham (though, of course, all such claims are to some extent mythical).
Clearly Muhammad means by this, having accepted the biblical geneal-
ogy, not just in the ‘spiritual’ and/or ‘allegorical’ sense favored by Paul in
both 1 Corinthians and Galatians above (‘such things, as we just saw, in
Galatians 4:24 being characterized, as ‘allegories’), but by direct descent as
well,

Not only does Paul claim in a concomitant use of ‘allegorization’ of
this kind — a method to some extent, as we have remarked, dependent
upon his older Jewish intellectual contemporary, the famous Philo of
Alexandria™ — that the Jews, whether physically or spiritually, or both, are
the descendants of Abrahant’s ‘bondservant Hagar (Galatians 4:21—24); in the
pointed nature of his allegorical polemics (but allegory with a calumni-
atory, sometimes even scurrilous, bite) he identifies this ‘Agar’ in
Galatians 4:25 as ‘Mount Sinai in Arabia’ By so doing, he patently signals
that what he really means by this inverted metaphor is their attachment to
the Law of Moses, so strikingly portrayed in the Torah — with which he
was certainly familiar — as having been revealed there. This ‘allegorical’ and
free-wheeling use of Scripture, anyhow, is hardly very subtle but, in fact,
actually fairly blunt.

In continuing these inverted metaphors, just as with his equating of
‘God’s Law’ with ‘Roman Law’ and citing the second part of the ‘Right-
eousness’/’ Piety’ dichotomy, ‘loving your neighbor as yourself, as a reason to
pay Roman taxes in Romans 13 above; he goes even further by playing
on, and at the same time reversing, the two fundamental concepts
‘freedom’ and ‘slavery’ so crucial fo this period. For Paul here and through-
out the corpus attributed to him, ‘freedom’ always means freedom from
Jewish Law; and ‘obedience, obedience to the Roman Authorities never the
Jewish. As he puts it in Galatians 4:31 concluding this virtuoso rhetorical
performance: ‘So brothers, we — who ‘are like Isaac, Children of the Promise’
(meaning, the Children of Sarah not Hagar) — are not children of the slave
woman but of the free (woman). In other words, in a breathtaking rhetori-
cal display of inverse polemics, as just underscored, it is the Jews who are
now ‘the Children of Hagar’; and Paul’s new ‘Christian’ believers, ‘the Children
of Sarah’!

He fleshes this out further in Romans 4:1—5:10 and 8:28—9:IT in
pursuit of his arguments, just delineated, presenting Christianity as ‘the
Religion’ or ‘Faith of Abraham’ Not only is this letter addressed like the
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Letter of James above ‘fo those who love God’ — namely, those like ‘the
Essenes’ who practise the first of the two ‘all Righteousness’ or ‘ Love’ Com-
mandments — ‘Piety fowards God — but just as in Galatians, this is
constantly punctuated by protestations that he ‘does not lie’ or ‘I lie not’
(Romans 9:1 but note, as well, the canny: ‘If in my Lie, the Truth of God
overflows to His Glory, why am I still judged?’ in 3:7), protestations which in
both Galatians 4:16 above and now Romans §:10 even include allusion
to the ‘Enemy’ epithet applied to him in ‘Jewish Christian’ or ‘Ebionite’
invective as already fully described.”

In fleshing out this ‘freedom vs. slavery’ polarity here in Galatians
4:22—31 as well, he adds geographical insight to rhetorical skills, in rela-
tion to which his use of ‘Arabia’ as a synonym for ‘Mount Sinai’ in 4:25 is
pivotal. As he develops this particular inverse metaphorical allusion, the
Covenant ‘which is Hagar, as we saw, is the one of ‘slavery’ This is clearly to
be associated with Moses’ ‘Covenant, as already also explained, and Paul
says as much himself by overtly identifying this ‘ Covenant’ with ‘Mount Sinai
in Arabia’ Once again, in his view ‘slavery’ is slavery to_Jewish or Mosaic Law
and ‘freedom, freedom from this Law, not freedom from Rome. Contrariwise,
for the ‘Zealot, ‘Sicarii,” and probably ‘Essene’ practitioners of Holy War
in defence of the same ‘Sinaitic’ or ‘Mosaic Covenant’ which he is so clearly
parodying, ‘slavery’ would be slavery to the rule of Rome; and ‘freedom,
freedom from it (namely, Rome), not freedom from the Law, as Paul so dis-
paragingly transforms it.
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Nakdimon Ben Gurion’s Rain-Making and his Twenty-one Years of
Grain Storage

Finally the Babylonian Talmud tells us about another individual who was
a contemporary of James and prayed for rain just before the fall of the
Temple in 70 ci." It calls this individual, as already remarked, ‘ Nakdimon
ben Gurion. Josephus, reversing the name of the same or similar charac-
ter into ‘Gurion the son of Nakdimon, actually calls him in the original
Greek, ‘Nicodemus, corresponding to the ‘Nicodemus’™ pictured in the
Gospel of John, as we saw, bringing an expensive mixture of perfume
ointment consisting of myrrh and aloes to prepare Jesus’s body for burial
(19:40). We shall see how these motifs of expensive ‘ointments’ and ‘per-
fumes’ play out in the various traditions incorporating elements of this
kind below.

In fact, the Midrash Rabbah on Genesis (a Rabbinic compendium of
historical and folkloric materials presented in a kind of Qumran-style,
tull-length ‘pesher’ or commentary on Genesis) actually also calls this
‘Nakdimon’ even in the Hebrew, ‘Nicodemon’ (i. e., Nicodemus’).> Not only
does it — along with Rabbinic sources generally portray him — as being
like James able to go into the Temple and make rain at the time of another of
these ubiquitous ‘famines’ — this one apparently during the siege of the
Temple by the Romans in 68—70 CE® — but, as in the ‘Elijah’ and ‘Honi’
traditions prefiguring him, he is able to bring the sunshine as well .+

Two sources, Tractate Tacanith explicitly and the Abbot de Rabbi
Nathan — henceforth ARN — implicitly, connect the Hebrew root of his
name,‘Na-Ka-Da’ — meaning,‘to pierce’ or ‘break through, as the sun ‘pierces’
or ‘breaks through the clouds’ — as reflective of this miracle based on their
portrayal of him as, supposedly, being able to bring the sun back after it had
already set — a dubious proposition to say the least illustrating, albeit
unwittingly on their parts, the somewhat childish or credulous manner
in which Talmudic tradition is manufactured as well.

ARN puts this proposition in the following manner, ‘the sun broke
through again’ and ‘continued shining for his sake’s For its part, Ta‘anith
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draws the logical conclusion comparing him even more flamboyantly to
Joshua and Moses — though why Moses should have been included at
this point is not immediately clear — declaring that ‘for the sake of three,
the sun broke through. At this point ARN even quotes Joshua 10:13—14’
‘the sun stood still and delayed its setting, meaning that — like the renowned
‘Joshua’— so astonishing were ‘Nakdimon’s abilities and so favored by God
was he that he too could even make ‘the sun stand still — another
Joshua’/ Jesus redivivus’ or ‘Jesus’-like ‘sign’ or ‘miracle’ tradition.

All of these traditions about ‘Nakdimon’ (if this was really his name and
not a pseudonym of some kind), however bizarre, are very curious and give
the impression that there was more underlying the events being described
than might initially have been supposed — especially when the other desig-
nated ‘Rain-makers’ and quasi-contemporaries preceding him, such as James,
‘Abba Hilkiah] and ‘Hanin ha-Nechba, are taken into account.

Just as in the case of the latter two, it is obvious that we have a com-
bination of themes based on the portraits of Elijah and/or Honi the
Circle-Drawer (Josephus’ ‘Onias the Righteous’) in biblical and Rabbinic
narrative and in Josephus. In the ARN — perhaps related to Moses’ inclu-
sion as being able ‘fo make the such shine through’ above — the circles Honi
drew and in which he stood to pray to bring the rain are ascribed to
Moses as well —in Moses’ case, the prayer to God (presumably as another
of these ‘Friend’s), he supposedly made, to cure Mirian’s leprosy.® Josephus,
as we saw, also pictures ‘the Essenes’ as employing a similar procedure of
perimeter-drawing in the matter of their Sabbath toilet observances.”

These points aside, it is hardly credible that, according to the details
of the picture of ‘Nakdimon’s incredible abilities — clearly evoking his
‘Piety, ‘ Zaddik’-status, and ‘Friendship with God’ — someone as ‘Rich’ as
Nakdimon (‘Gurion ben Nicodemus’ in Josephus above) was legended to
have been in Rabbinic tradition, could be thought of as having accom-
plished anything remotely resembling the ‘rain-making’ and other mira-
culous feats attributed to him in these sources. The conclusion will prob-
ably have to be that the same kind of subversion of native Palestinian
materials is going on in Jewish or Rabbinic tradition (after the fall of the
Temple, there was no real distinction between the two) that we have
already encountered in Early Christian tradition embodied in the
Gospels and in the Book of Acts.

Ben Kalba Sabuca and Nakdimon ben Gurion Supply Jerusalem with
Enough Grain to Last for ‘Tiventy-one Years’

In Rabbinic notices generally, Nakdimon is one of a class of individuals
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the Dead Sea Scrolls, for instance, and the Gospels would refer to as
‘Rich’ — in some cases even ostentatiously so.® One of these fabulously
wealthy types with whom Nakdimon is often associated is another
person with a seemingly tantalizing pseudonym, referred to as ‘Ben Kalba
Sabuca’ (‘the Son of the Dog’ in Aramaic — female ‘Dog¢’ in homophonic
Hebrew). In the notices about Ben Kalba Sabuca, just as with Nakdimon
above, his name is expounded in terms of things he has done or the
actual meaning of his name — therefore the description (such as it is)
reads: ‘no Poor were ever turned away from his door;” and, when ‘they came to
his house hungry as a dog, they went away filled’ (‘Sabua’ in Aramaic also car-
rying the sense of ‘being filled’).’

