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Introduction





Robert Graves expected that his massive book of scholarship, The Nazarene Gospel Restored, written in collaboration with the eminent Hebrew scholar Joshua Podro, would have an equally massive effect on the Christian Church, much the same effect that is currently being exerted by a large and growing body of new scholarship on the life of Jesus.


Graves perhaps most clearly delineated his hopes for the reception of The Nazarene Gospel Restored in a March 1952 letter to Podro:


As to the general reception of the book – which is on the point of going into production – it will ‘rend the veil’ of the Protestant temple from top to bottom. The Catholics will say as little as possible. The Jews who can afford to do so (but that is a limited category) will be delighted. The ordinary agnostic will accept it as the solution he has so long been waiting for, heave a sigh of relief, and support us staunchly; glad to know the story is a real one, that Jesus was not a charlatan, and that the ecclesiastics have been dishonest (O’Prey, Between Moon and Moon, 106).


In an earlier context, Graves had said he expected that his and Podro’s version of the gospels would ‘lead the Anglican Church to Christianity.’ But, in a huge disappointment to Robert Graves, the book did not meet his expectations. Sales were many fewer than expected, and the critical reception was remarkably hostile. Nonetheless, the scholarship that informed The Nazarene Gospel Restored anticipated much of the scholarship more recently brought to bear on the ‘meaning of Jesus’ in the past six decades.


*


Toward the end of the twentieth century, in February of 1996, nine hours of theological lectures on ‘Jesus at 2000’ were sold out – not only the 1,110 seats at Oregon State University, but also at 310 closed circuit television sites around the United States. Even as the year 2000 has now receded by a decade, the question ‘Why did Jesus become the single most important person in the history of Western culture?’ clearly continues to fascinate scholars, along with a huge lay audience. Recent scholarship explains Jesus in terms of his Cynic philosophy, his apocalyptic prophecy, his zealotry; he was a rabbi, a Pharisee, a feminist, a radical egalitarian, a post-modern social critic.


Marcus Borg, Professor of Religion and Culture at Oregon State University, focused on what he called ‘the historical Jesus’ or the ‘human, pre-Easter Jesus’ and the ‘hearty hunger for such material, however controversial it has become among conservative and some more moderate Christian denominations,’ as Paul Galloway, a religion writer for the Chicago Tribune, described the ‘Jesus at 2000’ phenomenon. ‘There has never been a period when so many gifted scholars have been so preoccupied with the debate about who Jesus was,’ said Harvey Cox, Professor of Divinity at Harvard. Cox illustrated the breadth of this scholarly interest, this ‘renaissance of interest in Jesus,’ by pointing out that Jewish scholars such as Alan Segal of Columbia – also a participant in ‘Jesus at 2000’ – are also now writing about the early Christian religion.


The new scholarship on Jesus is characterized by cross-cultural anthropological perspectives, by the use of archaeology and history, and by the study of both canonical and extra-canonical writings. This has produced the now-common understanding that the most important episodes of the Christian faith are probably presented in metaphorical imagery and in symbolism, as early writers created myth to universalize their message and to surround the story of Jesus with ‘mythic proportions.’


And these methods also characterize Robert Graves’s work on the historical – and textual – Jesus, beginning with the novel King Jesus and leading to his collaboration with Joshua Podro to produce The Nazarene Gospel Restored. Graves had long been fascinated with Biblical allusions (as are, of course, many poets): witness the many Biblical references in his poetry to such moments as Christ’s meeting with a scapegoat in the desert. But Graves’s fascination was informed by careful reading, by his religious upbringing, and by serious scholarship such as that which underlay his short novel My Head! My Head!, published in 1925. Martin Seymour-Smith identifies My Head! My Head! as the first of Graves’s ‘unorthodox biblical exegeses.’ Graves explained it as ‘an ingenious attempt to repair the important omissions in the biblical story’ of Elisha and the Shunamite women in II Kings. Seymour-Smith writes that My Head! My Head! exemplifies Graves’s ‘lifelong fascination with the Bible – his passion for “restoring” ancient and sacred texts, the more eminent the better, along matriarchal rather than patriarchal lines; and his conviction that the key to truth lies in Woman and her mysteries’. Graves had, as early as 1925, been ‘reading deeply’ in James Frazer and had been ‘studying the early history of the Jews, especially in Frazer’s 1918 Folklore in the Old Testament’ (Seymour-Smith, 111).


King Jesus was written almost twenty-five years later, during the same rush of creativity that produced the first draft and the subsequent elaborations of The White Goddess. Graves first went to work on the life of Jesus armed with what he called ‘a key which unlocks a succession of doors in Roman and Greek religion and (because the Jewish religion was a Semite one grafted on a Celtic stock) also unlocks the most obstinate door of all – the story of the Nativity and Crucifixion’ (Graves to Lynette Roberts, in Paul O’Prey, In Broken Images).


In King Jesus, this key told Graves how to resolve the ‘four main cruces in the Gospels.’ Regarding the riddle of the Nativity: Jesus is the son of Herod Antipater and a temple virgin descended matrilineally from King David’s wife Michael. Jesus’s baptism by John the Baptist is simply one scene from a coronation sequence specified for the ancient kings of Israel. Jesus’s paradoxical behavior in the last forty-eight hours before the Crucifixion is explained by Jesus’s attempt to fulfill the Worthless Shepherd prophecies of Zechariah. (The Angry Shepherd was the working title of King Jesus.) The Resurrection crux is easily solved: Jesus did not die on the cross, but lapsed into a coma, and was revived in the Tomb. All these posited ‘facts’ are presented in King Jesus in the new Gravesian context of the struggle between paternal and maternal religions and deities.


King Jesus, as one might expect from this short summary, was not universally well-received. Joshua Podro was in fact one of the people who were critical; Graves found his criticisms and his methods intriguing, and, after a very respectful correspondence and subsequent meeting, they agreed to create a version of the Gospels together, one which would winnow out the errors Graves had noted while working on King Jesus and would reconcile Podro’s encyclopedic knowledge of early Judaism with Graves’s Roman and early Christian expertise.


Martin Seymour-Smith, whose description of the collaboration between Graves and Podro seems both well balanced and grounded by his presence in the Graves circle at the time, says that Podro’s emphatic belief in the ‘Jewish Jesus thesis’ and ‘that the Pharisees had been gravely libeled in the Gospels’ convinced Graves. Interestingly, Seymour-Smith claims that ‘Podro’s contribution was crucial’ for a very incisive reason, I think. ‘His caution acted as a brake on Graves’s natural bent towards the idiosyncratic – and The Nazarene Gospel Restored is thus his least idiosyncratic book.’ Seymour-Smith allows that it may be ‘the hardest going’ of all Graves’s books, since ‘Jewish law, as embodied in the Talmud, could not be made light reading by any writer. But, though very specialized, it is one of the most interesting. Its interpretations of some of the parables are extremely ingenious’ (Seymour-Smith, 417–19).


Robert Graves, as an English expatriate, had fled Mallorca in August 1936, when the Spanish Civil War had made the island dangerous for all but the fascist sympathizers. Eventually, Graves decided to spend the war years in the village of Galmpton, in Devon. There are varying accounts of Graves’s first meeting with Podro during this period, but importantly, they became close friends. Miranda Seymour describes Graves’s friendship with Podro as ‘the only friendship in Devon [in early 1940] which provided Graves the mental stimulus on which he thrived.’ Graves met Podro, Seymour says, through a distant von Ranke relative. Podro was ‘an intellectual who had devoted all of his spare time to study of the rabbinical aspects of Jesus’s teaching.’ Podro’s Hebraica collections, and his expertise in the subject, along with what Seymour calls his ‘open mind,’ were well known to academics. As Graves was working on King Jesus in 1943, Podro was able to convince him, according to Seymour, that the Pharisees were more than likely not the villains portrayed in the Gospels (Seymour, 289–90).


Seymour’s biography allows Joshua Podro – ‘the only Hebrew scholar’ Graves knew – much earlier, and much greater, influence over Graves’s ideas in King Jesus than do Graves’s other biographers. She points out that the two began discussing the Hebrew context of the Gospels in the summer of 1943, and Graves began writing King Jesus in the summer of 1944. Seymour quotes a Graves letter to Tom Matthews reporting that Podro has been ‘an angel of revelation ... a sort of Uriel,’ convincing Graves that Jesus was, above all, Hebrew, ‘uncompromising and difficult,’ with ‘almost nothing in common with the Christian figure presented in the Gospels’ (Seymour, 315). By the time the book appeared and some critics (such as the reviewer for The Listener) hoped for a more detailed analysis than might have been suitable in fiction, Graves and Podro were corresponding about ideas for the commentary that would later become The Nazarene Gospel Restored (ibid., 316).


In a letter of 12 June 1944 to Alan Hodge, Graves wrote ‘As you know, Jesus was lamed and I have a wonderful Hebrew and Aramaic scholar here who is helping me find out how and where the laming was done’ (O’Prey, In Broken Images, 324). Later, he more fully described Podro in another letter to Hodge:


I have written the three introductory chapters for the Jesus book and had them vetted by Joshua Podro, a marvelous little Hebrew and Aramaic scholar who manages a press-cutting bureau at Paignton [International Press Cutting Bureau] and has all God’s words in his lefthand coat pocket, and all the comments in his overcoat and trouser pockets (326).


Working directly with the Podro family, Miranda Seymour discovered that there were at least occasional ‘bitter disputes’ between the collaborators. Podro was not in favor of including the coronation sequence, complete with the ritual leg-breaking, even though ‘Graves cited the respected Hebrew scholar Raphael Patai as his source.’ Podro so enjoyed the work with Graves, however, that he eventually relented and ‘agreed to stop trying to give Graves lessons in Hebrew’ (Seymour, 329–30).


Their ‘reconciled edition’ of King Jesus eventually became The Nazarene Gospel Restored. Here a second and relatively different version of Jesus is presented: Jesus is a member of the ‘Watchers for the Kingdom,’ or Zophim, a small Levite group of Free Essenes, and a devout Jew, as Graves insists in the Foreword:


He took the contemporary Pharisaic attitude towards the Mosaic Law, making only minor reservations,. . . . never equated himself with God and, though he performed certain faith cures in God’s name, neither did nor suffered anything that lay outside the sphere of natural human experience (xii).


Almost all Graves’s collaboration with Podro was done by correspondence. These letters show just how scholarly was Graves’s knowledge of the Gospels and the allied religious and historical texts. To others, such as Lynette Roberts, Graves wrote that he had discovered the primary reason for Gospel inconsistency:


I’ve found out from a 2nd century chap called Irenaeus how it was done – by trying to make a chronological sequence of a collection of sayings and acts under subject headings, and running them together (O’Prey, Between Moon and Moon, 72).


Earlier, Graves had written to Podro, ‘Once one hits on the principle of distortion it’s easy as shelling peas’ (ibid., 69). Removing these distortions and reordering the sections allowed Graves and Podro to return to the original, ‘Nazarene,’ ideas of Jesus and his followers. Graves even felt that he could identify one of the first Gospel editors responsible for this distortion as a Samaritan, and by 12 September 1949 he wrote Podro that he could identify this editor specifically as Simon Magus, ‘a liar, a Pauline, a crook, and a Samaritan, like the Gospel editor we have in mind, and [who] worked very early, at the textual sources of both the Synoptics and John’ (ibid., 64).


The working correspondence between Graves and Podro is illustrated by the samples in Paul O’Prey’s Between Moon and Moon. As the letter of 23 September 1949 to Podro illustrates, Graves would send drafts of chapters to Podro, keeping copies himself to incorporate Podro’s additions and corrections later. While cautioning Podro that ‘the great thing is to write as dispassionately as possible; our resentment of Paul and Simon Magus will show through our careful sentences, I’ve no doubt,’ Graves also carefully noted ‘Please: nothing is final (Graves’s italics) in my contribution. I’m always ready to change my view for one more in keeping with the known facts’ (ibid., 68–9).


For at least the early parts of the manuscript, Graves would work on a topic or section of the Gospels of his choosing, Podro on another of his own choosing. Each would carefully leave space for the contribution of the other.


It doesn’t really matter what part of the Gospels you work at and what I work at; the work can be harmonized,. . . . though here and there we may have to record alternative explanations if the evidence is delicately balanced (ibid.).


Graves did, however, have a role in mind for Podro’s contributions. ‘I’d like you to comment on the more difficult Jewish problems, such as the Sabbath and ritual cleanliness and divorce, where I’m not so well educated as you’ (ibid.). For example, in a single week in September 1949, one can infer from the letters that Graves wrote a draft of the introduction, and in a later week drafted both ‘Incident of the Greeks’ and ‘Incident of the Lepers,’ leaving room for Podro’s comments. At the same time, Podro had been drafting his section on the Crucifixion (ibid.). Correspondence may have slowed the process – Graves writes Podro on 4 October 1949, ‘I am constantly wishing you were here to ask for information on small points’ – but a huge amount of information was exchanged successfully in these letters. ‘But of course you’ll get my work in a form in which I hope you’ll be able to supplement easily where I leave lacunae’ (ibid.).


The correspondence with Podro that furthers the collaboration is filled with questions such as the following example from October 1949: ‘For example, what quotations (if any) are there in the Lord’s Prayer from the synagogue Liturgy?’ The correspondence is also frequently devoted to argument and to reassurance. In one undated letter, while advancing his argument that Pilate did, in fact, ‘give Jesus an interview,’ Graves soothes ‘But please rid yourself of the idea that I consider the Crucifixion to have been a Jewish affair [Graves’s italics]’ (ibid., 70).


This mix of argument, scholarship, and mutual respect makes the Graves–Podro letters fascinating. In a letter of 25 March 1951, Graves argues ‘Your quotation from Jerome 22, 10 is magnificently apt. But it must have been spoken to Mary after the Crucifixion, when he had decided to be the Wandering Jew’ (ibid., 91). This off-hand bit of argument is preceded by an equally off-hand, almost naïve request from Graves, about one of his favorite Biblical stories, the account in Deuteronomy 23, 18 of the High Priests’ lavatory, and its teaching that the Temple treasurers should not accept money that had been immorally earned, whatever its eventual use:


If you can send me the remark that Gamaliel I (or was it another Pharisee?) made about getting into trouble because James told him of Jesus’s witty answer about the High Priests’ lavatory, that will be a great help in getting the sequence of incidents straight (ibid.).


Both argument and question precede Graves’s graceful expression of gratitude: ‘I bless you every time I find a neat Talmudic comment in your handwriting; which fits with a sigh of satisfaction into the argument I deduce from the Greek’ (ibid.).