Not only are some of these allusions important for usages relating to
the subjects we have been discussing above, but the ‘dog’/‘female dog’
aspect (kalba) of the exposition echoes, ever so slightly, the episode in the
Gospels about Jesus’ encounter with the ‘Canaanite’/‘Cananaean’ (in
Hebrew, as we shall see, also possibly ‘Zealot’/‘Kanna’'im’) or ‘Greek
Syrophoenician woman, where ‘Jesus’ complains about ‘taking the children’s
bread and casting it to the dogs’ (Matthew 15:26 and Mark 7:28 — ‘balein’
once again and actually ‘kunariois’/‘little dogs’) which we shall treat in
more detail below.” No less important, the second part of ‘Ben Kalba
Sabuca’s name — the ‘Sabuca’ or ‘filled’ cognomen — can also, as we shall
see more fully (no pun intended) below and as I have already been at
some pains to point out, carries with it the sense in both Syriac and/or
Aramaic of being ‘immersed’ or ‘to bathe."

As we shall also discuss in more detail below, both  Nakdimon’ and ‘ Ben
Kalba Sabuca’ will intimately be tied with the important number ‘twenty
one’ — ‘Nakdimon’ in the number of wells he will be able ‘to fill' in his
miraculous ‘cistern-filling’ activities at a time of drought, and ‘Ben Kalba
Sabuca’ (one possible reading of whose name, with a little extra imagina-
tive insight will also be, as just implied, ‘the Son of the Sabaean Dog” or ‘of
the Sabaean Bitch’ ), the number of years that either he or Nakdimon (this will
depend on the source which, in data of this kind, infuriatingly, often
overlap®) could have fed the total population of Jerusalem had not the Zealots
in their monstrousness burned his or Nakdimon’s immense granary reserves and
mixed mud with them!"

Here it is worth remarking that the Talmud, though purporting to
represent a tradition of meticulous observation of Law, is just about
always — like its alter ego and mirror reversal the New Testament — anti-
Zealot. It is worth remarking, too, that this number ‘twenty-one, associated
both with Nakdimon’s ‘drought relief’ activities and either his or Ben
Kalba Sabuca’s ‘grain-supplying’ ones (the ‘eating and drinking’ theme again),
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is also, according to Talmudic tradition the amount of time of Queen
Helen of Adiabene’s three successive Nazirite oath periods. These had been
laid upon her by the Rabbis, oddly enough, for perceived infractions of
the biblical law of adultery, the rules pertaining to which, in particular,
those concerning ‘the suspected adulteress’ — a plaque concerning which she
had erected in gold in the Temple courtyard!™ — are to be found in
Numbers 5:11—31. Interestingly enough and, not incuriously too, where
these thematic combinations are concerned, these rules are found in
Numbers just proceeding the rules appertaining to vows of the Nazirites and
their oaths (Numbers 6:1—21).

Where Nakdimon’s perhaps even more interesting colleague, Ben
Kalba Sabu‘a,1s concerned, he is also associated in some manner with the
fabulous tomb, remarked in all sources — as we have already alluded to
above — which Queen Helen and her son called ‘Monobazus’ built in
Jerusalem.” Originally, Monobazus had evidently built it for his appar-
ent brother, Izates, but ultimately it came to be identified as a mausoleum
for the whole family. So durable was it that it still exists today and can be
easily visited.’ Another point that will bear on this data complex — not
only did the famous ‘Zealot Rabbi Akiba, at the time of the Second
Jewish Revolt, marry Rachel, ‘Ben Kalba Sabua’s daughter, but one of
Akiba’s more well-known students will turn out to be an individual also
called in all sources ‘Monobaz’ — a descendant obviously in the next gen-
eration of this same Helen or Ben Kalba Sabuca, or both, and probably
this Rachel’s brother — but more about these matters below.'”

Finally, both Nakdimon and Ben Kalba Sabuca are associated in these
traditions with a third individual, again depicted as fabulously wealthy
and cryptically denoted by another curious nom a clef, ‘Ben Zizzit Ha-
Keset'™ — whatever one might finally choose to make of this.” Another
individual will be grouped with these other three fabulously-wealthy
potentates in these traditions — more, actually, because of his daughter
‘Martha’s Riches’ and extravagant behavior (in one tradition she is referred
to, apparently mistakenly, as ‘Miriam’/Mary’ — as we shall see, more of the
confusion one often encounters in these traditions)® than his own. He is
called ‘Boethus, a name obviously meant to evoke the reigning represen-
tative of that family Herod brought in from Egypt to take over the High
Priesthood after he had disposed of his Maccabean wife by the same
name as this, ‘Mariamme’ — that is, two more instances of these confusing
‘Miriam’s or ‘Mary’s.>"

To go back to Nakdimon’s cistern-filling, water-supply, and famine-relief
efforts (ascribed in this period now to six separate persons we can specify:
Queen Helen, her son Izates, Paul and Barnabas, Ben Kalba Sabuca, and
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Nakdimon, to whom we could certainly add a seventh; in some of his
miraculous ‘works, ‘Jesus’ himself) — not only does Nakdimon promise in
Talmudic Tractate Gittin (the implication being during the final Roman
siege) to supply Jerusalem with enough grain for ‘twenty-one years’ (in ARN,
as we just saw, it is Nakdimon’s colleague ‘Ben Kalba Sabu‘a’ who prom-
ises this, but in the slightly difterent time-frame of ‘twenty-two years’)*;
Nakdimon is also pictured as giving ‘fwelve talents of silver’ as surety to an
unidentified ‘Rich’ foreign ‘lord’ or ‘grandee’ of some kind to advance him
‘twelve cisterns of water’ so that he could fulfill his promise fo fill the Temple
cisterns by that amount.” One should not only keep an eye on the
numbers ‘twelve’ and ‘fwenty-four’ in these traditions but, as we shall see
turther below;, all allusions to ‘full; ‘fill} ‘filling, ‘sated, or ’satiated.

The story, which appears in both Ta‘anith and ARN and is pictured
as taking place inside the Temple, is recondite in the extreme. Never-
theless, it is within the context of fulfilling these promises that
Nakdimon — like James — is pictured as ‘making rain’ and, therefore, one
of these prototypical ‘Rain-maker's — in fact, so much rain does he make for
the benefit of pilgrims coming to Jerusalem to celebrate the Passover that he ‘fills’
the Temple water cisterns ‘to overflowing’* The characterization of this
process as ‘overflowing’ will be another key motif to watch in these inter-
twining stories as we proceed.

Not only is the ‘Rich’ foreigner or ‘lord, with whom Nakdimon is
involved in these Rabbinic traditions, said either to have had something to
do with ‘bathing’ or gone to ‘bathhouses’ himself, but where ‘rain-making’ and
‘sunshine-bringing’ are concerned, Nakdimon is pictured — like Elijah,
Honi, and even Muhammad in the Koran — several times as ‘wrapping
himself in his cloak’ — in his case anyhow, if not Muhammad’s or these
others, undoubtedly implying his prayer shawl.

In the story Nakdimon’s relations with the ‘Rich’ lord or ‘master’ will
resemble some of the situations involving ‘Rich’ masters and their servants
to be encountered in ‘the Parables’ told by Jesus below. In the story too,
there is just the slightest hint again of the theme of ‘Rich’ gifts to the Temple
on behalf of foreigners repeatedly signaled, as we have seen, in the run-up
to the War against Rome and so important where issues regarding gifts of
this kind and ‘pollution of the Temple’ generally in the Dead Sea Scrolls are
concerned. In addition, the eftforts of Nakdimon and his colleague Ben
Kalba Sabuca to relieve the famine and supply Jerusalem with grain ‘for
twenty-one years (‘twenty-two’ tor ‘Ben Kalba Sabu‘a’ above, as we just saw)
also mirror to some extent, as already suggested, the ‘famine relief” efforts
in the Forties of Queen Helen of Adiabene and her son Izates, detailed
in both Josephus and Rabbinic sources — not to mention those of Paul
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and his nascent ‘Antioch’ Community in Acts.

The time span of ‘twenty-one years’ will also bear a relationship to
aspects of the Queen Helen story — in this instance, as already just
remarked as well, reflective of the time span of the three successive, seven-year
Nazirite-oath penances laid upon her for obscure reasons by the Rabbis.>s Fur-
thermore, where gifts to the Temple on the part of ‘Rich’ foreigners are
concerned; it should be appreciated that Helen, her husband, and/or her
sons were also involved in giving the golden candelabra to the Temple which stood
in _front of its entrance, before Titus took it as booty to Rome using it in
his victory celebrations. It is now famously pictured on the Arch dedi-
cated there to his name.>* Of course, this same Titus and Vespasian his
father also used the other monies they accumulated from ‘plundering the
Temple’ to build the Colosseum, the most brutal of all Roman entertain-
ment venues and another excellent example of ironic historical reversal.