For five years, Graves and Podro attempted to collate the Gospels and reconcile them with their knowledge of the ancient world. They solved the problem, for example, of the cold relations between John the Baptist and Jesus: ‘by ancient tradition the prophet who crowned the King never saw him again and often behaved like a personal enemy’ (ibid., 66). Some of the other contradictions they dealt with included:


– the two genealogies of Jesus in Matthew and Luke


– the earliest historical mention of the Resurrection (in Corinthians 15, not the Gospels)


– Jesus’s appearance to ‘above 500 brethren at once’ when according to Acts there were only 120 followers at the time


– Jesus’s saving the adulteress from stoning


– the Coptic tradition that a sword, not a lance, was used at the Crucifixion


– and, of course, the lavatory of the High Priest in the Temple (Graves’s favorite of these contradictions, and one to which he returns repeatedly in the letters).


In the margin of a letter to T.S. Eliot on 14 May 1950, describing The Nazarene Gospel Restored as ‘a very long, very readable, very strange book,’ Graves admitted: ‘I have had to abandon a good deal of what I wrote in King Jesus, which was a novel not a historical work’ (ibid., 73). But he further claimed in that same letter that he and Podro had ‘solved on sound historical lines, with every sentence documented, all the outstanding Gospel cruces.’ Nevertheless, Eliot’s house, Faber, passed on the chance to publish the book. But Cassell published a British edition of 2,981 copies (not the 5,000 number sometimes cited) on 27 October 1953. On 15 July 1954, Doubleday published The Nazarene Gospel Restored in the United States, in a run of 5,000 copies. This first American edition is shorter by some forty pages, with a new font and a different order for the front matter. Graves insisted that the American edition had to be a new offset edition. He had been advised, by his agent William Watt among others, that only if the American edition were printed and bound within the borders of the United States would his American copyright be secure, and Graves was very worried that editions of the book – especially the text of the Gospel itself – would be pirated. He believed that the book would be a gigantic seller, even if the first reactions from critics were negative. Importantly for scholars, this Doubleday edition includes a fair number of revisions by Graves, which he noted for Doubleday’s editors in his copy of the British first edition (inscribed ‘Robert Graves/Library Copy/1953’).


There have been several rumors about the mass purchase and withdrawal of all copies by this or that interested religious ‘faction,’ none of which is apparently or probably true (since there are many copies in American and British libraries, as well as in private hands). But the critical reception in both countries was as bad as Graves had come to fear. As Paul O’Prey summarizes,


the reviews ... were, with few exceptions, very hostile, some to the point of hysteria. Reviewers on the whole paid little attention to textual details and avoided serious analysis of the argument, content to denounce the book as ‘a farrago of rubbish’ (Church Times) or complain that Graves and Podro ‘reduced the story to the plane of pure history’ (Observer). The reviewers were mostly members of the clergy... and each one was answered by Graves (ibid., 134–5).


Graves enjoyed the precision of these battles. The Manchester Guardian was forced to pay legal costs and print an apology for libel in its review of The Nazarene Gospel Restored. Graves proceeded against the Times Literary Supplement for libel once the TLS had closed the correspondence between Graves and M.J.C. Hodgart, who had accused Graves and Podro of ‘unethically camouflaging the true text of Galatians 4, 14’ (quoted in O’Prey, Between Moon and Moon, 135; in fact, Graves and Podro were using a source older than the one quoted by Hodgart.) There were many battles between Graves and reviewers. In the holdings of Carl Hahn, the eminent Graves collector and bibliographer, there are at least six sets of clippings, all reviews and answers from Graves, that are unmentioned by the biographers and undescribed in Higginson. The list of some of the publications in which these reviews appeared, each followed by retorts, includes newspapers and magazines of wide circulation, alongside publications aimed at the religious: Time, Picture Post, Synagogue Review, The Yorkshire Post, and Time and Tide.


Podro’s joy in the collaboration did not extend past publication, however; for the less experienced author, it was ‘dismaying’ to wait six months for review. Podro and Graves had written E.S. Harper by 7 December 1953, ‘complaining of the absence of reviews,’ and Harper answered with a list of ten journals in which advertisements for The Nazarene Gospel Restored had appeared and ten in which reviews had appeared (the original letter is in the Carl Hahn collection). That Mr. Harper may have been having difficulty marketing the text is indicated by his citing the price (‘63/-’) and by Cassell’s having sent an ‘extensive prospectus’ to a rather exhaustive list of ‘potentially interested members of the Church.’ Most telling, though, is Harper’s explanation of why the book cannot be advertised in the Church Times: ‘I am afraid that this is impossible as the Church Times [sic] refused to accept our original announcement of the book.’


Moreover, when the generally very hostile reviews began to appear – the reviewer for the Manchester Guardian called Podro ‘a renegade Jew’– Podro was ‘distressed by the experience of public contempt.’ Even though Graves was quite successful in defending himself and his collaborator, according to Martin Seymour-Smith, ‘Podro never recovered from the strain’ (Seymour-Smith, 344–5). In fact, Richard P. Graves’s later biography does not devote much attention to Joshua Podro. Perhaps this is a result of his conviction, one I partially share, that The Nazarene Gospel Restored was the greatest single miscalculation of Graves’s long writing career, as well as his greatest disappointment. From Graves’s and Podro’s first meeting in 1943, ten years of very detailed work researching and writing a thousand-page combination of text and scholarship – with only a disappointing few copies sold in England when it was finally published in 1953 – resulted in hostile reviews and, of course, no effect whatsoever on ‘The Protestant Temple,’ at least in the observable short run for Graves. Consuming so much of what were his most productive years, this investment of artistic time and effort must have seemed very ill-considered at times, and he must have questioned the wisdom of his fascination with correcting the Gospel records. But despite this failure of the book to sell in large numbers or to engage leaders of the clergy in any real dialogue, Graves later maintained, certainly to his family, that The Nazarene Gospel Restored was his most important book.


In fact, in America, the larger market, sales exceeded those in England. Doubleday sold all or certainly most of their 1954 first American edition, and issued an undated second American edition, which one might more accurately call ‘the American issue of the first British edition.’ This is a version of the Cassell edition for which Cassell bound, under a Doubleday title page, the remaining Cassell sheets. It is important to note that this ‘American issue’ of the Cassell text did not incorporate any of the revisions Graves had made for the Doubleday first American edition. One might speculate that Doubleday found that a book the size of The Nazarene Gospel Restored would be too expensive for a reprint (in fact, Doubleday had originally planned, for their first American edition, simply to bind the extra Cassell sheets). Once Doubleday had secured Graves’s American copyright with a new version printed in America and discovered that Cassell had in storage something like another 2,000 sets of sheets (here I might speculate that the 5,000 figure often cited for the Cassell edition may have included these sheets), the costs of producing such a small print run became a priority again. Higginson’s and Williams’s 1987 note on what is known as the ‘partial edition’, that ‘Doubleday was permitted to import copies of this edition into the United States as late as 1972’, may in fact refer to this second Doubleday edition of the entire volume, given what we know from private collections. There are several copies of this ‘American issue of the Cassell edition’ in private collections, including that of Carl Hahn (and I am indebted to him for most of the printing history included here, and for his corrections to the Higginson bibliography).


The Nazarene Gospel Restored was certainly no bestseller, but sales of the ‘partial edition’ of 756 copies issued by Cassell on 25 February 1955 (which included only Part III, the text of the restored Gospel itself and carried the shorter title The Nazarene Gospel) were at least slightly more substantial than has frequently been reported in Graves biographies.


Even with sales that may not have matched his expectations, Graves clearly viewed the Herculean effort of producing the various editions as a heroic achievement, both intellectually and, possibly, spiritually. As his notations for the proposed 1970 revised edition show clearly, these were ideas that on his own he continued to flesh out and to develop for another decade and a half.


But Podro’s convictions regarding Jesus as a Jew were central to the conception of the book. In the ‘Summary of Critical Principles’ in The Nazarene Gospel Restored, Graves and Podro point out that Jesus (in Matthew 23) exhorted his disciples to follow the Pharisees’ interpretation of the Law. ‘He regarded the Mosaic Law as immutable... and avoided all contact with ritually unclean Gentiles.’ Graves and Podro also point out that the disciples, though some were learned men, did not write down his sayings, and probably memorized them in Pharisaic style. The first written versions of Jesus’s sayings were probably ‘surreptitiously jotted down’ by Greek converts. But a vast schism came to separate the Church of Jerusalem and the Gentile Churches; the converts, ignorant of Jewish culture and law, introduced many errors, and they ‘were anxious, for political as well as doctrinal reasons, to dissociate themselves from the Jew’ (NGR, 831).


Some of Graves’s views about Jesus remained unchanged by Podro’s emphasis in The Nazarene Gospel Restored:


He was set apart from his contemporaries because John the Baptist had acclaimed him as the Saviour of his nation; was crowned King with all the ancient rites; ceremonially re-born from a Levite virgin, and made an honorary High Priest, though physically descended from the royal House of David. Thereafter, as the King-Messiah, he had to follow a rule of conduct laid down by the Prophets and hagiographers ... Jesus never identified himself with God, or even with the transcendental Son of Man. His title ‘Son of God’ was an ancient religious one, acquired at the Coronation (832–3).


As a member of an Apocalyptic sect (an idea that came from Podro), this Jesus is different in at least one major way from the figure in King Jesus:


Jesus expected the present world to end during his lifetime in a series of catastrophes known as the ‘Pangs of the Messiah’. The Kingdom of Heaven, which would then be inaugurated and last for a thousand years, with Jerusalem for its capital, was to be a heaven on earth, peopled partly by resurrected saints, partly by a few living saints who would not die until the world ended ... In his view, the imminence of the Pangs was manifested by many signs of the times (ibid.).


Graves’s and Podro’s Jesus of The Nazarene Gospel Restored preaches that people seeking salvation must ‘cease to live a normal life, observe strict chastity, and avoid every kind of pollution.’ This latter Jesus ‘decided that the time had come to offer himself as a royal sacrifice for them.’ This Jesus indeed conformed his last acts before the crucifixion to the ‘Worthless Shepherd’ prophecies of Zechariah.


[He] neither preached to the Gentiles, nor encouraged his apostles to do so, nor showed any concern for their fate; and ... he hourly expected the literal fulfilment of eschatological prophecies (833).


In a footnote to the Foreword of The Nazarene Gospel Restored, Graves explains the reasons for the differences between King Jesus and the Graves–Podro text:


In 1946, I published a historical novel, King Jesus, written from the standpoint of Agabus, an Alexandrian scholar, in the year 98 A.D. Agabus made no claim to be an authority on Pharisaic law, believed in the supernatural and relied in part on already falsified texts; so that his viewpoint does not correspond with ours [Graves’s and Podro’s] on many points, particularly on the question of the Nativity.


I used the fictional device of letting the story be told by a Greek subject of the Emperor Domitian, in order to emphasize the paradox of Christianity: namely, that the ancient Cyprian Goddess on whom Jesus declared war in the name of Israelite Jehovah. . . . met his challenge and gained a partial victory. Jesus was hanged on a tree, as her sacred king had been hanged in ancient times. . . . and Christianity became a strange compound of laughter-loving Mediterranean Goddess-worship, Gothic sword-worship, Greek speculative philosophy and ascetic Jewish monotheism (xii).


Paragraph two of this note is the only mention, in The Nazarene Gospel Restored, of the ‘Cyprian Goddess’ so central to King Jesus.


Graves and Podro argue that ‘When all first-and-second-century changes and interpolations are removed from the Canon, what is left amounts to no more than an exceptionally dramatic incident in Jewish sectarian history’ (xvi). Yet the Nazarenes believed that the Messiah had appeared as Jesus (and thus the Kingdom of God was ‘hourly imminent’); Paul believed that Jesus’s works ‘marked a new epoch of emancipation’ from Mosaic Law, a view welcomed by the Gentile Christians and by the ‘Grecians’ of Alexandria. Each of these, and especially ‘a small but influential body of Samaritan converts,’ distorted the Nazarene tradition to suit their needs (xvi).


‘Our findings are consistent with, and not greatly in advance of, contemporary Biblical criticism ...’ (xvi). If one accepts the manifold premises on which Graves and Podro proceed to sift the Gospels – most difficult may be their extremely harsh view of Paul and their insistence that one editor, Simon Magus, is responsible for much of the anti-Pharisee tone of the Gospels – then indeed the process is nearly mechanical, yielding a more consistent, and much simplified, text. The recovery of the Nazarene Gospel becomes a matter of peeling away error and inappropriate context, a huge – if simple – task. Graves and Podro provide a catalog of the ways error was introduced into the Gospels, with occasional examples: editorial carelessness, doctrinal piety or perversity, polemical shrewdness, misdirection against the genuine Pharisees of denunciations intended for the feigned Pharisees (xiii-xiv). (This list, from the Foreword, is illustrated by almost twenty examples.) Graves also advanced another argument familiar from King Jesus: iconotropy is another source of error in the existing Gospels – this misinterpretation is specifically responsible, Graves believes, for much of the apparent supernatural or miraculous element.


By ‘iconotropy’ Graves refers to the misinterpretation process by which a later, or competing, religion interprets the icons of an earlier religion in such a way as to confirm its own ideas or to disprove the ideas of the earlier (rather an intellectual defacing of statues, rather than physically damaging them). In the ‘Historical Commentary’ to King Jesus, Graves argued that this was, for example, how the Greeks illustrated the Olympian myths ‘at the expense of the Minoan ones which they superseded’ or how ‘the well known scene in which Isis and Nephthys mourn at the bier of the ithyphallic recumbent Osiris’ became ‘the unpleasant story of the seduction of Lot by his two daughters’ (King Jesus, 423). In fact, Chapter 19 of King Jesus offers a long textbook of iconotropic reinterpretations, in the form of an extended dialogue regarding the competing ideologies of Jesus and Mary.


Graves is quite specific – and insistent – in the Foreword to The Nazarene Gospel Restored, arguing ‘that many fictitious events, derived in good faith from a misreading of sacred pictures, have been incorporated into the Canonical Gospels,’ an explanation that he and Podro write ‘has not, so far as we know, been made before’ (xiv). Thus, generalizing from, say, the frescoes in the Great Synagogue of Doura-Europos, might Jesus’s harrowing of Hell been based on Ezekiel’s vision of the dry bones, or Jesus’s raising of the widow’s son at Nain been based on Elijah’s raising of the widow’s son at Sarepta, or Jesus’s visit by the Syro-Phoenician woman been based on Elijah’s reception by the Sarepta widow. More simply, Jesus’s symbolic acts might have been recast as miracles to make him the equal of Moses, Elisha, or Apollonius of Tyana (xiii, xv).