Helen and/or her husband (‘Bazeus’ in Josephus — ‘King Monobaz’ in
the Talmud) are also credited with having given the golden handles for
vessels used on Yom Kippur in the Temple and, as just underscored as well
above, the gold plaque containing — strikingly in terms of her personal
story (the three successive, seven-year Nazirite oath penances certainly seem-
ing to have something to do with possible ‘fornication’ and/or ‘adultery’
charges that were leveled against her)*” — the ‘suspected adulteress’ passage
from Numbers §5:11—31 — a passage, not incuriously and as just remarked,
preceding the one delineating all the Nazirite oath procedures in Num-
bers 6:1—21 — all points never adequately explained in our sources.>

Perhaps even more germane, this woman, whom we have elsewhere
referred to as the ‘Sabaean Queen’ and whom Acts, as we saw, would
appear to refer to in somewhat less flattering terms, actually did send her
Treasury agents up to Jerusalem to supply it with grain during the 44—46 CE
famine and we have already explained in some detail the relationship of
this whole series of circumstances to Acts 8:26—40’ story of the conversion
of ‘the Ethiopian Queen’s eunuch* But, in addition, the ‘twenty-one years’
of her three successive Nazirite oaths can be seen, should one choose to
remark it, as the amount of time between this first famine and the stopping of
sacrifice on behalf of foreigners and the rejection of their gifts in the Temple that
began the Uprising against Rome in 66 cE.* Nor should it be over-
looked that this ‘Famine’ in approximately 45 CE seems to have been the
occasion for ‘Theudas” Messianic-style reverse exodus above — men-
tioned, so anachronistically in Acts, and in Josephus and Eusebius,
alongside Queen Helen’s own ‘famine-relief efforts — which included, it will
be recalled, a ‘Joshua’/Jesus redivivus’ parting of the Jordan River in reverse
and an attempted Damascus Document-style exodus across the Jordan.
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Regarding the additional penalty of ‘twelve talents of silver Nakdimon
had promised to pay if he was late in fulfilling the surety he had
pledged, his Rich creditor finally asks him either to refill the cisterns
by the stipulated date or pay the additional ‘twelve talents’ (one needs to
watch these various multiples or repetitions of ‘fwelve’ — now, appar-
ently, mounting to ‘fwenty-four’).’" It is at this point in this oddly-labored
story — which has many overtones, as we shall see below, of the ‘feeding
the multitudes’ and ‘giving to drink’ miracles ‘Jesus’ performs in the Gospels,
on several occasions pictured as ‘multiplying loaves’ and, in one celebrated
instance, even turning water into wine! — that Nakdimon’s/Nicodemus’
‘rain-making’ occurs and he actually goes into the Temple and (like James)
prays for rain.

As this is described in Talmudic tradition:

He wrapped himself in his cloak and stood up to pray’ (notice, another
instance, perhaps coincidentally — perhaps not, of the ‘standing’ allusion
which we have been calling attention to in so many contexts in the
Gospels, Acts, and the Dead Sea Scrolls above. Not only does this relate
to ‘the Primal Adam’ ideology reflected in the supernatural activities of
these ‘rain-making ‘ Zaddiks’ and referred to in Ebionite/Elchasaite tradi-
tion as ‘the Standing One, as we have seen; it may also be the reason why
the ‘feet’ of this gigantic figure — perhaps the only thing visible to ordinary
mortals, since he was supposed to have stood some ‘ninety-six miles’ high®*
and an element which will become evermore prominent in these tradi-
tions as we proceed — might have taken on such extraordinary
significance).

The Jerusalem Talmud even knows the words of Nakdimon’s prayer. Nor
is this to say anything, as just indicated, about the traditional Jewish activ-
ity of ‘wrapping oneself in a prayer shawl, also a part of these traditions. Of
course, we have already encountered this theme of “‘wrapping himself in a
cloak’ (again, ‘prayer shawl’ evidently being intended) when Elijah’s ‘con-
suming zeal for the Lord of Hosts™ in a cave on Mount Sinai was evoked in 1
Kings 19:9—14 above, not to mention its reflection in the circumstances
of Muhammad’s earliest revelations in the Koran, when in his first visions
(in a cave as well) he pictures himself or, supposedly, ‘the Angel Gabriel’ pic-
tures him, as ‘wrapping himself in a cloak’ or ‘being wrapped in a cloak’!’

It is not unremarkable that in this prayer, in which Nakdimon is pic-
tured as claiming that it was not for his ‘own Glory’ nor that of his own
‘house’ but rather for God’s ‘Glory’ that he would perform the ‘sign’ or
‘miracle’ — namely, filling the cisterns in order that there should be enough water
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in the Temple to accommodate even those on pilgrimage.3* In the process, as we
shall see in more detail below too, Nakdimon is pictured as speaking,
intentionally or otherwise, in terms of allusion to his ‘father’s house, the
cry, of course, that John 2:17 above — evoking Psalm 69:9 — puts into
‘Jesus’ mouth when depicting his ‘consuming zeal’ and ‘purification of the
Temple’

It should be recalled that in Ta‘anith’s picture of Honi’s paradigmatic
‘rain-making, it was because of Honi’s use of almost the same language
that the famous Pharisee leader, Simeon ben Shetach, considered press-
ing ‘blasphemy’ charges against him (and by extension, it should be appre-
ciated, Elijah — since Honi like his seeming descendant ‘Hanin’ or ‘John
the Baptist’ was being compared to Elijah) because he was ‘speaking to God like
a son.’s According to Ta‘anith, this was because in his prayer — much like
Nakdimon’s prayer in Tacanith here as well — Honi had added the words
about being ‘looked upon as one of (God’s) household’ In this connection,
Simeon was only prevented from doing so by the conclusion which he
is pictured as stating himself: ‘If he were not Honi, I would have excommu-
nicated him’!%

All this is rife with meaning for future events and, from the
reader’s perspective, it is important to see that this issue of ‘blasphemy,
presaged in these ‘Friendship’/‘Sonship’ claims by these ‘rain-making ‘ Zad-
dik’s/* Adam redivivus’es, is the prototype for the portrait in the Gospels
of similar charges, pictured as being leveled against ‘Jesus’ either by the
High Priest or the Jewish Sanhedrin. As these present things, the reason
behind the ‘blasphemy’ charge is always the perceived claim of Divine
‘Sonship, which either Jesus is pictured as making or which was retro-
spectively being made on his behalf by his Hellenizing enthusiasts or
partisans.” Put in another way, when evaluating the New Testament’s
focus on ‘the Son of God” motif in the context of accusations of ‘blas-
phemy, it is well to keep one’s eye on the controversy being generated by
language of this kind in the case of ‘rain-making’ Zaddiks and Elijah redi-
vivuses like Honi as a template or fore-runner for the picture in the New
Testament of the same accusations against the person pictured in the
Gospels as being called ‘Jesus’ or ‘Saviour.

Nakdimon Fills the Cisterns and Hanan the Hidden Locks Himself in
the Toilet

However all these things may be — in ‘Nakdimons case, as Rabbinic
story-telling would have it, ‘Immediately the sky was covered by clouds until

the twelve wells were filled with water’ in a torrent so strong that they ‘filled
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beyond overflowing’ (again, it is important to pay attention both to the
filling’ notices here as well as to the ‘overflowing’). There now ensues
much wrangling about ‘the wages which were held back’ from Nakdimon by
the foreign lord or those Nakdimon held back from him; whereupon
Nakdimon, once more, enters the Temple, wraps himself in his cloak a second
time, and prays (like Elijah before him and ‘the efficacious prayer of James’ ‘Just
One’) for it not to rain. This time he is even pictured as evoking ‘the Beloved’
or ‘Friend of God’ language (so similar to that of ‘the Son of God’ in other
contexts), we have been describing above with regard to James, Honi,
and Abraham in writings like the Damascus Document, Tractate Tacanith
and the New Testament.

This wrangling over payment due and not performed, to some
degree, reflects Josephus’ account of the stoning of Honi as well, when the
Pharisees besieging the Temple refuse to provide the Priests inside with
the animals they have already paid for. It was, it will be recalled, at this
point that the Maccabean Aristobulus’ and Honi’s supporters inside the
Temple pray to God, who then sends ‘a whirlwind’ or an intense rainstorm
to ‘repay them for both their Impiety’ and, presumably, their prior ‘Impiety’ in
having stoned Honi.?

In fact, Ta‘anith makes the connection between the two characters
Nakdimon and Honi in almost the very next line, when it adds the
curious statement that ‘his name was not Nakdimon but Boni’ As if this were
not surprising enough, in the very same breath it revises its position on
the original significance of ‘Nakdimon”s name by explaining that he had
only been called ‘Nakdimon’ ‘because the sun broke through (nikdera) on his
behalf!* But this is what we have been trying to point out from the
beginning.The Talmud,in the often garbled nature of transmission of this
kind, is clearly implying that when it is talking about ‘ Nakdimon, it really
is talking about ‘Honi’ or, more comprehensibly, a Honi redivivus, as very
little, it anything else, can make sense out of this ludicrous alias. As puz-
zling as this may be, aside from the absurdity of this tomfoolery, there is no
doubt that in this story we are dealing in some manner, once again, with
the ‘redivivus’ traditions associated with Honi — a complex that really
would have confused the abilities of even the most-informed of later redactors.

Nor is this to say anything about the real reason for Honi’s stoning —
and, consequently, that of the related tradition surrounding the rain-
making and stoning of James — namely, refusing to cooperate with the dictates
of foreign power. Whether, because of the chronology of the episode,
Nakdimon is to be identified with another of these ‘redivivus’ grandsons
of Honi, such as ‘Abba Hilkiah, ‘Hanan Ha-Nehba, or even James, is
impossible to say with any certainty given the nature of Talmudic
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story-telling. It should be pointed out, however, that where the descrip-
tion of Nakdimon’s colleague ‘Ben Kalba Sabu‘a’ as ‘never turning the Poor
away from his door above is concerned and further characterizations of a
similar genre we shall encounter regarding these same several pseudon-
ymous ‘Rich’ celebrities below’; ‘Abba Hilkiah, too, has a wife who ‘stays
at home and gives bread to the Poor.+

In another startling variation on these traditions regarding ‘Hanan’/
‘Hanin”s cognomen, ‘Ha-Nehba’/‘the Hidden’; the Talmudic tradition,
playing oft the usage ‘fo hide, sarcastically observes that he was given this
cognomen ‘because he used to hide himself in the toilet’* Again, this story is
typical of Talmudic narrative which, like the Gospels, is often so absurd
and malicious that it fairly jolts one and makes one laugh outright. But
this is the way writings of this kind often treat their ideological oppo-
nents and this one carries clear overtones of the Jacob of Kfar Sechania
story told to Eliezer ben Hyrcanus above, the Rabbi excommunicated
by the Patriarch Gamaliel II (the grandson of Paul’s alleged teacher in
Acts 22:3 by the same name — Gamaliel I), about ‘Jesus the Nazoraean’s
position on gifts from prostitutes’ earnings given to the Temple, whose
answer to which was, it will be recalled — again not without a touch of
scurrilous humor typical of Talmudic story-telling — that they should be
used to build an outhouse for the High Priests.