The nativity and lineage of Jesus show the greatest differences between The Nazarene Gospel Restored and King Jesus. At first Graves merely restates his earlier position, but advances it only as a straw man, arguing that Jesus may have laid legitimate claim to be King of the Jews:


Pilate, John records, did not contradict Jesus and found no fault in him. But the Hasmonean dynasty was extinct and to be ‘King of the Jews’ could have meant only one thing in Roman Law, namely to be the lost heir-at-law to the only Jewish throne recognized at Rome – the Herodian. It follows, therefore, unless they were talking at cross-purposes, that Jesus admitted Pilate’s information to be correct; he had been legitimately fathered on Mary by King Antipater, the eldest son of King Herod and a Roman army officer (56).


‘It is at first reading a plausible view.’ If Antipater were his father, then Jesus would be the sole heir of Herod, who had made a will in Antipater’s favor. This lineage would also explain the Flight, the Massacre of the Innocents, the registration of the House of David. ‘However, this engaging view, though given verisimilitude by a partial concealment under the Hellenistic doctrine of the Virgin Birth, and by Origen’s hints at “state secrets” of the Christian faith ... cannot stand careful historical scrutiny’ (57).


Graves’s own earlier thesis from King Jesus cannot bear up under his and Podro’s later scrutiny for several reasons: first, it ‘is based on John’s account of the interview with Pilate, which has clearly been re-written to propitiate the Romans and to lay the blame for Jesus’s judicial murder on the Jews; and Jesus’s “Thou sayest that I am King,” which in Greek means “yes,” has an altogether different meaning in Aramaic’ (57). The role of Joshua Podro’s expertise in providing a new context for interpretation here is obvious. ‘Besides, it is impossible that John the Baptist would have acclaimed and annointed a Roman citizen, a scion of the usurping and pagan House of Herod, whose death was proclaimed a festival in the Jewish calendar; nor is the Massacre of Bethlehem recorded in any other document, either non-Jewish or Jewish’ (57).


Graves’s explanation of the nativity and lineage of Jesus now, with Podro’s help, turns on precisely the same sorts of distortions they had found throughout the Gospels:


The confused Gospel account of Jesus’s nativity, in fact, is composed of several unrelated elements: the secret tradition of his ritual re-birth at the Coronation, the Cyrus legend, the Horus legend, the Philonian metaphor of divine seed, the tradition that he was born at Bethlehem on the occasion of the Davidic registration, and the tradition that Herod destroyed the genealogical records [of the House of David] as ruthlessly as he had destroyed three of his own children ... (58).


Further, the traditions of the Nativity were blurred by iconotropy: ‘It seems, further, that the confusion was prompted by a misreading of Jewish synagogue murals’ (ibid.). In addition, Jesus was given details of nativity and lineage which link him to Isaiah’s prophecies. And, ‘[if] in the original Nazarene tradition, Isaiah’s prophecy had been explained as thus referring to Herod and Antipater, that would account for the Alexandrian view, later suppressed, that Jesus was Antipater’s son by a secret marriage to Mary’ (62). But, now writing with Podro, Graves has clearly lost his enthusiasm for what he now advances only as a suppressed Alexandrian view.


In 1957, Graves and Podro published another jointly authored book, Jesus in Rome, in which they summarized the elements of the Nazarene Gospel, admitting that The Nazarene Gospel Restored may have been a bit expensive (the first American edition sold $ 10 and the American issue of the Cassell sheets for $12.50), and by 1957, even rare. One reason for their writing Jesus in Rome may well have been the chance to claim the last word in the controversy which surrounded the reception of the earlier book. After characterizing that reception as ‘abuse, misrepresentation, and a scornful rejection of our scholarly credentials,’ Graves and Podro describe their reaction:


It is an accepted rule throughout the lay press in English-speaking countries that, although nine readers out of every ten may be Christian merely in name, all books on Christian subjects must be reviewed by orthodox critics; the believing minority being so well organized that any offence offered them may cause a serious loss of circulation. Most subeditors managed to excise positively libellous comments from the copy which their clerical reviewers of our book sent in; but by an oversight the ex-missionary critic of the leading English Liberal daily was allowed to call us ‘a renegade Jew and a renegade Protestant’; and the anonymous reviewer of the leading English literary weekly to suggest, among other things, that we had unethically manipulated the text of Galatians iv. 14. We took legal advice and demanded retractions of these damaging statements. The Liberal daily printed theirs within the month; but our case against the literary weekly had already reached the High Court, when the editor realized that ‘P. 46,’ the Greek papyrus text on which we based our argument, was a hundred years older than the earliest of the uncial and cursive manuscripts containing the text favoured by his reviewer. A retraction was duly made, and spoilt only by a disastrous reprint (Jesus in Rome, 1–2).


Few authors can use their next book to do such a thorough post-mortem examination (or explanation) of their previous book. Graves and Podro sum up the state of the attempts to refute The Nazarene Gospel Restored:


Though our coherent, if unorthodox, theory of Gospel origins has been loosely described by professional theologians as based on a complex of historical errors, nobody has yet succeeded in isolating and identifying any of these; and until someone does, and offers an even more coherent theory, we are entitled to refer readers of this Epilogue to the book itself for points argued there in detail. The recently published Dead Sea Scrolls have, in some instances, strengthened our arguments and nowhere weakened them (ibid., 2).


But by early 1970, Graves was convinced that the time was right for a corrected edition of The Nazarene Gospel Restored. With a cover letter of 26 February 1970, to Bryan Gentry, who had been Graves’s editor at Cassell in the 1960s and was by 1970 one of five directors at Cassell, Graves transmitted ‘the job I was asked to do for the editors and printers of The Nazarene Gospel Restored. I found a great many new alterations in my library copy dating from Joshua Podro’s days; + have incorporated them.’ Graves understood that


It will, as you explained, entail a photographic text of the original, with the emendations not made in the text but gathered together at the end with numbers [after] corresponding with marginal numbers added to the text.


Further, Graves suggested – ‘since Doubleday won’t play’ – that the photographed text might better be the Doubleday text, since Doubleday ‘printed the chapter numbers on top of the page and Cassell did not; which makes it very difficult for the reader to refer back or forward in search of a text’ (RG to Bryan Gentry, William Graves collection). Nonetheless, Graves entered chapter headings in pencil at the top margins of the Cassell first British edition that was his ‘setting copy for revision,’ as he labeled it.


In this setting copy – Graves’s privately owned copy of The Nazarene Gospel Restored – there are handwritten notations on some 252 pages, referred to by Graves as ‘add-ins’. They range from a pencil notation to replace the list of Graves’s publications and to add the note ‘REVISED EDITION’ to the front matter and the ‘FOREWORD TO REVISED EDITION’ after the original Foreword on the Contents page (these notes are in pencil). Other notes are in green ink, suggesting that Graves revised his copy of The Nazarene Gospel Restored over some length of time, with at least two passes, and frequently, the green ink is obviously added over, and correcting, the original penciled instructions for the ‘add-ins’.


Typical notes in the text include, in pencil, reminders of the running header (as in fact used in the Doubleday first American edition) which Graves wanted in his proposed 1970 revised edition. As mentioned, Graves’s ‘setting copy’ was his British Cassell edition, so on odd pages (or on the first odd page of each chapter) Graves indicates this running head by noting, in pencil, a roman numeral in brackets, corresponding to the number of the chapter. (Atypically, on p. 237 of the setting copy, a green ink notation is cancelled in blue ink, suggesting at least a partial third pass through the text).


By the end of Chapter IV, the locations of the add-ins begin to appear, noted in green ink, with penciled additions. The first of these penciled additions is a note to add the word ‘FIRST’ to the title ‘HYMN’ on p. 78. These additions were collected by Graves into a typed list. From a carbon of this list, with more annotations in now-brown ink in Graves’s hand, the list of add-ins included on pp. 1023–45 of this edition was produced. The page numbers at the right originally were added in Graves’s hand to the carbon typescript. The list provided here incorporates Graves’s emendations, which he made in blue and in black ink, on the carbon typescript.


Some notations made in Graves’s setting copy of the Cassell text do not appear in the list of add-ins. For example:


– on p. 163, line 3, a faulty font is circled and a marginal note added to delete it, in pencil


– on p. 853, line 25, a notation to delete the quotation mark is in pencil


– on p. 859, a penciled notation has no corresponding add-in in the typescript


Other notations, usually in green ink – but sometimes in pencil – appear both in the setting copy and in the typed list of add-ins. These tend to be shorter additions, rather than emendations, possibly made on the spur of the moment, such as the added phrase ‘and originally comes from Ecclesiasticus xxxiv. 23’ on p. 427 and ‘the Son of Sirach saith’ on p. 428 (this latter is a phrase that was in fact added in the Doubleday first American edition, making it quite clear that Graves was incorporating at least some of his earlier Doubleday revisions for this proposed 1970 edition). But some of these notations are in the later blue ink, as on p. 428, where the phrase ‘as the Preacher,’ is added to ‘the Son of Sirach saith.’ On the typed list of 1970 add-ins, this later phrase is added in there, too, also in blue ink – giving us a clue to the nature of Graves’s iterative process of editing this complex text, with its complicated printing history.


The add-ins Graves prepared for the projected revised 1970 edition are a mix of simple corrections and longer, more thoughtful additions. They clearly indicate that well after publication of The Nazarene Gospel Restored, he continued to think (and read) about the issues he and Podro had dealt with earlier. Consider that by far the most significant source for these addins was the Gospel according to Thomas, which had not become available in an English translation until 1959. There are some twenty citations to Thomas which Graves prepared for his revised edition – proving Graves’s continuing commitment to Gospel scholarship – but an equal number of minor corrections, further speculations, and additional new sources show just how thorough and wide-ranging Graves’s continuing interest in the Gospels remained. For example, in three preliminary notes, Graves adds a second hymn to the account of John the Baptist’s birth, and provides a summary of scholarship dating the hymn from ‘the time of the Maccabees’ as a ‘prayer for Israel’s victory over her Seleucid enemies.’ He also adds the text of a prophecy of John’s role, as delivered by Zacharias.


Graves adds a note to ‘Before Caiaphas’ speculating that it may in fact have been Judas who ‘corrected the report that Jesus had threatened to destroy the Temple,’ after noting that in none of the Canonical Gospels is Judas listed as ‘among the hostile witnesses.’


Graves also makes minor corrections to the original text in his list of add-ins. In ‘On Chastity,’ he makes this very fine point: ‘two sayings quoted by Tertullian (On Baptism 20 and Didascalia ii 8)’ is to be changed to ‘a saying quoted by Tertullian (On Baptism 20) and supplemented by Didascalia ii 8.’ In ‘On Oaths,’ a citation of Sifra Leviticus is to be changed to Sifra Kedoshim, and in ‘Judge Not!’ a citation from Aboth ii is to be amended to ‘Aboth ii 4.’ Ascribing the Letter of Aristeas to ‘an Alexandrian Greek’ is revised to ‘an Alexandrian Greek Jew.’ At one point in the commentary of ‘Jesus in Nazara,’ in discussing the insult, ‘Physician, heal thyself!’ Graves will add the rather offhand, even superfluous ‘Medicine in those days was largely a matter of faith-healing.’


Some of these small changes in diction, in fact, are clearly provoked by Graves’s study of the Gospel according to Thomas and by the authority he grants to what was then a recently discovered Gospel. Changing ‘A prophet is not acceptable in his own country’ to ‘in his own city’ comes from noting Thomas’s use of ‘village’ in this context as ‘acceptably substituted’ in another of the add-ins.


In ‘The Twelve’ Graves would add, from Thomas, Simon Peter’s request that Mary not accompany the disciples. In Thomas’s Gospel, Jesus answers that if she be ‘like unto a man’ she may enter the Kingdom of Heaven. Graves speculates that this reply was deleted from the Canonical Gospels in order to keep the priesthood all male.


Graves is willing to reconsider extensive scholarly discourses from the original text in the light of the Gospel according to Thomas, even deleting some of his own previously impressive work. From the section ‘Take No Thought’ Graves proposes deleting the Oxyrhynchus Papyrus as a source, and adding verses from Luke and Thomas. Graves would then delete the original paragraph in which he supplied a restoration of the damaged papyrus verses and followed with brief mentions of the ‘somewhat different restorations’ of ‘Evelyn Whyte and Lagrange.’ In the analysis Graves wants inserted, he provides the full text of the restoration by ‘Dr. Evelyn Whyte,’ which begins with the assumption that the question had been asked by Judas. ‘Dr. Lagrange’s restoration was similar,’ Graves says, ‘even to the guess at Judas’s name; which shows how untrustworthy the guesses of scholars often are.’ Thus Graves corrects these two scholars with the text from Thomas, wishing to make his point so powerfully that he deletes his own restoration of the papyrus – which followed the scholarship very closely, frankly. Thomas is now seen as a more final authority than Whyte, Lagrange, or even Graves himself. (Though in another note, for ‘The Pluck-Right,’ he prefers, admittedly, the Oxyrhynchus Papyrus wording, in this case more complete, to that of Thomas.)


Since Graves considered ‘the order in Luke xiv. 26 to hate one’s father and mother for Jesus’s sake’ to be ‘one of the grossest forgeries in the Gospels’ (648) it must have been with a ‘sigh of satisfaction’ that he could propose Thomas 101 as a new source verse for the section ‘The Kinsmen.’ Graves thought Thomas’s language made the order both softer and clearer: ‘in my way’ instead of ‘for my sake.’ Moreover, Graves argues, Thomas’s language seems to allude to the Coronation, at which God was to have become Jesus’s Father and the Holy Spirit his mother.


But the Gospel according to Thomas is not the only source of Graves’s additions for the proposed revised edition of The Nazarene Gospel Restored. For the section ‘On Chastity’ Graves adds a source from Thomas and a source from Clement of Alexandria. He clearly continued to read widely in the source texts he had used for the first edition of his and Podro’s work on the Nazarene Gospel.


For example, Graves points out that calling ‘the poor to thy table’ is a ‘sentiment’ that is ‘anticipated’ in the Odyssey, when Telemachus protects a lame beggar at the banquet. Similarly, his continuing reading of Byzantine ecclesiastical tradition convinced him that ‘pearls’ were ‘crumbs of sacramental bread,’ or vegetable sacrifices; therefore it was ‘crumbs of the showbread’ which should not be cast before the swine. Similarly, he points out that Oecumenius’s ‘One building, another pulling down’ originally comes from Ecclesiasticus xxxiv. 23, and modifies the verses to include ‘the Preacher, the Son of Sirach.’


Graves inserts a final verse from Amos, for example, into the prophecy of the young man fleeing Gethsemane naked, without which the prophecy is incoherent. He corrects a citation of the Oxyrhynchus Papyrus, corrects a citation of the Sifra Leviticus to Sifra Ahre, and corrects the date of the battle at Kadesh from 1335 B.C. to 1296 B.C. He corrects the spelling of the Hebrew word for the sun, Shamash, and corrects an incorrect reference to the Fifth Commandment, as well as correcting numbers for cited verses and chapters.