Surely this question (to say nothing about its parody involving Jesus’
putative cousin ‘Hanin’ providing, even if only indirectly, perhaps addi-
tional confirmation of the veracity of the original) and ‘Jesus” purported
response to it are important, as we saw, not only vis-a-vis persons per-
ceived as being themselves no better than ‘prostitutes’ (among whom
should perhaps be included the last Herodian Princess, Titus’ mistress,
Bernice; her sister Drusilla, who divorced her first husband to marry the
brutal Roman Governor Felix — himself pictured in Acts as standing
with her and genially conversing with Paul; and even possibly Queen
Helen herself*), but also the picture of ‘Jesus’ in the Gospels keeping ‘table
fellowship® with ‘prostitutes, ‘publicans, and ‘tax-collectors’

Moreover the ‘Nakdimon’ pictured in these Talmudic ‘miracle tales’
with their oddly tortuous plot-lines does not leave things there. Now
‘Nakdimon’ asks the foreign lord to pay him for the excess wells of water
produced out of the ‘overflow’ his efforts had produced. In so doing,
according to the convoluted logic of these stories, he gives his creditor a
chance to object that the day was already done and the sun already gone, so
he (the creditor) owed Nakdimon nothing — thus setting the stage for
Nakdimon’s even more celebrated, next miracle! In the turgidity of the
material, as it has come down to us, it is in order to both meet this
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objection and collect for the overflow that Nakdimon performs the
miracle, from which he supposedly derived his name, namely, making the
sun ‘shine through, ‘pierce through the clouds’ or, in the manner of the Lord’s
special dispensation to Joshua, ‘make the sun stand still

Though it would be hard to get more convoluted than this still, to
use the episode’s own language, something does seem ‘fo shine through’
Not only are the two times ‘twelve’ or ‘twenty-four wells’ or ‘cisterns, one 1is
dealing with in the matter of what is finally ‘being filled, also reflected in
the several exchanges between Nakdimon and his creditor over ‘the
twelve talents of silver’; it can be seen as reflecting the number of the
priestly courses in the Temple, ‘fwenty-four, we have already alluded to
above — for whatever this might be seen to be worth. Be this as it may,
one can, in fact, draw an even more impressive connection to Epipha-
nius’ description of the Ebionite/Elchasaite ‘Standing One’ above or ‘the
High Power which is above God the Creator’ and thought of, as well, in terms
of being ‘the Christ and the Great Power of the High God which is superior to
the Creator of the world)* the dimensions of which he reckons as:

Tiventy-four schoeni or ninety-six miles in height (as we saw) and six schoeni
or twenty-four miles in width.+

Rabbi Akiba’s ‘Disciples’

But there is even a more germane parallel than either of these, specifi-
cally relating to the Royal House of Adiabene we have been following.
This one involves the ‘Zealot’ Rabbi Akiba, referred to above, who sup-
ported the Bar Kochba Uprising in 132—36 CE, one of the important
students of whom was also called ‘Monobaz. It is the allusion to two times
either ‘twelve talents of silver or ‘twelve cisterns of water’ involved in the
Nakdimon stories above which, more likely, echoes the double period of
twelve years ‘the Poor shepherd, Rabbi Akiba, reportedly worked to earn the
right to marry Nakdimon’s ‘Rich’ colleague, ‘Ben Kalba Sabu‘a’s daugh-
ter.+

Called Rachel in the ARN above, as we saw, in her model faithful-
ness ‘Ben Kalba Sabuca’s daughter is not only pictured as encouraging this
‘Poor’ country boy in his studies and, rather than marry him immediately,
paying for the two consecutive ‘fwelve-year (‘twenty-four year’ in all) study
periods, Rabbi Akiba seems to have spent with the famous, quasi-hereti-
cal Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus just referred to above.* Of course, in
Talmudic tradition, Rabbi Akiba was not only one of the most nation-
alist rabbis, he was also the rabbi who proclaimed Bar Kochba ‘the
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Messiah’ at the time of this Uprising from 132—36 — much to the reported
derision of his peers and confreres ( applying the famous ‘Star Prophecy’
from Numbers 24:17 to him, a prophecy we have already seen reflected
in the New Testament and at Qumran and reflected in Josephus as
well¥) —and a time in which he too was ultimately martyred in the cru-
elest of ways.#

Called ‘Ben Kalba Sabuca’s shepherd, Rabbi Akiba was also pictured as
twice returning to his wife Rachel with ‘twelve thousand Disciples’— again,
note the striking numerology — that is, ‘twenty-four thousand’ in all, no
doubt evocative of the number of adepts ready to participate with Bar Kochba
in the Second Jewish Revolt against Rome.* Though the geographical
provenance of Rabbi Akiba’s several departures and returns is unclear, his
teacher R. Eliezer ben Hyrcanus, as we saw, was considered a ‘ Christian’
sympathizer of sorts and, certainly, was perceived of as actually knowing
a tradition from ‘Jesus the Nazoraean’ via ‘Jacob of Kfar Sechania’ (‘Kfar
Sihnin’ — James?) about ‘the prostitutes’ wages’ and the High Priest’s ‘out-
house’ above.

Not only does the gist of this tradition incorporate quite an acute
sense of humor, often missing from New Testament accounts, as already
observed; ‘Jesus the Nazoraean™s purported response via Jacob of Sihnin
(elsewhere called ‘Kfar Sama’ or ‘Kfar Sechania’ — a ‘Sicarii’ spin-oft?) about
using said ‘hire’ to ‘build the High Priest an outhouse (a response Eliezer ben
Hyrcanus obviously also felt to be quite humorous, since he conserved
it) is also perhaps not unrelated to the ‘foilet drain’ parable we shall see
ascribed in the Gospels to ‘Jesus’ as well. Nor is this to say anything about
its further ribald adumbration in Talmudic satire of Hanin ‘locking himself
in the outhouse’ just mentioned above.*

Eliezer’s testimony to ‘Jesus the Nazoraean’ in the Talmud is one of the
most convincing concerning this personage on record, though its wry
humor and intense anti-Establishmentism is quite different from Gospel
portrayal. Ultimately excommunicated by the Rabbis for being a little
too self-assertive and opposing Rabban Gamaliel II, Lamentations Rab-
bah also calls ‘Eliezer, ‘Liezer, a name we shall see to have no little
significance below.” Chronological difficulties aside, he or a prototype of
his, is still one of the best candidates for the mysterious ‘ Galilean’ Rabbi,
named ‘Eliezer’ in Josephus, who countermands Ananias’ and his com-
panion (Paul?)’s teaching on the matter of the unnecessariness of
circumcision as a prerequisite for the conversion of the male members
of Queen Helen’s household.s?

Even more to the point, the Talmud specifically denotes one of Rabbi
Akiba’s students as ‘Monobaz, as we have seen, who certainly must be
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seen as a descendant of this Rich and famous family. Not only is
‘Monobazus’ the name of Queen Helen’s second son, as we just saw, in
Josephus’ episode about his and Izates’ ‘circumcision’ above and probably
the name of her husband ‘Bazeus” as well (itself probably defective, but
possibly also a generic variation in a Persian linguistic framework of the
more Semitic name or title ‘Abgarus’ or *Agbarus’); it is the name as well
of one of the two descendants of this same Queen Helen who both dis-
tinguish and martyr themselves in the opening engagement of the Jewish War
against Rome in 66 CE at the Pass at Beit Horon.’*

In conclusion therefore, for the Talmud, Rabbi Akiba, one of the most
nationalist Rabbis and himself martyred in the Second Jewish War
against Rome, was for all intents and purposes involved with the family of
Queen Helen of Adiabene in two ways. In the first, one of its descendants
was clearly his ‘Disciple’; in the second, he more than likely married one
of'its daughters who, in turn, not only encouraged, but paid for the twenty-
four years of study he pursued that seem to have matured into extreme
revolutionary sympathies as well as the materialization eventually of twenty-
four thousand ‘ Disciples.

This, of course, would necessitate the additional conclusion that Ben
Kalba Sabuca is a nom a clef for the scion of that family, two descendants
of which — one also called ‘Monabazus’ and the other, ‘Kenedaeus’
(the root inter alia of Acts 8:27°s mysterious own bowdlerization of
Queen Helen’s name, ‘Kandakes’)’s — lost their lives in the opening
engagement of the First Jewish War against Rome, blocking the advance
of Roman reinforcements on Jerusalem at the Pass at Beit Horon, an
heroic death reminiscent of Leonidas at the Pass of Thermopolae —a not
unimpressive revolutionary heritage.*

Ben Kalba Sabu‘a’s Doorstep and ‘Casting Holy Things to Dogs’

To turn to further traditions about ‘ Nakdimon’s colleague — Talmudic lit-
erature calls by the curious pseudonym ‘Ben Kalba Sabuca’ — involved
with him according to the ARN in promising to replenish Jerusalem’s grain
supplies for not ‘twenty-one’ but ‘twenty-two years’: one possible reading of
his name, as already suggested, could be taken as a derogatory reference
to one or another of the descendants of the legendary convert to Judaism
(or nascent ‘Christianity’ — there being no real difference between the two
at this point, except the requirement of ‘circumcision’ or lack thereof) in
Northern Syria or Mesopotamia, Queen Helen of Adiabene. Taken
according to this sense, ‘Kalba’ in both Aramaic and Hebrew signifying
‘dog’ (as it does in Arabic — in both it and Hebrew, if read phonetically,
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‘female dog’ or ‘bitch’), the only question really is whether to impute to it
in English translation only the masculine sense of the Aramaic or the
feminine of both the Hebrew and Arabic as well.