Graves adds another verse from John to the source texts for ‘By What Authority,’ which may indicate little more than tinkering. But, in the commentary sections for those verses he proposes this addition – clearly based on his further consideration and his further reading of source materials:


Whether John was Elijah and thus capable of anointing the Messiah was still hotly debated in Justin’s mid-second-century Dialogue with Tryphon (see xiii a para 2). Its difficulty was that it presupposed reincarnation, which was not a Hebrew belief at any period.


A citation to the apocryphal Gospel of Peter is added to ‘The Superscription,’ citing this Gospel as the only source blaming Herod (and his wife Herodias) for the crucifixion of Jesus.


The list of add-ins ends with three new notes, one of which continues fleshing out Graves’s hostility to Paul, even suggesting that Paul’s career was revenge on Jesus and Peter for preventing Paul’s marriage into the ‘rich and influential House of Boethius.’ Another of these final notes ‘suggests a claim’ that Jesus had visited Paul ‘in the flesh’ at Damascus, prompting Paul’s claim to have been ‘personally instructed by Jesus’ – Graves cannot resist accusing Paul of identifying himself with ‘the Spirit of Divine Wisdom which speaks in the heart.’ And the final note refers the reader to Jesus in Rome for a ‘sketchily reconstructed’ account of Jesus’s wanderings after leaving the disciples. And here, Graves even corrects the record of Jesus in Rome. To fulfill a Messianic prophecy (and inadvertently to prompt ‘Claudius’ expulsion of Jews from the city’), Jesus sat outside the Praenestine Gate of Rome, not the Pincian Gate, as Graves and Podro had speculated in Jesus in Rome.


On p. 818 of the setting copy, the circled numbers indicating the location for each add-in begin to appear in red ink. Given that the previous green ink was still thick, this represents, if not another full pass of editing, certainly at least another later editing session. Finally, on p. 836, the green ink notations for the add-ins begin to repeat, as this section, titled ‘The Nazarene Gospel’ repeats the clarified text of the Gospel itself, with none of the scholarly discussion interposed. Thus, only the add-ins relevant to the text of the Gospel itself are referenced by Graves’s marginal notations. Some uncorrected notations in pencil remain, such as a note on p. 942 of the setting copy, directing the editor or typesetter to ‘Take in 24’ and another, in pencil on p. 967, to ‘Take in 27.’ (A similar penciled note, on p. 964, to ‘Take in 18’ has been corrected, in blue ink, to ‘62’).


Clearly, Robert Graves’s work on the projected, to-be-corrected, revised edition of The Nazarene Gospel Restored was an unfinished work, perhaps even interrupted work. One proof of that status is that Graves made no provisions, in his list of add-ins for the text, to move the additional sources such as the verses from Thomas into the simplified text of the Nazarene Gospel itself, which appears later in the volume.


*


Oddly, there may now be less interest in the ‘post-Easter’ Jesus than there was in the 1950s. Of the process that transformed Jesus ‘from a monotheistic Jew to the Second Person of the Trinity,’ Marcus Borg maintains that most mainstream scholars ‘believe that Jesus didn’t think of himself as the Son of God.’ But after the Crucifixion, his followers ‘continued to experience him as a living reality, and he came to be attributed with the qualities of God.’ These ‘foundational experiences lead to metaphorical, then conceptual development, concepts become doctrine. The Trinity is a conceptual attempt to reconcile Jesus as divine within the doctrine of monotheism ... the meanings become richer when you move away from the literal meanings.’ This would seem to imply a wide acceptance of new and evolving views of the figure of Jesus.


But critics of the new Jesus scholarship worry that these scholars are victims of their own prejudices and biases, and worry, further, that their work may undermine orthodox faith. Certainly fundamentalist and conservative evangelicals reject these scholars’ views; but Borg maintains that members of mainline churches and people who have left the faith are an audience ‘numbering in the millions’ for these new critical views, proof of ‘an enormous appetite for a way of thinking about Christian traditions and origins that makes sense to them without ripping the guts out of the faith.’ Reverend Michael Johnston, in 1996 an Episcopal assistant rector in Evanston, Illinois, says, ‘Every generation has to rethink Jesus for itself. What the historical Jesus project is doing ... is what Christian communities have done throughout the centuries.’


If some popular ideas of an evolving Jesus have been attacked, more scholarly approaches have been generally welcomed, if by smaller audiences. The publication of the recovered Gospel of Judas by National Geographic in April 2006 was presented – and greeted by other mainstream media such as the news magazines Time and Newsweek – with near-scholarly reviews and explanations. And nothing in the explanation of Judas’s role as ‘betrayer’ of Jesus would sound amiss to Podro or Graves. In The Nazarene Gospel Restored, their Judas is used by Jesus to craftily move ahead his plans to play the role of Zechariah’s Worthless Shepherd.


In fact, The Nazarene Gospel Restored may have had its greatest effects among Jewish scholars and writers. Rabbi Hyam Maccoby, author of The Mythmaker, Paul and Hellenism, and Revolution in Judaea, places the Graves/Podro work squarely in the Tübingen school of F.C. Baur. The Tübingen school emphasizes the importance of the rift between the Jerusalem Church and the Gentile Church.


In an essay originally prepared for The Times Literary Supplement, Maccoby points out that, by 1995, the Tübingen theories had received support again – indeed, his own work was heavily influenced by the Tübingen school. Maccoby calls the Graves/Podro method ‘intuitive yet rational’ and ‘backed by profound historical knowledge’. Based on original texts, Graves and Podro’s methods only very infrequently engage the views of other scholars – ‘Graves himself was unwilling to engage in such pedantic work,’ Maccoby speculates, ‘fearing no doubt that it would impair his intuition’ (‘Robert Graves and “The Nazarene Gospel Restored’”, 49). This left The Nazarene Gospel Restored open to challenge, but Graves, after all, consistently prevailed in these challenges.


In his commentary, Rabbi Maccoby sums up the effects of Graves and Podro’s work:


The Nazarene Gospel Restored remains a mine of insights which any New Testament scholar would do well to read and re-read. It is one of those works that have had a seminal influence which too often has not been openly acknowledged out of fear of academic ridicule. Many a scholar has made a whole career out of one of the intuitions which Graves threw off so abundantly (ibid., 51).


It is time for this far-reaching influence, wielded by Graves and Podro and their collaborative work, to be acknowledged and, hopefully, multiplied by the publication of an edition of Nazarene Gospel Restored, amended as Robert Graves intended that it be.












Note on the Text





For this edition of The Nazarene Gospel Restored the editors have chosen to reproduce the text of the original British edition, the version published by Cassell in 1953.


While Robert Graves believed that in at least one aspect – the running chapter heads – the 1954 American, Doubleday text was more convenient for the reader, in 1970 he was in fact dealing with Cassell in his attempt to publish a revised edition of his text. We have no record of an answer from Cassell when Graves suggested that ‘since Doubleday won’t play’, ‘the photographic text of the original’ to be reproduced in 1970 should be the Doubleday text (Graves’s logic here is admittedly hard to follow). We can infer Cassell’s answer by noting that, despite the fact that he of course had both editions in his private library, Graves used a Cassell text in his possession as his ‘setting copy,’ and it is the pagination of the Cassell text to which Graves’s ‘add-ins’ refer.


In placing this list of add-ins, the editors have chosen to follow Graves’s instructions for their appearance at the end of the text. Indeed, this is the organization Graves envisioned for his hoped-for revised edition of The Nazarene Gospel Restored: ‘a photographic text of the original, with emendations not made in the text but gathered together at the end with numbers corresponding with marginal numbers added to the text.’


Rather than alter the original 1953 Cassell text by adding these marginal numbers, the editors have chosen to reproduce Graves’s add-ins precisely as they appeared in the 1970 typescripts, complete with Graves’s locator system of page numbers, section numbers, and chapter numbers as they appeared in typescript. No editorial emendations have been made to Graves’s list.


One final point: it is clear, from penciled instructions in his Cassell setting copy, that Graves intended that his new ‘Foreword to Revised Edition’ appear after the original 1953 foreword. The editors believe that the passing decades since the original publication, plus the failure in producing the 1970 edition, give a more important status to Graves’s 1970 Foreword and that it should now introduce all of Graves’s 1953 text. In this way we emphasize that Graves’s planned revision of his Nazarene Gospel – all that follows the 1970 Foreword – is now, finally, appearing as he had wished. A small number of obvious minor typographic errors in the Foreword have been silently corrected, but the text otherwise reproduces Graves’s typescript unchanged.
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FOREWORD


(a) The attitude of the Roman Church towards the New Testament is that the Canon has long been fixed: it is complete, consistent, and historical, and the interpretation of every text has been laid down in such irrefutable detail by a long line of Popes that devout Catholics need only read what they are told to read, interpret as they are told to interpret, make a personal effort of faith and repentance, and they will then be assured of salvation—because the keys of Heaven (Matthew xvi. 19—see LXXVII.d) are held by the Pope as St. Peter’s lineal successor. The Protestant attitude is that Jesus’s acts and sayings, in so far as they can be established historically, are of greater importance than any theological commentary on them, since Jesus speaks directly to the individual conscience. This ‘in so far’ is a concession to the large body of historically-minded Protestants who, not being forbidden to search the Scriptures for themselves and interpret what they find as best they may, have come to realize that the text of the New Testament is sadly inconsistent and strewn with anachronisms.


(b) Gospels written by members of the various Gentile Churches, after the Destruction of the Temple in 70 A.D., to support local doctrine, were piously attributed to the Apostles Matthew, John, James the Less, Peter, Thomas, Bartholomew, Andrew, and ‘The Twelve’. Of these, the first two alone, with the addition of Luke and Mark, have become canonical, and then only after continuous drastic revision. Of the rest, some survive whole, some in part, some have been suppressed as heretical; and fragments of several other named and unnamed Gospels are extant. But none of these, whether canonical or uncanonical, can have been written by the author to whom it is ascribed. The introduction to Luke and the accounts quoted by Eusebius from the early second-century writer Papias (see Introduction IV.g) show that all the Gospels, except the patently fictitious ones, were based on notes taken by Greek-speaking converts from the Aramaic Gospel orally current among the Nazarenes; and that each evangelist, as Papias reports: ‘interpreted them as best he could’–that is to say, uncritically and, in general, with studied ignorance of their historical background.


(c) After much patient research and experimentation, the Dean of York and Mr O. Lazenby, a foreman glazier, have at last successfully restored the fourteenth-century ‘Jesse’ window in the nave of York Minster. This originally showed a vine with curved branches and twisted tendrils, Jesse lying at the foot, kings and queens standing within the trunk, prophets posted in the whorls, and a majestic crowned Virgin dominating the scene. In 1789, one William Peckitt, who was commissioned to repair the window, replaced Jesse with an erect king of his own creation, giving him a grotesque eighteenth-century head and a dress made from a fifteenth-century canopy enclosed in the frame of David’s harp. He also removed the labels from the twelve prophets, distributed their shoes and fragments of the Virgin’s crown in odd corners of the window, set a queen’s head on Daniel’s shoulders, jumbled the vine’s branches, and placed the Virgin’s hand, with half the book she was holding, on the ground at Samuel’s feet. The window is now once more in something like its original condition, though several heads, broken or lost in Commonwealth days, have had to be replaced by later ones.


(d) We have undertaken much the same task here. Once the distortive technique of Gospel editing has been deduced: from contradictions and historical discrepancies in the surviving documents; from a close study of Jewish life, literature and religious beliefs in Jesus’s time; and from early Christian ecclesiastical history, the original Nazarene tradition can be restored with a fair degree of confidence. Only a few broken fragments of the story seem to be lacking, though many are misplaced and have had their edges trimmed to make them fit into a Peckitt’s pattern.*


(e) Briefly, this restoration proves that Jesus was a devout Jew, belonging to a small apocalyptic sect known as Zophim, or ‘Watchers for the Kingdom’, and organized on Free Essene lines. He took the contemporary Pharisaic attitude towards the Mosaic Law, making only minor reservations (see XLVIII.d, LXXX.e and CVI.f), never equated himself with God and, though he performed certain faith cures in God’s name, neither did nor suffered anything that lay outside the sphere of natural human experience. Granted, he was set apart from his fellow-Israelites, because John the Baptist had chosen him as the person to whom the whole corpus of Messianic prophecies referred, and secretly anointed him King of Israel; yet his deference to the Great Sanhedrin’s religious authority (see XIII.a, and XLVIII.d-f) continued to be no less sincere than the devout Catholic’s is to the Holy See to-day.


(f) Jesus was a man of unusual learning, wit and piety; his chief sponsors were members of the religious aristocracy of Jerusalem (see VIII.v); and under the synagogue system then in force the general educational level of the Jewish artisan class, from which most of the disciples seem to have been drawn, was higher than that of any other in the world, the Greek included. All available evidence goes to show that the original Nazarene Gospel was terse, factually accurate and intellectually satisfying to those chosen students of the Law and the prophets for whom it was primarily intended. But Gentile heretics pirated it, mistranslated it into pedestrian Greek, recast it, and then subjected it to a century-long process of emendation and manipulation. The glamour of the early Jacobean prose in which the Gospels are now clothed, and their judicial authority, are most deceptive. Judged by Greek literary standards, they are poor; by historical standards, unreliable; and their doctrine is confused and contradictory. The late-Victorian atheist (was it Bradlaugh?) may be excused for remarking that they read as though ‘concocted by illiterate, half-starved visionaries in some dark corner of a Graeco-Syrian slum.’


(g) A number of processes are distinguishable by which the original tradition became so sadly distorted. Some of these reflect editorial carelessness; some, doctrinal piety or perversity; others, polemical shrewdness. At times these categories overlap.


Editorial carelessness covers such cases as the following:


(1) Miscopying; with accidental omissions or duplications.


(2) Misunderstanding of the Aramaic original.


(3) Infiltration of marginal glosses into the text.


(4) Misreading of the Nazarene subject-arrangement for a chronological one.


(5) Choice of inappropriate contexts for sayings which bore no indication of context.


(6) Running together of such sayings into a single confused argument.


(7) Inclusion of anecdotes based on a misinterpretation of sacred pictures.


(8) Ill-considered stylistic improvements.


(9) Clumsy attempts to correct obvious absurdities or contradictions.


(10) Mistaking of figurative or ironical sayings for straightforward ones—and vice versa.


(h) Doctrinal piety or perversity covers such cases as the following:


(1) Identification of Jesus with the Second Person of the Gnostic Trinity: a process which involved the substitution of ‘I’ for ‘God’ in many of his sayings, and the omission of his prayers to God whenever he performed works of healing.


(2) Conversion of his symbolic acts into miracles; and attempts to make him rival or surpass the recorded feats of Moses, Elijah, Elisha and Apollonius of Tyana.


(3) Disguise of the motives which guided him during Passion Week.


(4) Removal of references to his humanity.


(5) Invention of miracles wherever he might have been expected to perform them.