Even if this doubly derogatory feminine sense of ‘the Son of the
Sabaean Bitch’ (which we are imputing to it on ideological grounds)
turns out not to be present — the writer considers it is, linking up with
various allusions to ‘dogs’ in the New Testament episodes we shall delin-
eate below and elsewhere (in particular in ‘“MMT"’) — all such Talmudic
circumlocutions, pseudonyms, or euphemisms must be taken seriously.
Nor can there be any doubt of the more than simply ordinary signifi-
cance of a veiled reference to someone (‘Nakdimon’) having a
connection to someone else (‘Ben Kalba Sabua’), whose name in the
Syriac or Aramaic actually, also, carries with it the sense of ‘bathing’ or
‘bathers’ — these last in Arabic, as we saw, referred to as ‘Sabaeans’ and, in
all three, the use of the letter <ayin as opposed to alef is determinant.

In the Talmudic descriptions of Ben Kalba Sabuc‘a, another theme —
aside from the repetitious evocations of ‘dog’ or ‘dogs’ to expound his
name — and one, as we shall see, despite some slight variations, always
prominent in New Testament narrative as well, is the one of being ‘sated;
‘satiated, ‘full, or ‘filled. We have already encountered this theme in the
matter of ‘filling’ Nakdimon’s or his ‘Rich’ patron’s cisterns above, but it
will be of equal prominence in Gospel narratives as it will be, to some
extent, in the Dead Sea Scrolls.”” Catchwords or the use of phrases such
as this will lead to a goodly number of other key words or usages in a
variety of contexts. Unfortunately this was how many of these ancient
manuscripts usually resonated with each other, that is, however mad-
deningly it may sometimes seem, via the use of common keywords.

Tractate Gittin, supported by ARN, tries to make sense of Ben Kalba
Sabu‘a’s name, in the process developing quite a humorous play upon it.
It expounds it, as already underscored above, as follows — saying he was
called this because,

Ome came to his door hungry as a dog and went away filled.s*

Not only is this last usage, ‘sabuca’ or ‘filled) related in both Syriac and
Aramaic to ‘immersion, it carries with it in Hebrew the additional sense
of ‘sated’ or ‘satiation, which is the whole point of the Talmudic attempt
at exposition. Here one should also pay especial attention to the verb
‘come’ or ‘came; which will reappear in a dizzying number of New
Testament contexts as well — more than would normally be expected.
The same will be true to a somewhat lesser degree of the expression
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‘his door, ‘doorway, ‘stoop, or ‘porch, instances of the use of which
we have already started to encounter in the case of ‘Abba Hilkiah’s
wife above.

This is particularly true of Luke 16:22% further variant on the motif
of these ‘dogs’ having to do with ‘a certain Poor man named Lazarus’ (here,
too, our ‘a certain’ language again) with a ‘body full of sores who was laid at
the doorstep’ (this ‘laid at’/‘laid down’ motif will reappear in the additional
Nakdimon story, we shall highlight below, in ‘the woollen clothes laid down
for him by the Poor, so his feet would not touch the ground’ — here, too, the Poor
allusion we just saw with regard to ‘Ben Kalba Sabu‘a’s doorstep; Abba
Hilkiah’s house, and Luke’s characterization of ‘Lazarus’) of*a certain Rich
man clothed in purple and fine linen’ — this ‘Poor man Lazarus’ himself being
characterized, in turn, as ‘wanting to be satisfied from the crumbs that fell from
the Rich man’s table] while ‘the dogs came and licked his sores’!

Of course, anyone with a modicum of insight will easily be able to
see that here we already have many of the motifs, we have been calling
attention to above, including ‘the Poor’ and ‘the Rich man, ‘the doorstep, the
pivotal allusion to ‘being satisfied, to say nothing of his body being ‘full of
sores; and of course ‘the dogs, which we shall be analyzing more thor-
oughly as we proceed. Furthermore, this whole thematic complex, as we
shall see as well, will move into other material in John about this
‘Lazarus’ (‘Liezer above?) — the body of whom was resurrected after it
‘had already begun to stink’ (11:39—44) — who will have ‘two sisters, ‘Mary’
and ‘Martha’ — names we shall also encounter in those of the daughters in
these Talmudic ‘Rich Men’ stories — who will themselves be involved in what
we shall in turn see to be tell-tale ‘perfume’ and ‘expensive spikenard ointment’
ministrations (John 11:1—3 and 12:1-6).

In Matthew 15:21—28 and Mark 7:24—30, the references to ‘dogs” will
also occur, but here they will relate, to what Jesus did with ‘a Canaan-
ite’(‘ Cananaean’)/* Greek Syrophoenician woman’ out of whose ‘daughter’ he
‘casts a demon’ or ‘an unclean spirit’ (as he will in Luke 8:2, which has no
‘Canaanite’/* Cananaean woman’ episode, and later in Mark 16:9, ‘from
Mary Magdalene’). In this context, Mark 7:26 will actually use the term
‘ekballe’ so important in other milieux, as we have already seen and shall
see further (for instance, in Mark 16:9 a propos of Mary Magdalene, a
variation of the same term ‘ekbeblekai’ will be used; whereas Matthew
15:17 — which does not conserve any description of this kind concern-
ing ‘Mary Magdalene’ — rather reserves this usage for the food Jesus says
‘goes into the belly and is cast —‘ekballetai’ — into the toilet bowl’ preceding his
‘withdrawal into the parts of Tyre and Sidon’), to express how ‘the children
should first be satiated’ or ‘filled’ (our ‘satiated’ /’filling’ language). Of course,
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both Matthew 15:26/Mark 7:27 conclude with the famous saying of
Jesus’: ‘it is not good to take the children’s bread and cast it (balein) to the dogs’

An earlier version of this same ‘casting Holy Things to dogs’ phrase (here
‘balete’) but to opposite effect, that is, don’t give anything to ‘dogs’ — intend-
ing no doubt, as will become clear,  Gentiles’ and/ or ‘backsliding Jews (the
‘casting down’ will reappear in the second part of the injunction, to ‘cast
no pearls before swine’) — is to be found in Matthew’s Sermon on the
Mount. It combines this same language of ‘casting down’ with ‘dogs, but
this time Jesus is speaking to ‘his Disciples’ who ‘came to him, not to ‘the
Canaanite’/* Greek Syrophoenician woman’ and reads in the more native
Palestinian or normative Hebrew manner,

Do not give Holy Things to dogs, nor cast down your pearls before the swine, lest
they should trample upon them with their feet and, turning around, rend you
(Matthew 7:6 not paralleled in the other Gospels — curiously, here too
begin those odd ‘feef’ allusions we shall encounter so omnipresently in
both Talmudic and New Testament tradition below).

Once again one should note here the expression we have been calling
attention to as endlessly repetitive, the ‘casting out’/‘casting down’ language
(balein/ballo/ ekballo), not only relating to what happens to Stephen in
Acts 7:58 (they ‘cast him out of the city’ — ekbalonte) and early Church lit-
erature to James (‘cast down’ either from the steps of the Temple by ‘the
Enemy’ Paul in the Pseudoclementine Recognitions or,in early Church lit-
erature, from ‘the Pinnacle of the Temple’ by the allegedly angry Jewish mob
before, like Stephen, he too is stoned), but in Josephus to what his pro-
totypical ‘Essenes’ do to backsliders — namely, ‘cast them out’ (ekballo).’

It 1s also related as we saw — at least homophonically — to the ‘Ba-
La-<a’ or ‘swallowing’ language (the root is a homophone) one encounters
in Hebrew in the Dead Sea Scrolls relative to what ‘the Wicked Priest’ does
to ‘the Righteous Teacher’ and his followers — called there ‘the Poor’/the
Ebionim’ — that 1s, ‘swallows them.%
istic activity of the Romans and/or their Herodian agents (the “Amim’
and the ‘Yeter ha-Amim’ of the Habakkuk Pesher’"), ‘swallowing, itself

related to another seeming variation, ‘Balaam’ — whose name in the

This, in turn, points to the character-

Talmud, anyhow, is phonetically interpreted to mean ‘swallowing the
People, which the Herodians did so conspicuously.®

To complete this circle, a term like ‘Balaam’ cannot really be distin-
guished in any way from ‘Belial’ in the Scrolls, a name based on the same
root. In the New Testament, this not only moves into allusions like
‘Beliar and ‘Diabolos, also based on parallel roots; but, not insignificantly,

212

——



NTC 08 final 194-223.gxp 30/5/06 5:55 pm gige 213

DO NOT THROW HOLY THINGS TO DOGS

in a book like Revelation, as we saw as well, it goes back to the original
‘Balaam’ (and ‘Balak, too, a further variation — to say nothing of ‘ Beelze-
bub’ or, for that matter even, ‘Babylon’) and his ‘net’ or ‘nets, terminology
that will be so pivotal to the Damascus Document’s delineation of the
conduct of the then reigning Establishment — the Herodians.®

In Matthew 7:6 too of course, as we just signalled, is one of the first
adumbrations of the language of ‘feet, a motif which will be so promi-
nent in many of the traditions below. Here, also, the ‘dogs’ are ‘dogs’ (kunes),
as they are in Luke’s alternate version of how they rather ‘came and licked
the Poor man Lazarus’ sores’ (‘the crumbs, to be sure, still ‘falling from the
table’) — not ‘kunaria’/‘little dogs, as in Mark/Matthew’s ‘ Greek Syrophoeni-
cian’/*Canaanite woman’s retort (whom, of course, is also portrayed in
Mark 7:25 as ‘falling at Jesus’ feet’), but the eftect is the same. In fact, if one
takes these several motifs — in particular, that of ‘casting down Holy Things
to dogs’ or ‘swine’ or ‘casting down crumbs to dogs under the table’ — as a single
cluster, Jesus’ caution here in Matthew 7:6 can actually be seen as a reply
in advance to the later complaint by this Canaanite/Greek Syrophoeni-
cian woman — which, in due course, finally does give way to his curing
‘her daughter.

That these kinds of Gospel portraits involving allusions to ‘dogs” do, in
fact, have to do with ‘Gentiles’ is made clear in the version of this
encounter conserved in, of all places, the Pseudoclementine Recognitions.
In the repartee, as it is presented there, the ‘dogs’ are overtly identified as
a Hebrew way of referring to Gentiles and the woman in question actually
gets a name, Justes’ — the feminine equivalent of ‘Justus’* Whether this is
an earlier or derivative version of the encounter in Mark and Matthew
above has to be decided, but in the writer’s view — just as in the instance
of the Pseudoclementine Homilies’ more complete delineation of what
‘the strangled things’ in James’ directives to overseas communities actually
were or the Recognitions’ portrayal of who the real * Zacchaeus’ was in ‘Cae-
sarea’ not ‘Jericho’® — the version in the Pseudoclementine Recognitions,
which definitively ties down these correspondences, is more complete
and also probably earlier.

To show the link between all three sets of material as the Gospels
preserve them, that is, Matthew and Mark’s ‘Canaanite’/* Greek Syrophoe-
nician woman’s ‘the crumbs falling from the master’s table’ (thus)/“the little dogs
under the table eating the children’s crumbs’ and the earlier ‘not throwing Holy
Things to dogs’; it would be well to set out more fully out the description
of the man, Luke alluded to, as ‘a certain Poor One (in the language of the
early Church, ‘an Ebionite’):
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Now there was a certain Rich Man and he was clothed (as we shall see, like
Nakdimon) in purple and fine linen, enjoying himself in luxury daily (this
usage too will repeatedly reappear in the Rabbinic traditions we shall
cite below — in particular, the one about the amount of money ‘daily,
‘Nakdimon’s daughter Miriam’ will need just fo fill ‘her perfume basket’!).
And there was a certain Poor Man named Lazarus (we shall see from the
matter of ‘the smell’ his body was later said to emit in John 11:39 below
that this probably corresponds to ‘Eliezer ben Hyrcanus® above, the ‘smell
of whose bad breath’ becomes so celebrated in Rabbinic legend), who was
laid out on his doorstep, whose body was full of sores and he was desiring to be
filled (in the Greek, this really is the ‘satisfied’ or ‘filled’ of Nakdimon’s ‘rain-
making’ above or of ‘the Poor, who came to Ben Kalba Sabu<a’s ‘house
hungry as a dog and went away filled’ above, not the more familiar English
translation ‘fed’) from the crumbs (the same ‘crumbs, presumably, that
‘fell’ — in the ‘Greek Syrophoenician’/*Canaanite woman’s retort to Jesus in
Matthew and Mark above — o ‘the little dogs under the table’) which fell from
the Rich Man’s table, so that even the dogs came to lick his sores (16:19—21).

One could not get much closer to the Talmudic notice purporting to
decipher ‘Ben Kalba Sabuca’s name just cited above, i.e.,‘no Poor were ever
turned away from his door, than this — always making allowances, of course,
for the contemptuous disparagement inherent in the parody. Nor can
such linguistic coincidences even in translation be considered acciden-
tal, the ‘desiring to be filled’ or ‘satiated’ — not to mention even the ‘came, or
‘coming, to say nothing of ‘being laid at) ‘the Rich Man’s doorstep, the allu-
sion to ‘daily, which we shall repeatedly now encounter below, and, of
course, the Poor’ — going a long way towards establishing the linguistic
connection to the Talmudic depiction of its ‘Ben Kalba Sabuca’ The per-
son or persons who created this description certainly knew what he or
they were doing.

In a climactic section of the Qumran Habakkuk Pesher, already called
attention to above, we shall see a similar allusion to ‘being filled, this time
applied to ‘the Wicked Priest who destroys the Leader of the Scroll Commu-
nity, ‘the Righteous Teacher’ and his followers among ‘the Poor’ — as just noted,
specifically designated as ‘the Ebionim.* This ‘Priest’ (the meaning being,
of course, ‘the High Priest), as a result of his ‘walking in the ways of
satiety’ — often misconstrued by consensus Qumran scholars as implying
‘drunkenness, but which is rather evocative of his ‘bloodthirstiness’ — would
‘drink his fill' of ‘the Cup of the Wrath of God, meaning, as we shall see and
as in directly parallel passages in Revelation in the New Testament
already remarked above, the Divine Vengeance which would be taken on him
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for what he did to ‘the Righteous Teacher)®” In the Habakkuk Pesher, this is
reinforced in the very next lines by the words: ‘and he (the Wicked Priest)
will be paid the reward he paid the Poor — namely destruction.®

Nakdimon’s Daughter ‘Miriam, Boethus’ Daughter ‘Martha, and
‘Lazarus” Two Sisters

The notices about these fabulously wealthy individuals in the Talmud —
just as in the case of the ‘Greek Syrophoenician’/‘Canaanite woman’
above — also usually involve their daughters or, sometimes even, their
daughters- in-law. For instance, in the case of ‘Nakdimon’s daughter
Miriam’ (‘Mary, according to New Testament transliteration), ARN also
describes ‘her couch’ as ‘overlaid with a spread worth twelve thousand dinars.
Here of course, not only do we have allusion to the ‘twelve thousand’
again, which we have already encountered above in the number of*Rabbi
Akiba’s Disciples, to say nothing of the various figures descriptive of the
amount of Nakdimon’s surety or the number of “cisterns’ he filled and the vari-
ation of the language of ‘laying out which the allusion to ‘overlaid’
contains; but the allusion here to ‘couch’ also forms part of the Talmudic
exposition of the name of Nakdimon’s other ‘Rich’ colleague, variously
called ‘Ben Zizzit Hakeseth’® or ‘Siset Hakkeset] a name which the ARN
also expounds in terms of, as we shall see, the ‘silver couch upon which he
reclined before the Great Ones of Israel®

A similar allusion to ‘couch’ will, as these usages move into ever-
widening circles, comprise part of the tradition ARN conserves about
the great wealth of as well Rabbi Akiba, the hero of its narrative who
started in poverty so extreme as to be virtually inexpressible. Rabbinic
hyperbole aside, in later life after he had obviously inherited his father-
in-law Ben Kalba Sabuca’s wealth (the latter having at first disinherited
both him and his daughter for marrying without his permission but,
when later witnessing his son-in-law’s great fame, became reconciled to
them both); Rabbi Akiba supposedly ‘mounted his couch with a ladder of
gold, while ‘his wife (Rachel) wore golden sandals’ (allusions to ‘footwear of
various kinds or the lack thereof will also be a setpiece of our traditions)
and ‘a golden tiara’ reportedly shaped like the City of Jerusalem. Not only
does this tradition, once again doubtlessly, remount to his father-in-law
Ben Kalba Sabuc‘a’s ‘Riches, to say nothing of Queen Helen’s family’s —
Ben Kalba Sabu‘a’s putative forebears — own expensive gifts to the Temple
(which included both the seven-branched candelabra at its entrance,
taken to Rome for his * Triumph’ by Titus, and the plaque with the passage
from Numbers dealing with ‘the suspected adulteress’ above, both also of
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gold); but also a youthful promise he (Rabbi Akiba) had made to his wife
in the winter after their marriage when they had nothing but straw upon
which to sleep (a prototype of the ‘Jesus in the manger story?).”

For her part, Nakdimon’s daughter is characterized in the Talmudic
Tractate Kethuboth as already underscored — Rabbinic hyperbole again
notwithstanding — as needing:

an allowance of four hundred dinars daily just for her perfume basket.

Even this she is pictured as being contemptuous of, saying to the Rabbis
who administered it (presumably because by this time she was apparently
a widow),May you grant such a pittance to your own daughters!’” The speech
we have here, as we shall see below, seemingly mixes with one attributed
elsewhere (in Lamentations Rabbah) to ‘Boethus’ daughter Miriam’ (again,
actually meaning ‘Martha’ but, as we said, these mix-ups are common and
they will continue and become quite blatant in the Gospel of John),
unless we have two widows here both awaiting the levirate decision to remarry
(another important theme in the Synoptics’) — a doubtful proposition.

Motifs such as these, in particular the costliness of the ‘perfumes’ or
‘ointments, to say nothing of the allusion to ‘daily, as noted in Luke’s
description of his ‘a certain Rich Man’ — the one with the ‘certain Poor man
named Lazarus lying on his doorstep, will be mainstays in Gospel accounts
of events leading up to Jesus’ death and burial. For example, one of these
‘expensive perfume’ or ‘ointment’ episodes rather occurs at Lazarus’ own
house ‘in Bethany’ in the Gospel of John 11:1—3 (repeated in 12:1—11) and
relates notably to Lazarus’‘two sisters, Mary (‘Miriam’ in Hebrew) and the
other, Martha (‘Boethus” daughter’s name, as we just saw).

A small piece of this tradition will also appear as a separate episode
earlier in Luke 10:38—42, this time ‘in a certain village’ at the house of ‘a
certain woman named Martha, not at Lazarus’ house — ‘Lazarus’ (who will
appear later in Luke 16:20 as just remarked) having been excised. Nev-
ertheless, even in this episode, Mary will be ‘sitting at (Jesus’) feet’ and the
argument, pregnant with significance — as we shall elucidate further
below, breaks out over ‘serving’ (‘diakonian’ — the same ‘serving’ we have
already seen relative to the complaints of“the Seven’ against ‘the Tivelve’ over
‘serving tables’ in Acts and Paul’s allusion to the good ‘service the Saints
received’ at ‘the house of Stephen, the first-fruit of Achaia’ — thus! — in 1
Corinthians 16:15).

In the two remaining Synoptics, Matthew and Mark, a different piece
of this tradition — but still incorporating the ‘expensive spikenard ointment’
and ‘Bethany’ elements from John, as well as the ‘alabaster flask’ detail from
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yet another such encounter, three chapters earlier in Luke 7:37—50, in
which Jesus eats at ‘the house of the Pharisee’ — will take place ‘at Simon the
Leper's house’ but now the woman who ‘comes’ is unnamed (Matthew
26:6—13/Mark 14:3—10). She is also unnamed in Luke 7:37 where she is
called, conspicuously, ‘a woman of the city who was a Sinner.