(6) Borrowings from the Pauline Epistles, or from Church liturgy, in order to identify his message with Paulinism.


(7) Invention of sayings and incidents which would authorize second-century Church practice.


(8) Attempts to prove that he preferred the poor, sick, and outcast to the rich, healthy, and established.


(9) Disguise of his asceticism, but particularly of his insistence on complete sexual chastity.


(i) Polemical shrewdness covers such cases as the following:


(1) Attempts to dissociate Jesus from Judaism by omitting nearly all his quotations from the Law and prophets.


(2) Suppression or manipulation of any act or saying likely to offend the Roman authorities.


(3) Attempts to prove that he deliberately flouted the Mosaic Law.


(4) Attempts to prove that he rejected the Oral Law as an impossible burden.


(5) Attempts to fasten the blame for his death on the Jews.


(6) Attempts to prove that he debarred the Jews from the Kingdom of God in favour of the Gentiles.


(7) Pro-Samaritan, pro-Grecian or pro-Phoenician tamperings with the text.


(8) Deliberate misdirection against the Pharisees of denunciations originally intended for the Herodians and Sadducees.


(9) Misdirection against the Pharisees of denunciations intended for the ‘feigned Pharisees’.


These lists are by no means comprehensive.


(j) If all the corruptions in the Gospels had been due merely to carelessness or obtuseness, our task would have been comparatively easy. Yet even so, a restoration of the original text from internal and external evidence would doubtless have met with invincible opposition from the Protestant as well as the Roman Churches. Witness the Caliphate’s refusal to permit the slightest textual recension of the Koran, once its various parts had been collected and placed in decreasing order of length, regardless of the contents, by Zaid ibn Thabit. This eccentric arrangement, which made havoc of the sense, seems to have been adopted because Mohammed referred to the separate passages of his revelation as surahim—that is to say, courses of brick or masonry–and it seemed architecturally appropriate to lay the largest course first. Thus Mohammed, who wrote in the rhythmic prose of contemporary Arab soothsayers, has won undeserved fame for ecstatic disorientation; and though many of the surahim are headed by such unexplained letters as ALM, ALR, TH—apparently the alphabetical labels of the baskets in which the various parts of his revelation were filed–no Arabic scholar has since dared to rearrange them in a logical sequence.


(k) Our suggestion (see (g) above) that many fictitious events, derived in good faith from a misreading of sacred pictures, have been incorporated into the Canonical Gospels–we call this process ‘iconotropy’–has not, so far as we know, been made before. But New Testament scholars have been slow to realize that the Christian art of the Catacombs is not entirely of Gentile origin: that while the Gospels were being compiled, Jewish synagogues were decorated not only with mosaics, as in the Palestinian synagogues of Beth Alpha and the North African synagogue of Hamman-Lif, but also with frescoes in Pompeian style similarly illustrative of Scriptural texts. Examples of the latter have survived, by an extraordinary accident, in the Great Synagogue of Doura-Europos,* on the Euphrates; though mid-third-century in date, they seem to have been copied from those of a second-century synagogue on the same site. Among the Doura frescoes † are several Old Testament scenes which vividly suggest Christian themes. The painting of Ahasuerus, Vashti, and Esther could serve as an illustration for the story of Antipas, Herodias, and Salome; that of the death of Joab, for the decapitation of John the Baptist; that of Elijah’s reception by the widow of Sarepta, for the Syro-Phoenician woman’s visit to Jesus; that of Elijah’s raising of the widow’s son at Sarepta, for Jesus’s raising of the widow’s son at Nain; that of Ezekiel’s vision of the dry bones, for Jesus’s harrowing of Hell. It is a wide-spread fallacy that the Jews, like the Moslems, were forbidden all representational art; the ban applied only to the making of images for worship.


(l) No illustrated Christian manuscript survives of a date earlier than the fourth century A.D., but the tradition of sacred illustration, in the Book of the Dead style, had been firmly established among Greek Jews from pre-Christian times; and first-century copies of Logia (Jesus’s oracular sayings), particularly the collection attributed to the Apostle Matthew, are likely to have been treated in the same way. Not only may such close parallels between Old and New Testament anecdotes as the rousing of Jonah from sleep during a storm at sea and the similar rousing of Jesus (see LXXV.b) be due to iconotropy, but so may patently unhistorical anecdotes such as the calling of Zacchaeus (see XIX.g); and mysterious or supernatural events such as Mark’s accounts of the Temptation (see LXXVIII.b) and the Transfiguration (see LXXIX.g), with all others similarly distinguished by the appearance of angels or the sounding of God’s voice from the sky. Additions to the Gospels were, it seems, made by Greek-speaking ‘Godfearers’: converts to Paulinism, who could not translate the Hebrew legends attached to the synagogue frescoes of Syria or Greater Greece, and had little Scriptural learning. One obvious cause of misunderstanding was the art-convention which permitted the same character to appear several times in a single painting. Thus the boy in the Doura-Europos ‘Raising of the Widow’s Son’ is first shown dead in his mother’s arms, next being healed by Elijah, lastly restored to his mother. Anyone unfamiliar with 2 Kings iv. 18–37 would suppose that Elijah healed three different boys (see XXXVI.c).


It may be charged that we have far too frequently sheltered behind the theory of iconotropy when confronted by supernatural incidents in the Gospels; but early literary sources are inadequate to account for all of these. To judge from Talmudic analogues dating back to the first century A.D., the Nazarenes, though they credited Jesus with having cured many sick people by the ‘finger of God’, and with having himself defeated death on the Cross, soberly refrained from supernatural fantasy. And it would be unjust to suggest that the early Gentile Fathers deliberately concocted miracles. Granted, they were not above revising or lavishly embellishing the Nazarene tradition; their excuse was that the Jews had rejected Jesus and had therefore jealously minimized his divine feats. But they must have demanded an honest assurance, from local Church leaders anxious to add new miracles to the Canon, that these were backed by some traditional authority at least, even if this were a mere textual gloss (see XXXVIII.b and LXIII.c); and pictorial evidence will have been acceptable enough.


(m) When all first-and-second-century changes and interpolations are removed from the Canon, what is left amounts to no more than an exceptionally dramatic incident in Jewish sectarian history. The Nazarenes and the Ebionites (Ebionim, ‘poor men’–Nazarenes dedicated to a life of poverty) differed from the Pharisees only in their belief that the promised King-Messiah had appeared in the person of Jesus and that the Kingdom of God was hourly imminent. Later, their doctrine was transformed by Paul, who held that the coming of this Messiah marked a new epoch of emancipation from the Law. His view was adopted by Gentile ‘Godfearers’ of Syria, Asia Minor, Greece, and Italy who had found the Jewish ceremonial law a hardship and a handicap; and also by the ‘Grecians’ of Alexandria, who resented their dependence on Jerusalem for true doctrine. These, with a small but influential body of Samaritan converts, shaped the Nazarene tradition to their own convenience; and the Gentiles, recalling the violent diatribes which the prophets had pronounced on their fellow-Israelites, felt spiritually superior to a ‘stiff-necked and adulterous nation’.


(n) The Gospels in circulation among the early Christian communities of the Dispersal will have been condemned as heretical by the Nazarene Council of Jerusalem, which claimed that the chosen companions of Jesus could alone speak from personal knowledge of his sayings and beliefs. Jesus’s ‘Oracles’, as preserved by the Nazarenes, will have consisted partly of scattered epigrams, moral judgements, and denunciations of all who rejected Pharisaic authority or compounded with the ‘Wicked Kingdom of Rome’; partly of midrashim, or comments, on Scriptural texts; partly of religious discussions with friends or opponents. They will have been supplemented by eye-witness accounts of his coronation, of his symbolic actions, of cures he performed, of his travels through the Kingdom of Israel and, finally, of his crucifixion, burial, resurrection, and farewell.


(o) Our findings are consistent with, and not greatly in advance of, contemporary Biblical criticism; but we appear to be the first to cross a wide stream at which even the most liberal scholars have long baulked. If these findings are to be accepted, historically-minded Protestants will conclude that only one honest course is left to them: namely, to revive Jesus’s own form of Judaism and subject themselves to circumcision and the laws of ritual cleanliness in token of their sincerity. Yet if they decide to do so—as some of the Independents came close to doing under Cromwell*— they will be faced with a further moral problem. Jesus himself believed in the Old Testament as a trustworthy record of events, and divine orders, and Josephus, in several passages of his Antiquities, voiced the national belief that nothing had ever been added to or removed from it since the time of Moses, who lived two thousand years before him; whereas it had, in fact, been edited and re-edited many times since its first redaction, and wholly misrepresented primitive religious theory and practice in Israel. None of the books ascribed to Moses, David, and Solomon was–as Biblical scholars now generally agree–written by these; the prophecies of Isaiah and his successors were defaced by additions and interpolations; the national chronicles had been tampered with, and contained numerous anachronisms; miracles were recorded even less credible than those in the New Testament. Thus Protestants who, on historical grounds, may decide to Judaize, will either have to smile reproof at Jesus for taking the Old Testament literally, or else do so themselves. But if they can swallow the Old Testament with its miracles, why should the New stick in their throat? Why should the evangelists be blamed for ascribing fictitious sayings to Jesus, while the authors of the Old Testament are pardoned for ascribing fictitious sayings to Moses or David?


(p) It would be foolish, of course, to despise Jesus for knowing less about Old Testament origins than we do now. The Canon of the greater part of the Scriptures had been fixed and edited with care some two centuries before; only minor contradictions were discernible in its text, and these had been resolved by ingenious glosses. Nobody ever doubted that the Pentateuch was Moses’s own original composition. Moreover Jesus, as a devout Jew, could follow a prescribed rule of moral conduct without distinguishing between civil and religious law. It is far more difficult for an intelligent modern Churchman to keep to the orthodox path, since the Canonical Gospels contradict one another freely and the Epistles enjoin obedience to the temporal power as distinct from the authority of the Church. Thus Christian morality, even under severe ecclesiastical discipline, has become proportionately more elastic; and the Pauline doctrine that faith takes precedence of works, and that all Christians are sinners, whether they keep the Law or not, has led the Church to reject most of the religious obligations on which Jesus insisted. For Jesus, though demanding from his people an earlier, more child-like, belief in the power and mercy of God, untroubled by legalistic obsessions, had nevertheless bound them to a scrupulous regard for the unalterable Law.


(q) Paul considered this a cruel hardship: laws need lawyers to interpret them, and the more conscientious a lawyer, the finer will be the points he raises. Pharisee lawyers of the first century, holding that the personal salvation of each individual depended on his strict observance of the Law, made it their duty to anticipate and provide for every moral contingency, however trivial, that might arise in the course of daily life under Roman rule. Paul was convinced that the Law had already become a greater burden than many Jews themselves could bear, and that the Gentiles should not be forced to shoulder it. He decided that a clean start must be made, outside the synagogue system, and held that the Crucifixion had now abrogated the Law (Galatians iii. 13). It is not for us to judge whether this decision was right or wrong; but we may at least deplore his dishonesty in implementing it and the looseness of his terms, since the Ten Commandments, which continued to be read in Christian churches as they had been in synagogues,* were the essence of the Law. Paul’s conduct fell short not only of Jewish but of Graeco-Roman moral standards, and it is the greatest of pities that a mitigation of the Law’s demands was preached by him and not by some saint of irreproachable antecedents and unchallengeable integrity.


(r) Practically-minded Protestants, realizing the difficulty of literal obedience to Nazarene doctrine–if only because it presupposes the existence of the Temple-cult at Jerusalem–will continue to condone Paul’s evasions and distortions and thus still regard Jesus as a rebel against Judaism. They will first dwell on the general plausibility of the Gospels as they have survived; then, though ready to admit the grave inherent contradictions in particular passages, will stress the hopelessness of trying to restore the original text; and, finally, if asked how their critical consciences allow them to accept a view that is not only unhistorical but defies scholarly scrutiny, will retreat in good order to their last, impregnable, third-century line of defence: ‘No one who lacks faith can understand or criticize the Word of God.’


(s) ‘Faith’ in this sense is a very different concept from the faith which these same Protestants are content to rest in a mathematical or physiological principle; it is an assumption, made with a great dissociative effort of will, that at a certain period in history the Prime Cause suddenly intervened in human affairs, and that subsequent events transcended so many natural laws that no annalist of the time was able to give a coherent account of them. Such faith is prized today for its imaginative denial of the crudely mechanical views of existence. It preserves the sense of the unexpected and wonderful–if miracles have happened once, why not again? Life is not considered worth living in the West if completely controlled and behaviouristic; and the Gospel message combines evidence of miracles with an insistence on the individual’s right to be master of his own spiritual fate. It is said: ‘Look what has happened to personal liberty in Godless Russia! Destroy belief in the authenticity of the Gospels and you destroy belief in a man’s right to think or act for himself.’ This is not, of course, so: the most important contributions to modern imaginative literature and scientific discovery have been made by agnostics or atheists, and the chief difficulty with which the Western nations have to contend is not that the Russians are Godless or controlled by the Communist Party, but that, for better or worse, they are Russians.


(t) Reputable Christian apologists, finding our main theses hard to refute —except by a rallying call to orthodoxy–will either leave them unanswered or else evade the issue by disputing minor points. After all, when there is disagreement between the four Gospels even on essential facts— for instance, on Jesus’s ancestry (see II.a) or the circumstances of his betrayal by Judas (see CV.a) or his Resurrection (see CXV.a)–they will find it easy enough to demolish our reconstruction of the original tradition, merely by upholding as Gospel truth one of the texts which we have thought fit to reject; since it has never been an article of ecclesiastical logic that only a single set of harmonious facts can fit a given incident. And when one of Jesus’s sayings is quoted by the evangelists in a wide range of different contexts (see XXV.b), they will say that he did indeed repeat himself, why not?, and that we have no right to place the saying in only one of these. As for the miracles, they will point out that scientists are still unable to account for a great number of common psychical and physical phenomena and that it would therefore be unscientific to reject any of the supernatural occurrences in the Gospels, even where the evangelists’ accounts appear to be contradictory. Further, that belief in Jesus as the God and Saviour of mankind has led to a succession of latter-day miracles, many of them attested by persons of the highest veracity, which are sufficient to prove the Christian thesis. And further–a contention which we would be the last to dispute–that orthodox Christianity has been the sole inspiration and support of countless noble lives.