Not only does this episode include a good deal of emphasis, as in
John, on ‘kissing (Jesus’) feet, ‘wiping them with the hairs of her head, and
‘anointing his feet with ointment’ but now, rather, a parable Jesus tells to an
unidentified ‘Simon’ (not the ‘Simon the Leper in the argument over the
‘three hundred pieces of silver’ value of“the alabaster flask of very precious spike-
nard ointment’ in Matthew 26:7 and Mark 14:5, nor the ‘Judas of Simon
Iscariot’ - obviously now one of those called ‘his Disciples’ in Matthew
26:9 above - in the argument, we shall discuss below, over the same issue
in John 12:4), comparing this ‘woman who was a Sinner’ and ‘the Pharisee’
(it is now ‘the Pharisee’ whom, we ultimately will find out, is called ‘ Simon’
who is doing the complaining, just as ‘Martha’ in Luke and ‘Judas’ in John)
to ‘two debtors who owed a certain creditor, one ‘five hundred pieces of silver and
the other fifty’ — clearly another anti-‘Jerusalem Church’ parable because it
is about ‘great Sinning’ rather than ‘great Righteousness’?s Furthermore,
compare this, too, with Acts 15:5 above about ‘certain of those of the sect of
the Pharisees’ whose insistence on ‘circumcision’ triggers ‘the Jerusalem Con-
ference, to say nothing of the certain parallel with the debt of ‘twelve talents
of silver Nakdimon ‘owes’ his creditor.

In John 11—-12, the more complete and imposing presentation of
‘Lazarus’ (‘Eliezer?) and his two ‘sisters; Mary and Martha are pictured in
two successive episodes as ‘anointing (Jesus’) feet’ (just as in Luke 7:37—50%
presentation of the unidentified female ‘Sinner’) — at least ‘Mary’ does
(12:2—3, prefigured not a little anachronistically in 11:2). Martha, it seems,
is only doing the ‘serving’ (12:2), a matter about which we have just seen Luke
10:40 picture her as complaining bitterly above. Also note the allusion to ‘feef
which Mary will anoint with ‘a hundred-weight of ointment of pure spike-
nard of great price’ in John 12:3 and which the unidentified ‘ Sinning Woman’
just did as well in Luke 7:38. Prior to this, of course, in John 11:32, when
Jesus is about fo resurrect her ‘brother’ Lazarus — like Ben Kalba Sabuca’s
daughter greeting one of the heroes of Talmudic narrative, Rabbi Akiba,
below — ‘seeing Jesus, Mary fell at his feet’

Of course, this element of Jesus’‘fee’ — which we have already tied to
‘the Primal Adam’-ideology above — whether ‘Mary’ or her stand-in is
‘sitting” at them, ‘wiping them with her hair) ‘kissing them, or ‘anointing them
with expensive ointment of pure spikenard, will repeatedly reappear in tradi-
tion after tradition. Also the locale, specifically noted in John 11:18 and
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12:1 as being ‘in Bethany, will be the connecting link between the several
traditions, since Mark 14:3 and Matthew 26:7 will picture the same basic
incident as taking place at ‘Simon the Leper’s house in Bethany, when the
‘woman comes’ with ‘the alabaster flask of pure spikenard ointment of great
worth’ to anoint him (Matthew actually reads, dropping the ‘spikenard,
‘with an alabaster cask of very precious ointment’ as already underscored).

The Woman at ‘Simon the Leper’s House, Jesus” Feet, and Rabbi Eliezer’s
Bad Breath

To drive home the motif of feer’ and, as it will turn out, several others in
John,‘Mary’ (Hebrew,Miriam’/ Arabic, Maryam’) is not only pictured, not
once but twice, as wiping ‘his feet with her hair’ (first alluded to anachro-
nistically in 11:2 then repeated in 12:3 — twice as well in Luke 7:38 and
7:44 above), but also as ‘falling down at’ Jesus’ ‘feet’ (11:32). As already
underscored, we shall see this motif of ‘falling down at his feet’ continually
repeated — most interestingly, as it will turn out, twice too in Rabbinic
tradition in Kethuboth’s story about how Ben Kalba Sabu‘a’s daughter
Rachel *falls down at” Rabbi Akiba’s feet after his several returns from study with
his several times ‘twelve thousand Disciples. In this tradition, Rachel is also
pictured, not as ‘wiping (his feet) with her hair’ as here in John, but as simply
rather ‘falling at his feet and kissing them.™

But we have just seen this motif, too, in Luke 7:38’ picture of the
portrait of ‘a woman of the city who was a Sinner. In fact, this ‘kiss’ — some-
what like the mystical ‘kiss’ of Knowledge which Jesus gives James in the
Two Apocalypses of James at Nag Hammadi (in the orthodox Gospels,
the ‘kiss” of betrayal ‘Judas Iscariof’ gives ‘Jesus’ — itself actually counter-
indicated in the picture in this First Apocalypse”™) — portrayed as very
‘ardent’ or ‘loving,) becomes the source of ‘Jesus” complaint against ‘Simon’
above, whom he seems to feel did not ‘love him’ enough and did not show
him enough adoration or obeisance — the typical ideological approach of
these ‘Gentilizing’ Greek Gospels.

Not only do we have this ‘serving’ theme in John 12:3’ picture of
Martha doing the ‘serving’ (diakonei) while Mary goes about her ‘anoint-
ing his feet’ and ‘hair wiping’ ministrations — an activity that in Luke 10:40’
version of this affair causes all the trouble; this allusion, as already indi-
cated, cannot be disconnected from the issue of ‘daily serving’ (diakonia) in
Acts 6:1—4s ‘deacon’-appointment introduction of its ‘Stephen’ episode
above, in which the ‘Seven Men’ are described as ‘full of the Holy Spirit’ in
6:3 and Stephen, as well, in 6:5, 6:8, and 7:55 (note too, the curious par-
allel with Luke 16:20% ‘Poor Man’ Lazarus above, whose body was rather
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described as ‘full of sores” — ‘full of sores’ replacing ‘full of the Holy Spirit’ in
Acts 7:55 above).

Going back to John 12:3, however, after ‘Martha does the serving’ in
12:2, then, it is rather ‘the house’ which is described, pointedly and strik-
ingly, as ‘filled with the smell of the ointment’ or ‘the perfume’— here, not only
our ‘filled’/*full’ allusion but also that of ‘the ointment’ or ‘perfume,; now
combined with the new one of ‘the smell’ or ‘the odour! This theme of
Martha’s ‘serving’ rather than Mary’s expensive anointment and hair-wiping
ministrations will form the basis of Luke 10:38-42"s more compressed and
obviously derivative version of these events, already examined in some
detail above, specifically now at ‘Martha’s house’ (10:38). This episode is
the second of these basically interchangeable encounters in the same
Gospel — the first, as we saw, at ‘the house of the Pharisee’ (a write-in clearly
tor what is being represented as the ‘James Party’ in both Acts and Gala-
tians) who, in the guise of ‘Simon, will bear the brunt of the ‘creditor’/
‘wages’-parable rebuke.

This being said, it is still of the utmost importance to note, once
again, the allusion to ‘fill’/‘full’/ ‘being filled’ we have been focusing on in
all these different episodes: the first being in ‘the house was filled with the
smell (in the sense of ‘perfume’) of the ointment’ in John 12:3;a second being
‘the Poor’ coming to ‘Ben Kalba Sabuca”s house ‘hungry as a dog and going
away filled’; a third, in Luke 16:20 (the analogue of the second) about ‘ Poor
Lazarus’ under ‘the Rich man’s table] his body ‘full of sores, ‘desiring to be
filled’; and a fourth, of course, the one with which we began, Nakdimon
‘filling’ his ‘twelve’ to ‘twenty-four cisterns’ even to ‘overflowing’ This is to say
nothing about what will be seen to be additional motifs and spin-offs,
using the same language, as we proceed.

For instance, as already intimated, this ‘smell’ or ‘odor’ motit will reap-
pear with surprising ramifications in Talmudic tradition having to do
with ‘dung’ — as always the Talmudic counterparts to this matter are
nothing, if not more colorful, earthy, and amusing — in particular, the
‘dung’ Rabbi Eliezer (‘Lazarus” namesake) puts into his mouth because he was
hungry on the Sabbath but which gave him bad breath. Nor is this to mention
the ‘dung’ which we shall encounter in other scenarios and traditions rel-
ative to these spoiled daughters or daughters-in-law of these proverbial
‘Rich’ parvenus and relative to Rabbi Yohanan ben Zacchai himself in
the matter, we will elaborate in more detail as we proceed, of his two
‘Disciples’ putting ‘dung’ into his coffin to convince both ‘the Zealots’ and
the Romans not to stab (or ‘pierce’) him with their swords because he was
already, indeed, dead.”

Where Eliezer ben Hyrcanus himself is concerned, the ‘dung’ in

219

——



NTC 08 final 194-223.gxp 30/5/06 5:55 pm gige 220

THE NEW TESTAMENT CODE: NAKDIMON AND NICODEMUS

question allows this same RabbiYohanan b. Zacchai, his mentor and the
proverbial founder of Rabbinic Judaism — through his founding the Aca-
demy at Yavneh in the wake of this fortuitous escape from Jerusalem —
and a supposed ‘Friend of the Emperor’ (one wonders if this, too, does not
have an analogue in the ‘Friend of God’ denotations already highlighted
above),” to observe and turn what was essentially the negative impres-
sion the young Rabbi Eliezer, as we saw, was making into a positive:

Just as an offensive smell came forth from your mouth, so shall a great name go
Sorth from you in (teaching) Torah.”

The relation of this to Jesus’ retort to ‘the Pharisees, called by him in
this episode (which introduces his encounter, importantly enough, with
and exorcism of the ‘Canaanite’/‘Syrophoenician woman’s daughter in
Matthew 15:21—28/Mark 7:24—30) ‘Blind Guides’ — the ‘Jamesian Party’
again and evoking, as we shall see in due course, the individual called ‘the
Maschil’ at Qumran” — about ‘that which enters the mouth going down into
the belly and being cast out (ekballetai) the toilet bow!’ in Matthew 15:17 above
(echoed in Mark 7:19 but without the ‘ekballetai’), should be patent. As
this reads in several different versions in Matthew 15:11 (and in more
prolix fashion in Mark 7:15 and 7:20), purporting to respond to disputes
concerning ‘the Pharisees” (Mark 7:3 adds, as we shall presently see as
well, ‘and all the Jews”) insistence on ‘eating with clean hands’ and purity reg-
ulations generally — together with pointed allusion to the Qumran
Damascus Document’s language of ‘hear and understand’ in Matthew 15:10
(and, again, in a more prolix fashion in Mark 7:18—20)%:

Not that which enters into the mouth defiles the man but that which goes forth
from the mouth, this defiles the man.

In fact, Matthew 15:18 adds (bowdlerized somewhat in Mark 7:19 above):

but the things going forth out of the mouth come forth out of the heart (here the
actual ‘coming’ allusion of the Yohanan ben Zacchai speech above and so
common in all these episodes) and they defile the man.*

To repeat the original point: once more the negative parallel with the
‘great odour’ of the Torah ‘going forth out of the mouth of Rabbi Eliezer should
be clear.

Furthermore, this allusion to both the ‘stench’ of Rabbi Eliezer’s
breath in the ARN and the lovely ‘smell of the ointment’ of pure spikenard
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‘filling’ Lazarus’ house in John 12:3 is presaged even earlier in the doppel-
ganger in John 11:39 in the context of Lazarus’ (not ‘Jesus”) startling
resurrection. There the ‘stink’ of Lazarus’ body — not unlike Rabbi Yohanan’s
body above with the ‘dung’ in his coffin — dead ‘for four days) as we saw,
becomes a key component of more of ‘Martha”s complaining in
11:21—22,% duplicated in 11:32 above about ‘Mary”s complaint that, if
‘Jesus’ had been there, her ‘brother would not have died — complaints
presumably that come before Luke 10:40’ version of the episode where
they rather metamorphose back into the issue of “table service’ (diakonian)
again, ‘Martha’ as in John 12:2 doing all the ‘serving’ (diakonein), while her
sister ‘Mary, now ‘sitting at Jesus’ feet’ no less, enjoys all the attention!

Jesus’ response is classic and suitably arcane: ‘Mary has chosen the good
part, which directly echoes a phrase at the end of the First Column of
the Cairo Damascus Document referring to ‘those who sought Smooth
Things and chose illusions’ — normally considered Pharisees but, in the
writer’s view, also intended to include Pauline Christians — ‘they chose the
fair neck, a passage generally based on Isaiah 30:10—-13, meaning, seem-
ingly, ‘they chose the easiest way’

Another variation of the ‘anointment’ aspect of this cluster of traditions
is to be found in the picture in Matthew and Mark of Jesus’ encounter
with the unnamed woman carrying the alabaster flask at ‘Simon the Leper's
house’ While still ‘at Bethany’ as in John, this is not, as we saw, ‘Martha’s
house’ or even ‘Lazarus” (though, in reality, it 1s), but this unknown “woman
with the alabaster cask’ at ‘Simon the Leper’s house’ (Matthew 26:7/Mark
14:3), the reference to whom is clearly a blind as elsewhere in Luke 7:40
this 1s ‘Simon the Pharisee’ and in John 12:4 even ‘Simon Iscariof’ as we saw.
Paralleling Lazarus’ ‘sister Mary’ in John, it is now rather this unnamed
woman who ‘comes’ in with ‘an alabaster cask of very precious ointment’ (this
is Matthew 26:7, Mark 14:3 still preserving the ‘alabaster flask of pure
spikenard ointment of great value, as in John as well)® to anoint Jesus’ ‘head’
and not ‘his feet, as ‘Mary’ 1s pictured as doing in John 12:3. Literally in
Mark 14:3/Matthew 26:7, she ‘poured it on his head while he reclined,
meaning — as in the case of the anointment by the unknown woman
Sinner at ‘the House of the Pharisee’ in Luke 7:36 above, which also pictures
Jesus’ as ‘reclining’s though in this case it is back to ‘anointing his feet’ again
and much else — he was ‘eating at the table’ or ‘dining’

It should be reiterated that the connecting piece between Matthew
and Mark, on the one hand, and John, on the other, is the specific bit of
information that both were taking place ‘at Bethany. Of course, it would
also be well to note in passing the motif of Jesus dining with some of
these forbidden classes of people, such as ‘the woman from the city who was
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a Sinner] for instance, in Luke 7:37 above and, now, the new woman
identified only as coming ‘with an alabaster cask’ or ‘flask’ in Matthew and
Mark (in Luke 7:37, she ‘brought an alabaster flask’).

Both Mark and Matthew repeat John 12:3% allusion to ‘pure spikenard
ointment of great price’ — Mark verbatim, though Matthew discards the ‘pure
spikenard’ and ‘great price’ in tavor of ‘precious ointment, as we have seen —
again demonstrating the two sets of material to be integrally related (just
like the several in Luke, if we did not already know it). Luke even dis-
cards Matthew’s ‘precious’ keeping only the ‘alabaster flask of ointment. John
rather discards the ‘alabaster flask’ part of the phrase — though conserving
all the rest — substituting an entirely new expression, ‘a hundred weight’ or
‘litra’ to be encountered again in his later picture of ‘Nicodemus having
come, ‘bearing about a hundred weight of mixture of myrrh and aloes’ (19:39 —
n.b., here, too, the combination with ‘coming’ again). While we shall have
a good deal more to say about this latter notice later, this in itself — even
if only indirectly — again demonstrates the basic interconnectedness of
the ‘Nicodemus’ and the ‘Mary’/Miriam’ scenarios at least as far as the
Gospel of John is concerned.

Once more, the ‘precious ointment, ‘perfume, and/or ‘spikenard’ is the
point of the various presentations — as it will be in the Talmudic ones
involving ‘Nakdimon’s daughter Miriam, ‘Boethus’ daughter Martha, and
others — in particular, its value, whether it be the ‘four hundred dinars’ of
the ‘Nakdimon’s daughter Miriam’ episode and its variations or the ‘hundred
weight of ointment of pure spikenard of great value’ and its variations, to which
Matthew, Mark, and ultimately Luke add the additional note of the
‘alabaster flask’

Though the locale ‘at Bethany’ in Matthew and Mark is the same as
in John and the unnamed woman — who becomes ‘Mary’ (‘Miriam’) in
John — is pictured as ‘anointing his head’ rather than ‘his feet, nevertheless
the note of ‘precious ointments’ or ‘pure spikenard’ is absolutely the same. In
Lamentations Rabbah, it will be recalled, typical of the mix-ups in this
kind of information based, as it is, on imperfect oral transmission or even
possibly copyist error, ‘Miriam’ is misidentified as ‘Boethus’ daughter’ not
‘Nakdimon”s or ‘Nicodemus” and the amount is augmented to ‘five hundred
dinars.” Elsewhere in Talmudic tradition, as we shall see, ‘Boethus’ daugh-
ter — returning to her correct identification as ‘Martha’ — to show her
arrogant extravagance, is pictured as requiring ‘a Tyrian gold dinar every
Sabbath eve just for her sweetmeats’ (‘spice puddings’ according to some
translations).% Here, the ‘weekly’ motif takes the place of the ‘daily’ one in
the traditions already underscored above, but the eftect is the same.

Of course, there is the usual ever-recurring allusion in all these
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episodes — in the Gospels as well as in the notice about the Poor ‘coming’
to ‘Ben Kalba Sabuca’s door ‘hungry as a dog and going away filled’ — of
‘coming” ‘came’ One might remark, too, the somewhat less common one
of ‘pouring out’ — as in the case of the woman with the ‘alabaster flask’ in
Matthew and Mark, who ‘pours out’ the precious ointment on_Jesus’ head. The
use of this expression will become ever more pivotal as we proceed,
especially when one considers both ‘the Man of Lying’ at Qumran (in
some descriptions, ‘the Pourer out of * or ‘Spouter of Lying,*® characterized
in the Damascus Document — in the very same passage as the one con-
taining ‘choosing the fair neck, just highlighted above — as ‘pouring out over
Lsrael the waters of Lying’®) and Jesus’ ‘blood’ in ‘New Testament /' New
Covenant’ Communion scenarios in the Synoptics (Matthew 26:28 and
pars.) — generally characterized as ‘poured out for (the) Many’ too.®

In Luke 10:38—42, to bring us back full circle, the same encounter
takes place, as already underscored several times, at ‘Martha’s house’ — no
relation to ‘Lazarus’ indicated and no suggestion of ‘in Bethany’ whatso-
ever but, rather, the far vaguer ‘a certain village’ (earlier in Luke 7:37, as will
be recalled, it was ‘in the city’). Still Martha is pictured as ‘complaining’ (cf.
both the complaints of Nakdimon’s daughter above and Boethus’
daughter below about the paltriness of the allowance the Rabbis were
willing to provide them). About what? Not about the parsimony of the
Rabbis, as ‘Miriam’ Nakdimon’s daughter or ‘Martha’ Boethus’ daughter
complain but rather, as we just saw, her sister Mary anointing Jesus’ ‘feet’
while she had to do all the ‘service’!
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Judas Iscariot * Complains’

‘Judas Iscariot’ not ‘Martha’ Complains about not ‘Giving to the Poor

As John will now present this scenario, these ‘complaints, as already
remarked, will rather migrate into the mouth of ‘Judas Iscariof over
Mary’s waste of such ‘expensive ointment’ or ‘perfume’ (the Rabbis, it will
be recalled, were trying to stop this sort of wastefulness in the matter of
Nakdimon’s daughter ‘Miriam’s profligate use of her ‘widow”s allowance)
and, in a further charged addition, her lack of concern for‘the Poor’ (12:4-8).
Not only is the playfulness of these Gospel cr