Protestantism, except in intellectually backward areas of Europe and the United States, has come to be a strategic position rather than a faith; a defence against Catholicism on one flank and Communism on the other. If the management of all Protestant Churches were entrusted to unpaid laymen, with an endowed priesthood engaged only in ritual observances, as among the Jews in Jesus’s time (see XIII.j), the case might be different: there would not be the same unwillingness to keep religion abreast of contemporary thought and feeling, or the same insistence on the authenticity of the more fantastic miracles. It is remarkable that Hillel–a Jewish lay-teacher of the first century B.C., who became President of the Great Sanhedrin and to whom, paradoxically, the Christian ethic owes more even than to Jesus–always displayed a negative and incurious attitude towards the supernatural, though he was wholly dedicated to God. He regarded the Godhead as a mystery, notoriously beyond definition, which it was most improper for theologians to discuss in public. While conceding the need for strict ceremoniousness in obedience to the Law, he insisted that love for one’s neighbour was the sole beginning and end of religion (see LXXXII.l); and used the Law and the prophets as his text-books, simply because they were traditionally invested with divine authority. Hillel avoided all discussion of miracles or other transcendental phenomena and made no attempt to justify Scriptural contradictions or anachronisms, which did not interest him even if he became aware of them. He was not bound by a formal creed–the creed was invented by the Catholics as a means of ecclesiastical discipline: his concern was with practical humanity in a universal sense, and he never taught mystical nonsense.


(u) This book is published not in challenge to the Catholic priesthood and their devoted congregations, but to reassure the lay public, which has lost its child-like faith in ecclesiastical dogma, that the original Gospel stood four-square–that, indeed, granted the introductory premiss ‘I believe in God the Father Almighty, Maker of Heaven and earth,’ the Apostles’ Creed is historically acceptable, at least as far as ‘On the third day he rose again from the dead’; and that Jesus the devout Jew, though an apocalyptic extremist, deserves far greater respect for his religious integrity than the Jesus of the Gospels. The ethical system of the West depends on his example; and whether or not he showed absolute devotion to principle–however ingenuous his beliefs–is therefore a matter of the highest importance. A common Protestant contention that Jesus, being God, might behave as irresponsibly as he pleased, is intellectual defeatism, which is liable to end either in an abandonment of traditional morality or in a transference of one’s personal conscience to the perhaps conscienceless charge of a confessor. Once it is realized that Jesus, although he had won the honorific title ‘Son of God’ at his coronation (see I.b), was humanly aware of his own frailties, and that his sayings made straightforward sense in the context of the Law and the prophets, then the Western ethical system can be strengthened by his example and the mystical concept of Godhead can remain–for those who care to embrace it–untarnished by human error. Even Jews may learn to forgive Jesus for the centuries of persecution and shame which they have suffered on his behalf.


(v) It remains for anthropologists to decide whether–always assuming the continued need for religion and the impracticability of reviving any of Christianity’s defeated rivals–the Old Testament, as interpreted by Hillel and his successor Jesus, or the New Testament, as interpreted by the more enlightened Christian Churches, provides the better ethical education. Jesus’s Judaism demands utter devotion to Jehovah as the national God of Israel, and a tradition of patient watching for the day of deliverance: when persecutions shall cease and the twelve tribes, purged and pardoned, shall be re-assembled at Jerusalem, where their leaders will instruct the Gentiles in moral perfection. ‘Salvation,’ as he himself told the woman of Sychar, ‘is from the Jews,’ (see LXX.c) and from the Gentiles he expected nothing but grateful attention to the Law and prophets as expounded by his fellow-Pharisees. Christianity is patently a religion of compromise: not morally strict enough for the ethically inclined; too ecclesiastical for the mystically inclined; and for the historians deserving of de facto recognition only.


(w) Ought there, then, to be a division of Christianity into two separate religions: the religion of poetry and the religion of prose? Should the mystically and emotionally inclined worship Christ as an Osiris done to death by the tyrannical Set, mourned by Isis, and annually renewed as the Child Horus? But would this not imply a return to some form of orgiastic extravagance? Should the historically and ethically inclined worship Jesus the apocalyptic Pharisee, as a leading moral exemplar among other Jewish and non-Jewish saints, yet be guided in their daily life by Hillel’s less ascetic rule and by his less literal faith in the supernatural and in the fulfilment of eschatological prophecy? But would this not imply some degree at least of Judaization and a renewed belief, among other things, in the now discredited doctrine of Hell-fire? These are questions which will eventually have to be answered by the heads of the Protestant Churches; though not, perhaps, in the lifetime of any parish priest or bishop contemporary with ourselves.*


(x) The logic of most Protestant apologists is so faulty, and they present so mean-spirited and vapid a picture of Jesus, that their readers are tempted to subject themselves once more to Catholic discipline; Catholicism may be unhistorical, and even anti-historical, but at least it is consistent.


Why, although the factual discrepancies and doctrinal differences between the Gospels are a matter of common knowledge among professional theologians, do these shrink from making a concerted attempt to investigate the processes by which the authentic tradition became distorted? And when leading scholars admit to a despair of recovering the original truth, is their despair unqualified by the practical consideration: ‘Perhaps such a recovery would not be altogether in the public interest’? Have they turned a blind eye to elements of the problem which are obvious to less interested students–particularly to the Gospel editors’ skilful use of a technique described by Irenaeus in the context of the Gnostic forgeries (see Introduction III.u) and now known in the film industry as montage?*


One device of montage, to which the Russian film director Eisenstein first called attention in the 1920’s, is the insertion of unrehearsed shots into studio scenes as a means of heightening dramatic conviction. In a historical film, he said, the excited, unselfconscious faces of extras watching a Punch-and-Judy show will produce a far greater emotional impact than if taken while watching an imaginary Czarist massacre. Thus, while the commentators may be intellectually convinced, for instance, that Lazarus did not stumble out of his tomb, wrapped in cere-cloths, and that Pilate did not call for water and wash from his hands the guilt of Jesus’s crucifixion, they nevertheless allow themselves to be emotionally deceived by these vivid circumstantial details. It seems to have occurred to none of them that such details, though genuine, may have been borrowed from another Gospel sequence, where they were politically or doctrinally dangerous, and transferred to an altogether different one (see LXXXVII.e, Introduction IV.e and CX.g).


(y) They do not fear the truth, but owe a duty of caution alike to their employers and to their dependants, and are particularly anxious not to offend any of the ‘little ones’: if only because these are quick to take offence and half-a-dozen strongly-worded protests to the Church or University authorities may secure the offender’s dismissal.


It happens that neither of us has a chair, post, or pulpit to lose. Working when and how we please and consulting our own libraries, we acknowledge no spiritual authority, except the still, small, nagging voice of conscience — a survival from our early Scriptural education–which urges us to tell the truth as we know it. We are, in fact, amateurs or irregulars, well aware, from recent analogues in medicine and warfare, of the deep mistrust which our book will arouse among those whose livelihood depends on a careful observance of theological etiquette.


One of us grew up as a devout Eastern European Jew and passed his childhood in terror of Christian pogroms; the other an Irish bishop’s grandson, born in the same year, grew up as a devout Anglican and soon learned to abhor the Jews ‘who crucified Jesus’. It is less remarkable than may appear that we arrived eventually at a common point of view: both developed a historical conscience and ceased to hold orthodox beliefs long before we came to know each other in England during the recent war. We knew that an enormous intellectual effort was needed to wipe out the traditional misrepresentations of Jesus acquired in childhood. Comparing notes, we realized how much each could learn from the other; one of us had a special knowledge of the Graeco-Roman world, and of the early Church, which complemented the other’s researches in Jewish history and literature. Once the relevant facts were established, no disagreement could be possible, though the Jew would remain temperamentally ‘of the circumcision’ and the ex-Anglican ‘of the uncircumcision’.


(z) One disadvantage of the method we have adopted–which is to arrange episodes or groups of sayings in roughly chronological sequence and devote a separate chapter to each–is that we must constantly assume the reader’s acceptance of certain general principles previously submitted. If we write, for instance:


‘Luke — — is a midrash on Isaiah — —; it makes no sense in its present context and must have originally formed part of the dispute recorded in Matthew — —.’


this may seem an arbitrary pronouncement to anyone who dips into this book without following the argument. For the convenience of ‘dippers’, our general principles are summarized at the beginning of Part III.


We quote our authority for every historical statement not a matter of common knowledge; but have refrained from loading this already long book with even a select bibliography of the sixty or seventy thousand scholarly works on Christian origins.


Grateful acknowledgements are due to Kenneth Gay, who has helped us with the preparation of the manuscript; and to Beryl Graves, who has checked the references.


The text of the Authorised Version of the Bible is Crown copyright and the extracts from this version are reproduced by permission.


R. G. J. P.





 


 


* In 1946, I published a historical novel, King Jesus, written from the standpoint of Agabus, an Alexandrian scholar, in the year 98 A.D. Agabus made no claim to be an authority on Pharisaic law, believed in the supernatural and relied in part on already falsified texts; so that his view does not correspond with ours on many points, particularly on the question of the Nativity.


I used the fictional device of letting the story be told by a Greek subject of the Emperor Domitian, in order to emphasize the paradox of Christianity: namely, that the ancient Cyprian Goddess on whom Jesus declared war in the name of Israelite Jehovah (see XXI.n) met his challenge and gained a partial victory. Jesus was hanged on a tree, as her sacred king had been hanged in ancient times (see CXIII.c); and Christianity became a strange compound of laughter-loving Mediterranean Goddess-worship, Gothic swordworship, Greek speculative philosophy and ascetic Jewish monotheism. R. G.


* When the city was besieged, this synagogue was incorporated into a hastily constructed rampart, and its whereabouts were forgotten after the massacre of the inhabitants.


† Comte du Mesnil du Buisson: Les Peintures de la Synagogue de Doura-Europos (Rome, Pontificio Istituto Biblico, 1939).


* John Bunyan at one time even despaired of salvation because he was not of Jewish blood (Grace Abounding to the Chief of Sinners).


* Oddly enough, it was the synagogues which discontinued this practice, in the midsecond century A.D., to lessen the similarity between the rival services.


* Meanwhile, Sir Henry Self, President of the Modern Churchmen’s Union, speaking at their Cambridge Conference on August 14, 1950, is reported by The Times to have emphasized the disagreement between modern scientific views of the Universe and the ‘outdated, outmoded fundamentalist dogmas of the Church,’ and to have continued:


‘It is essential for the Church, which has increasingly contributed by its ineptitude and dogmatism to the number of “humanists”, now to re-proclaim its Gospel in terms which meet with modern understanding.’


Sir Henry was alluding to the Protestant Church; and the well-known preacher, Dr W. R. Inge who, in his sermon at the opening service had, negatively at least, envisaged the sort of Gospel which would please these Modern Churchmen, said:


‘Do you agree with me that our services are terribly clogged with Judaism? If you are clergymen, do you not hate having to read many of the Old Testament lessons? Some of them are frankly unedifying, others are unintelligible. . . . Of one thing we may be thankful, that the hideous hell-fire theology is heard no longer in our Churches.’


The same issue of The Times carried the following news item, which shows the bland rejection by the Roman Church of all modern scientific views and their wholehearted endorsement of the Immaculate Conception dogma proclaimed by Pope Pius IX in 1854:


‘The Osservatore Romano, organ of the Vatican, announced today that the Pope is to hold a consistory on October 30, at which he will announce his intention of proclaiming a new dogma of the Roman Catholic Church, that of the Assumption of the Blessed Virgin Mary into Heaven–that she is in heaven not only in soul but also in body. . . . (see CXVIII.w).


‘While discussion of the possibility of proclaiming the dogma has been proceeding inside the Church since 1869, it was the present Pope who, during the past four years, made a world-wide survey among bishops of the Roman Catholic Church to determine whether it was considered “wise, prudent, and desirable” to proclaim the dogma. . . . According, to a reliable Vatican source, 97 per cent. of the declarations made by cardinals, bishops, and others since the discussions opened have been in favour of proclaiming the dogma.’


The Assumption duly became dogmatic.


* Montage in the Gospels must be distinguished from mere collage, which is the less exacting art of, for example, filling any gap in a discourse of Jesus’s with devotional excerpts from other contexts (see LXXXI.b).












Foreword to the Proposed Revised Edition





Although most of the writing and arrangement of this book was done by myself, Joshua Podro’s name appears with mine on the title page because I could never have dared to undertake so complex a task without his active collaboration and research. We had found ourselves country neighbours during the Second World War, and it was his criticism of my historical novel, King Jesus, that suggested our working out the real story more exactly together.


Joshua Podro, a Polish Jew, originally ‘Podrovsky’,* was the same age as myself and like me had fought in France as a Fusilier during the First World War. He had since been a well-known Yiddish journalist in New York, and founded the largest press-cutting service in Great Britain (at that time temporarily evacuated from London to Devonshire) which he managed until his death. His spare time and money were dedicated to the study of Jewish religious history. Joshua Podro had a piercing eye, a modest and generous heart, an extraordinarily accurate memory for historical detail, and a mastery of the Hebrew, Aramaic and Syriac languages. We became close friends when we discovered how far we had both come along the road from religious orthodoxy – he as a Jew and I as a Protestant – and how intent we both were on finding out who and what had first antagonized the two religions, both based on the Hebrew Scriptures.


Peace separated us in 1946. Apart from a preliminary agreement on general principles, and a subsequent short reunion at my home in Majorca, to which I had returned when the war ended, our collaboration was necessarily by letter. My task was to supply the Roman and early Christian background to the story; his, to supply that of first-century Judaism – he had the largest private library of Judaica in London.


A single useful example to show how we worked is our restoration of the original text of Luke xii, 45–52. I told him of my unsupported intuition that the Greek Gospel translation had lost an important Aramaic play on words made by Jesus in the style of Isaiah v, 7, or Amos viii, 2. He agreed to the search and finally found it: explaining to me that an ignorant Gentile editor had obscured the antithesis by interposing between its two parts a verse from another context. Jesus’s word-play had been far stricter than either Isaiah’s or Amos’s.


‘Think not that I am come to bring peace. I am come not to bring peace on earth (shalvitah) but a flaming fire (shalhovitah); I am come not to bring division of spoils (pluga) but dissension (plugta).’


Joshua similarly found me the real explanation of Jesus’s apparently absurd saying about a man who remarks on a speck of dust in a neighbour’s eye, while having a beam in his own. It refers to a story preserved in the Talmud of a householder who, when a visitor cuts a splinter from the doorpost for use as a toothpick, cries: ‘Take that splinter from between your teeth!’ The visitor answers: ‘Is not the beam before my eyes?’ meaning that his host has incorporated a stolen beam in the doorframe; the contemporary punishment for which – Judaea suffered from a great timber shortage – was the demolition of the whole house, even if it were a fortress.


The book took two years to complete. When published in London and New York it got only unfavourable notices from Protestant reviewers in either country; the Catholics and orthodox Jews preferred to disregard it altogether. This did not surprise us. The book was clearly a time-bomb which would take some years to explode. We did however sue a leading literary journal for libel – their anonymous reviewer had accused us of having ‘unethically camouflaged the true text of Galatians iv. 14,’ which concerned Paul’s famous ‘thorn in my flesh’. We had shown that Paul was not a Jew by birth, nor even a Roman citizen by birth, but a Syrian-Greek opportunist with no regard for factual truth and mainly responsible for the Christian misrepresentation of Jesus’s acts and beliefs. After a long exchange of legal letters we secured an apology, with costs: the reviewer, working from an out-of-date Greek New Testament had been unaware that the newly discovered Chester Beatty Papyrus text of Galatians (P. 46), which happened to be a century older than the earliest of those on which he relied, supported our view.


The book sold out after a few months in both countries; that was in 1953 and until now we have been unable to get it reprinted in either. It was placed on the Catholic Index and since the American publishing house has, I hear, a majority of Catholic share-holders we are still unable to secure American republication, though the Index has been at last abolished. And publication costs in Britain have risen so prohibitively since 1953 that the only means of republishing the book at a reasonable price has been to offprint the original edition and group the necessary textual emendations at the end of the book. Copies have become extremely rare and much sought after, especially for ‘under the counter’ use at the Theological Faculties of American Universities.


Jesus’s main error in our view had been one still common today: his too literal belief in the religious classics, and his too exclusive patriotism. The punishment posthumously inflicted on him by most of his coreligionists was to be regarded as a man of evil who, having blasphemously represented himself as God, condemned himself to everlasting torment in the world to come. The Moslems, who rate Jesus only as a prophet, not as God, treat him with far greater justice. The Prophet Mohammed, when saluted as a God by enthusiastic converts, had answered wryly: ‘Alas that you blaspheme our Maker on my account! Yet even His Servant the prophet Jesus could not silence those who thus erred about him.’


The additions to the book are numerous; especially since the discovery of a fourth-century Sahidic translation of the Greek Gospel according to Thomas, which contains numerous apparently genuine sayings of Jesus, mixed up with later Gnostic interpolations; among its certain sources are the lost Gospel of the Egyptians, the lost Gospel according to the Hebrews, the four Canonical Gospels (some in earlier versions than those known to us) and several Pauline epistles. I made a commentary on this document in 1961, with Joshua Podro’s assistance. The document is ascribed to ‘Didymus Judas Thomas’ but the preface to the Greek Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 654 (fragments dating from the third century and clearly part of this same Gospel) shows that ‘Judas of James’ (alias ‘Jude the Obscure’) had shared the authorial honours with Thomas Didymus (‘the Twin’) until the Sahidic translator ran these two names together.


The much advertised ‘Dead Sea Scrolls’, relics of the first century Quaram religious centre, which was a monastical establishment of Essenes, add little to our knowledge of the Gospels. They do, however, explain the constitution of the early Jewish Church as headed, like theirs, by a priest, namely James the Just (called by Christians ‘James the Lesser’), assisted by a group of overseers (episcopoi in Greek, from which the word ‘bishop’ is derived). Jesus’s disciples, the original overseers, were travelling friars rather than monks; and Jesus himself was no mere Teacher of Righteousness (meaning ‘exponent of the Torah’) like the deceased leader revered in the Scrolls. His followers accepted him as the ‘Messiah’ (‘Anointed One’), namely the King of Israel. He was crowned in defiance of the Romans who, since King Herod’s death, which coincided closely with Jesus’s birth, had converted Palestine into an Imperial province. Jesus believed, and taught them to believe, that the world was very shortly coming to an end, and for this reason took pains to fulfil all the Biblical and Apocryphal prophecies made about the Messiah. He would be the last King of Israel before her final repentance, the destruction of all her enemies, the dematerialization of the world and God’s opening of the Gates to Paradise. He discovered his error on the Cross and afterwards admitted it, having survived the ordeal (as we show and as the Moslems have always known) and soon afterwards disappeared across the border to Damascus. He seems to have travelled widely in the East and lived to old age. His grave is still shown in Srinagar, Kashmir with the approval of the highest Moslem authorities. Joshua Podro and I have published, in Jesus in Rome (Cassell, 1957), all the known historical material relevant to his life after the Crucifixion. His disciple Thomas Didymus is said to have buried him there not later than A.D. 72.


Readers of Paul Schonfield’s The Passover Plot should note that it was published after he had read and reviewed The Nazarene Gospel Restored and that he has made no acknowledgements in it to our investigations.


R.G.
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Mallorca
1970





 


 


* The family name was actually Podroushnik. Ed.










PART ONE











INTRODUCTION I


CURIOSITIES OF NEW TESTAMENT CRITICISM


(a) Since even nominal Christians are required by Law to take a Court oath on the Bible, as the final repository of truth, and since the Protestant Churches agree with the Catholic and Orthodox on the desirability of belief in its literal accuracy, nearly a century of street-corner atheism has been needed to make the Protestant masses admit, for instance, on zoological grounds, that the whale’s swallowing of Jonah may have been no more than an allegory. They are still, however, disinclined to abandon their faith in ‘Gospel truth’, even when they see plainly that the evangelists have contradicted one another or that Jesus is behaving inconsistently. Religious education in the schools has changed little during the past hundred years, and the artificial distinction between sacred and profane history has been jealously maintained at the Universities. Despite the remarkable development of Biblical criticism in the same period, a great part of the people and of the provincial clergy, though scientifically-minded in other respects, remain, outwardly at least, determined fundamentalists.


(b) Early prejudices stick. Ernest Renan who, in 1845, broke short his studies for the Roman priesthood after reading the rationalistic works of advanced German critics, would not apply his knowledge of Hebrew to dispersing the prejudices with which he had been imbued at the seminary of St Nicholas du Chardonnet. In his Vie de Jésus, he insisted that Jesus fell a victim to the ‘ferocious Mosaic Law’, and that the Romans had no part in his judicial murder–which must therefore be laid at the door of the Jews as a nation (see CX.b). Even today educated Christian laymen cannot bring themselves to read the Gospel narrative as an exclusively Jewish one of the first century A.D.; they detach it from the contemporary background and it becomes an unaccountable enclave in historical time. The grateful love which they have been taught to feel for their Redeemer combines with the Old Master tradition in art to make them picture Jesus as a gentle, long-haired, blond-bearded Greek, in an Italianate setting, savagely beset by an alien horde of turbaned Jews. And whatever their mental reservations about certain of the miracles, they will at least agree with David Friedrich Strauss–whose Leben Jesu (1835) was the first scholarly attempt to free the Gospels of their supernatural element–that Jesus is ‘beyond criticism as the creator of the religion of humanity’. For Strauss, though sponsoring the modern disbelief in miracles among the educated classes, also taught them to insist on the originality of Jesus’s teaching.


(c) Advanced theologians of the succeeding generation, feeling it their duty to depreciate the religious and ethical ideas current in Judaea before Jesus’s ministry, suggested that religious faith had been submerged in a dead sea of legalism. Later, when some of them entered the field of Jewish studies to substantiate their theory, and found that the Mishnah, the Midrash and the two Talmuds contained ethical teachings of a universalistic trend, they airily dismissed these as dating only from the second century. Thus Emil Schürer (History of the Jewish People in the Time of Jesus Christ, ii. 1. 190), treating of the humanitarian laws in the Mishnah and their bearing on the Sanhedrin trials for capital offences, argued that they were ‘purely theoretical in character’ and added: ‘We know from what took place in the case of Jesus that these laws were by no means strictly adhered to.’* An equally precarious theory, expressed by Professor Charles Guignebert in his recent Jesus (p. 401), is that the rabbis quoted in the Mishnah borrowed their ethical teachings from the Gospels.


(d) Some theologians, however, while conscientiously admitting that Jesus had preached little or nothing that was not implicit in the Pentateuch and the Pharisaic Oral Law, the Torah she baal peh, decided that though his teaching may not have been original in content, it was so in the manner of its delivery at least. Theodosius Harnack, in his What is Christianity? (p. 44), wrote of Julius Wellhausen’s theories:


‘I answer with Wellhausen: “It is quite true that what Jesus proclaimed, and what John the Baptist expressed before him in exhortations to repentance, was also to be found in the prophets and even in the Jewish tradition of their time; the rabbis said the same, but they were weak and did not carry it out.”’


Harnack’s meaning seems to be that the rabbis did not go on missionary journeys; and this is true enough, but they can hardly be accused of weakness on that account. Nor can it be contended that Jesus was more open-hearted than they; the doctrine of universality, which subsequently distinguished Christianity from the state religions of the Greek world, was borrowed from pre-Christian Pharisaic teaching. Jehovah had, indeed, ceased to be an exclusively national God ever since the prophets proclaimed him the Lord of Creation who watched with personal interest over everything that drew breath. The roots of Christianity are to be found in the prophecies of Jeremiah, who not only attacked blood-sacrifices and preached non-resistance to Babylon, but was the first prophet who addressed the individual heart.


(e) M. Goguel, in his Jésus de Nazareth (Paris, 1925), explains Jesus’s supposed religious innovations as follows:


‘In his eyes the value of rites was entirely secondary. . . . The Law expressed the Divine Will in a certain number of formulas, both positive and negative. It defined certain actions which a man ought to perform, and others from which he should refrain. But it left outside the moral sphere all that had not been foreseen and defined.’


Goguel here reveals a studied ignorance of the Oral Law, since Pharisaic teaching was primarily a guide to moral conduct in matters for which the Law did not explicitly provide. He continues:


‘In Judaism, God is not known apart from the revelation of Himself in the Law. This revelation is insufficient, if the ideal which Jesus held up to his disciples in the words: “Be ye perfect, even as your Father in Heaven is perfect” (Matthew v. 48), be the true one.’


But this personal perfection had already been enjoined by the Law (Leviticus xi. 44): ‘Ye shall be holy, for I am holy!’ The Pharisees tried to imitate God’s holiness and perfection, yet were aware that a full realization of this ideal was not humanly possible, and ruled that no greater demands should be placed on a community than it could bear.


(f) Wellhausen, in his Israelitische und Jüdische Geschichte (1907), suggested a novel compromise: namely, that Jesus’s teaching, though anticipated by Hillel, a President of the Great Sanhedrin, and the Pharisees in general, was nevertheless original since he omitted some element from the doctrine he borrowed of them—it was his selective genius that distinguished him. Neither Wellhausen nor Guignebert holds that Jesus explicitly rejected any part of Pharisaism, but both maintain the compromise by stressing those elements of which he approved, and thus imply that he rejected the residue as burdensomely legalistic. Their view, however, is contradicted by Jesus’s injunction, in Matthew xxiii. 23, not to omit the scrupulous tithing of mint, anise, and cummin (see XIII.q).


(g) Johannes Weiss, in his Jesus von Nazareth: Mythus oder Geschichte? (1911), also tries to uphold the originality of Jesus’s message by advancing the theory that his contribution to contemporary thought was a ‘new poetic creation’. He writes:


‘Are Shakespeare’s dramas of any smaller value because their sources can be traced even in minute particulars? What Jesus said can be found in Job and Ecclesiasticus, but he said it with greater warmth and with greater enthusiasm.’


As Weiss should have known, both Isaiah and Jeremiah wrote with striking enthusiasm and warmth of feeling, and their prophecies were, moreover, original in content as well as in presentation. That the Almighty stood in no need of blood-sacrifices was a revolutionary thesis which seemed to contradict Genesis iv. 3–5, the story of Cain and Abel; and what earlier religious book of any nation had refined the concepts of justice, love and truth so carefully as Isaiah? Was Jesus’s delivery of old truths, then, more poetical than Isaiah’s and Jeremiah’s had been of new? Weiss, however, approves of the prophets and holds that Jesus, finding their spirit suffocated by the legalistic narrowness of his contemporaries–who granted no greater importance to notions of justice and love than to petty ceremonial observances–courageously recreated it.


If Weiss and his fellow-theologians discover, for instance, that Jesus, according to the Talmud, could not have been tried by a Pharisaic Sanhedrin on the eve of a Sabbath, as the Synoptics report (see CIX.d), they either ask: ‘How do we know that these laws, redacted only at the close of the second century, were framed during Jesus’s lifetime?’ Or else they declare with Schürer (see (c) above): ‘We know from the Gospels that they were not adhered to.’ Similarly, while convinced that the first-century synagogues were ruled by the ‘suffocating spirit’ of the Talmud, they regard as second-century borrowings from the Gospels all ‘Christian’ ideas found in it.


(h) Yet Weiss identifies as positively new only one of Jesus’s doctines: Matthew v. 44, the command to love one’s enemy. ‘It is possible,’ he writes, ‘that this may have been preached by individual noble Jews—but what authoritative Jewish document or what Jewish community has ever made the love of one’s enemy a fundamental principle of action?’ No community, of course, whether Jewish or Christian, has ever done so; though Proverbs xxiv. 17 advises: ‘Rejoice not when thine enemy falleth,’ and Proverbs xxv. 21–22, more positively: ‘If thine enemy be hungry, give him bread to eat; and if he be thirsty, give him water to drink: for thou shalt heap coals of fire upon his head, and the Lord shall reward thee.’ Jesus was here commenting on several Scriptural texts in the spirit of the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs (Gad vi. 3–4 and Joseph xviii. 2), a book written during the latter half of the second century B.C. (see XXVIII.e).


The author of the Testaments was aware that an enemy acts usually in revenge of a real or fancied wrong done him; and that an amicable talk may bring this wrong to light and thus allow it to be rectified. Jesus, therefore, insisted on the need for gratitude to one’s enemies when their hostility pointed to faults in oneself which, if left unchecked, might lead to damnation. He said so most forcibly in Matthew v. 25: ‘Agree with thine adversary quickly . . . lest . . . the Adversary [of man] deliver thee to the Judge, and the Judge cast thee into prison’ (see XXII.e). But that was no more than an elaboration of Proverbs xxv. 8–9: ‘Go not forth hastily to sue ... but debate thy cause with thy neighbour himself.’ Similarly, the Talmudic maxims: ‘Let the property of another be as dear unto thee as thine own,’ and ‘Let the honour of another be as dear unto thee as thine own,’ and ‘Pray for the wicked,’ are elaborations of Leviticus xix. 18: ‘Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself,’ and of Exodus xxiii. 4, which orders a man to assist his personal enemy when he is in trouble.


(i) All these sayings present an ethical ideal that makes no concession to human frailty. Jewish religious teachers of the second and first centuries B.C., their eyes fixed on the Heavenly Kingdom, sought to create a perfect moral society. The rigorous humanitarian teachings of the Talmud are earlier even than the time of Hillel, and in their light the ‘Sermon on the Mount’ has a familiar look (see XXVIII. a and b). Thus in Matthew v. 38–48 the ideal of human goodness is carried to a point where all personal pride must be surrendered: ‘If your enemy sues you for your shirt, let him have your coat as well rather than prolong a quarrel in which you are as likely to be wrong as he is. Never resist a personal attack: if your enemy strikes you on the right cheek, show your peaceful intentions by also turning the left. But on God’s behalf, or in defence of an ill-treated innocent, be unexceptionally firm and bold.’


(j) In Matthew v. 20, Jesus’s counsels of perfection have been misrepresented as an order to outdo the Pharisees in virtue: ‘Unless your righteousness exceed that of the scribes and Pharisees. . . .’ He must really have said ‘Sadducees’ (see XXI.j), and a Gospel editor has mischievously introduced the refrain: ‘Ye have heard it said. . . . But I say unto you . . . though Jesus’s teaching in Matthew v. 21 ff. is a typically Pharisaic strengthening of the Ten Commandments, meant for devotees who lived in hourly expectation of the Kingdom and thought only how best to save their souls.


The greater part of Jesus’s teaching seems, originally, to have been delivered in the form of midrashim, or commentaries: he quoted a Scriptural text and applied it to a contemporary occasion–as in Luke xiv. 8–10 (see XLVI.e), where he told a parable based on Proverbs xxv. 6–7, or in Matthew v. 25, where he expanded Proverbs xxv. 8–9 (see XXII.e). Yet nearly always the introductory quotation has been omitted by a Greek editor who wished to emphasize Jesus’s originality. This process of excision accounts for the many cases, especially in Matthew, where a text is introduced by an illogical gar, ‘for’.


(k) At one point, Weiss asks an ingenuous question: ‘If the words of Jesus are no more than a new edition of established Jewish ethics, how is it that so many of them are an attack on Judaism. . .?’ But Jesus no more attacked Judaism than did Isaiah who, though admonishing ‘this sinful nation, a people laden with iniquity, a seed of evildoers, children that deal corruptly’, yet found words of comfort for them. Time and again the prophets had reminded the Israelites of their unworthiness for the task to which they were appointed by God. No other nation regarded itself as ‘chosen’ in the religious sense or had such fierce internal critics. In the Graeco-Roman world it was a crime to disparage one’s own tribe or city; satires were written only against individuals, and with the object of shaming rather than reforming them. The ideal historian was one who, like Livy, limited himself to recording the triumphs and virtues of his people. But the Jews meekly accepted all rebukes offered them in God’s name, and humbly incorporated in their Scriptures even the most immoderate of these. Thus, when the Septuagint, the first Greek translation, was published in Ptolemaic Egypt, ‘God’s chosen people’ suddenly stood selfcondemned before a heathen world which marvelled at their long record of iniquity (see LXXXI.e).


(l) The Jews had contributed almost nothing towards research on Christian origins until the nineteenth century; and the Talmud and the Midrash add little to our knowledge of Jesus (see LIII and LXXX), though clearly revealing the Pharisees’ attitude towards Pauline and allied forms of ‘Grecian’ Christianity during the late second century. The Nazarene Oracles have perished and no other independent Jewish records remain except a hostile biography, entitled the Toldoth Yeshu, the original text of which has been no less grossly overlaid with invention than the Apocryphal Gospels, though in an opposite sense.


When the Jews, under Bar-Cochba, had made their last stand against Rome in 132 A.D., the Pharisees, who assumed spiritual charge of the survivors, found themselves violently assailed by a former sect of their own persuasion; it had expanded and changed beyond recognition and was now composed almost exclusively of Jewish renegades and Gentile foes. Christianity was unmistakably a ‘daughter’ religion–but what daughter would side with her mother’s alien oppressors, jeer at her calamities and declare herself the sole inheritrex of the family title and culture? The Toldoth Yeshu, which exists only in mediaeval versions, is a record of contemporary Jewish recriminations.


(m) The Pharisees had decided, even before Bar-Cochba’s revolt, that, to survive at all, they must live in spiritual isolation. A decree, passed by the Great Sanhedrin as early as 116 A.D., which forbad the Jews to learn Greek, was one of a number of measures intended to cut cultural connexions with the outside world. Above all else, they feared assimilation and refused to interest themselves any longer in non-Jewish studies; still to possess the Law sufficed them. Thenceforth, for nearly fifteen hundred years, they ignored whatever might be written about them in Greek or Latin, and avoided all discussions of Christianity. Josephus was the last Jew for many centuries who replied to the libels of a Gentile (Against Apion), and even he had been not much better than a renegade. During the Middle Ages, Jews defended themselves in disputations with Christians only when compelled by force to do so. Every Christian was taught that the Jews had rejected and murdered their God but remained unrepentant, and since it was an axiom that the Christian, having the truth on his side, must always vanquish his opponent, the greater the eloquence shown by a Jewish apologist, the more likely were his co-religionists to suffer for it. Not until the end of the Middle Ages were theological works published to defend Judaism against attacks by Jewish converts to Christianity; they were not, however, offered as historical contributions to the problem of Christian origins, since practically all the information about Jesus then available came from Christian sources which it was dangerous to contradict.


(n) In the nineteenth century, Jewish historians begin to interest themselves in New Testament research. The results were published piecemeal in their own periodicals, but no scholarly Life of Jesus by a Jew had appeared before Joseph Klausner’s Jesus of Nazareth (1928). This book has been highly regarded, even by Christians, for the past two decades, largely because Klausner, a professor at the University of Jerusalem, is reluctant to distinguish pre-Christian Pharisaic tradition in the Gospels from accretions of the first and early second centuries, which makes his work read at times like that of a Lutheran theologian who has acquired an exceptional knowledge of the Talmud and the Midrash. Carefully following the path worn for him by a generation of advanced Christian historians, who allow him to state that Jesus was a pious and observing Jew, Klausner asks: ‘Why, if Christianity was born within Israel, did Israel as a nation reject it utterly?’ And on the principle ‘as the tree is, so also is the fruit’, he assumes that if Jesus’s teaching had not contained some element that contradicted the religious views of Israel, a new faith so irreconcilable with them could never have arisen from it. Ex nihilo nihil fit.


(o) This goes to show how strong an influence Christian theology can exert even on a Talmudist. Not only were the religious views of Israel in Jesus’s day extremely mixed–varying from Herodian-Sadducaic ‘worldliness’ to Essene ‘other-worldliness’–but Jesus’s own views were widely held, especially by the apocalyptic extremists. Klausner would be justified in asking why Israel rejected Jesus’s message, which was a sincere and literal paraphrase of Scriptural teaching, if any other nation had since accepted and followed it literally. And he should know that the Church of Jerusalem, headed by James the Just, Simeon Cleophas and the other first-century Nazarenes, continued to flourish even when Roman misrule in Palestine had forced most Jews to abandon other-worldly quietism and break into open revolt; after which it was gradually discredited by Gentile Christian libels against the Jews in general and the Pharisees in particular.


Klausner then comes out with the surprising statement that Paul could never have set aside the ceremonial laws and thus broken through the barriers of national Judaism, if he had not found support for this reform in Jesus’s teaching. It is clear, from Matthew v. 18 (see XXI.i), that Jesus considered the Law so sacred and immutable that none who transgressed the least of its ordinances might hope to partake of God’s Kingdom. Also, that Paul makes only scanty reference in his Epistles to the life and teaching of Jesus; that he came into sharp conflict with the Twelve, whose view of the Law was diametrically opposed to his; and that the texts of all the Canonical Gospels have been manipulated in favour of the Pauline view.


(p) The article on the Gospels in the learned and liberal Encyclopaedia Biblica is characteristically wrong-minded: after dwelling at length on textual inconsistencies and anachronisms, its author, Dr Paul Schmiedel, Professor of New Testament Exegesis at Zürich, comes to the conclusion that:


‘. . . the passage in Matthew xxiii. 2–3a, so friendly to the Pharisees, and all the Jewish particularistic passages listed above—Matthew xv. 24, “lost sheep of Israel”; x. 5ff., “go not into the way of the Gentiles”; v. 17–20, “I come not to destroy the Law but to fulfil it”; xxiv. 20, “pray ye that the flight be not on a Sabbath”–which it is impossible to ascribe to Jesus. . . . are attributable to a Judaistic redaction which the Logia underwent before they were made use of and altered to an opposite sense by Matthew. . . .


‘The character of the original Logia becomes in this way more uniform and more in accordance with the free attitude of Jesus towards the Law.’





 


 


* But Schürer’s Jewish contemporary Isaac Hirsch Weiss, still the greatest authority on the subject, wrote:


‘If we scrutinize the large literature of the oral law, namely the Mishnah, the Baraitoth and the Talmuds, we find that these laws attained their greatest perfection in the last days of the Temple, especially those administered in Palestine itself and connected with sacrifices, cleanliness, and capital punishment.’ (Dor Dor Ve’dorshov i. 187; 2nd ed. Wilna, 1893).










INTRODUCTION II


THE PAULINE HERESY


(a) The attempt to reconstruct lost or damaged parts of any ancient narrative calls for a sharp intuition as to what is true or false in the surviving documents. Almost every historian has his personal bias, which is usually betrayed by slight departures from abiding fact; once this has been identified, more serious inaccuracies may come to light. The task of discovering what Jesus really did and said is complicated by the many layers of misrepresentative editing from which the canonical and apocryphal Gospels suffer; yet every contradiction or anachronism is a useful indication of bias. If it is permissible to assume, as we do, that Jesus was single-minded in his pursuit of truth, that he impressed the necessity of truth on the disciples, and that they did not deliberately falsify their accounts, considerable progress can be made.


Motives for the extensive distortion of facts by Gospel editors must be looked for in early Church politics, particularly in the bitter quarrels that, less than thirty years after the Crucifixion, divorced the Gentile Churches of Greece, Asia Minor, and Italy, largely controlled by Paul–and also the ‘Grecian’ churches of Egypt and Libya, largely controlled by the Gnostics–from the Nazarene Church, headed by James the Just and Jesus’s other disciples, which continued to obey the authority of the Pharisaic Sanhedrin, the fountain-head of orthodox Jewish doctrine. That the word Pharisee, which originally meant ‘separated’–one who dedicated himself to a life of religious purity–has now acquired the meaning of ‘pompous hypocrite’, and that the scribes and Pharisees are presented in the Gospels as Jesus’s chief opponents, makes it difficult for even the shrewdest reader to realize how deep a deception has been practised upon him.


(b) Consider, for instance, John viii. I-II, where the Jerusalem Pharisees tempt Jesus in the matter of the adulterous woman (see LXX.h). Though the story rings true, its setting is historically impossible. The adulteress would have been in no danger of stoning: all Judaean and Galilean cases of this kind were tried by Pharisaic law and the Great Sanhedrin long before this date had abolished the death penalty for adultery (Sanhedrin 41a). A convicted adulteress, at the worst would lose her property rights under the marriage contract (Maimonides: Yad Ha’hazakah, Ishuth xxiv. 6); but the Court’s insistence on witnesses, and on proof that the accused understood every article of the Law relating to her crime, made execution impossible in practice.


(c) A single exception, in which a priest’s daughter is said to have been condemned to death for adultery shortly before the destruction of the Temple, has often been adduced in support of the Gospel account. However, this woman, being a priest’s daughter, was burned (Leviticus xxi. 9), not stoned, and the Talmud mentions her case only to question its authenticity. The facts are these. According to a Baraita (Sanhedrin 52a), Rabbi Eliezer ben Zadok related, about 120 A.D., that when carried on his father’s shoulders as a child, he once saw a priest’s daughter being burned alive between stacked faggots. Eliezer’s colleagues questioned his statement, which was incredible in several respects. First, no one but Eliezer had heard of this extraordinary case; next, the Court could not have burned the woman’s body and thus denied her resurrection–it had been customary in earlier times to thrust a firebrand down an adulteress’s throat; lastly, a priest would not have taken his child to witness such a spectacle before he was old enough to understand the meaning of adultery. Eliezer’s critics were, however, content to say politely: ‘A child’s evidence is not acceptable.’ The story of the priest’s daughter occurs also in the Mishnah (Sanhedrin vii. 2), without reference to Eliezer, and the rabbis decide there that the woman’s judges must have been ignorant of the correct procedure in capital cases. Thus, the court in question will have been a Sadducaic one, convened before the days of Shemaiah and Abtalion (mid-first century B.C.) when all judges were appointed by the Pharisees and bound to keep their judicial rules. And the explanation of Eliezer’s testimony may be that he associated an early recollection of having seen a female leper’s garments ritually burned, with a story he heard from his father: how a priest’s daughter had been burned for adultery more than a hundred years previously.


(d) The one place, in fact, where Jesus could have been tempted with the question: ‘Moses in the Law commanded us that such be stoned, but what sayest thou?’ was Samaria, which was not subject to Pharisaic jurisdiction and in which the Law of Moses was still enforced with primitive rigour. Therefore it will have been the Samaritans who accused Jesus, as an over-indulgent Pharisee, of weakening the Law. And Jesus’s ‘He that is without sin among you, let him cast the first stone’, so far from being a bold anti-Pharisaic pronouncement, was a vindication of the humane Pharisaic point of view as laid down by Hillel (Aboth ii. 5): ‘Judge not thy neighbour till thou be in his place ’ (see LXX.i).


(e) This mischievous shift of scene and emphasis might be excused as accidental, if the same anti-Pharisaic prejudice did not appear elsewhere; particularly in Matthew xxii. 15–22, the tribute-penny narrative (see XCIII.c). It cannot have been the Pharisees who confronted Jesus with the dilemma reported in Matthew, since they were forbidden to bring unclean coin into the Temple–the inscription celebrated the Emperor Tiberius as son of the God Augustus–and would not have dared to produce it at his challenge even if they had disregarded this prohibition. Similarly, they could not have made common cause with the Herodians, who were Hellenizers and collaborated with the Romans. Luke xx. 15–26, a more plausible version, mentions the Sadducaic Chief Priests, who were pro-Roman, as Jesus’s main opponents; if so, they will have prompted one of the Herodians to ask the question and produce the coin.


(f) These two libels on the Pharisees point to a more serious instance of editorial guile: Luke x. 33–37, the parable of the so-called Good Samaritan (see LXXXII.m—o). The original account–it has been doubled and confused in the Gospels (Matthew xix. 16 and xxii. 35)–will have opened with Jesus’s answer to a lawyer, namely that Hillel, when asked much the same question by a Gentile scoffer (Shabbath 31a), had replied: ‘Do not unto thy neighbour what is hateful unto thee’, a reference to Leviticus xix. 18, the ‘love thy neighbour’ text. Jesus’s acknowledgement to Hillel, who continued: ‘This is the essence of the Law; the rest is commentary’, has been suppressed by all the evangelists (see LXXXII.I). The lawyer then asks for a definition of ‘neighbour’. Jesus seems to have answered by telling a moral story in conventional Pharisaic style, about a Priest, a Levite and a Son of Israel: the first two, being unregenerate Sadducees, obey the letter of the Law, whereas the Son of Israel, being an enlightened Pharisee, obeys its spirit–and is, therefore, held up as a model of virtue. The Priest, the Levite, and the Son of Israel find a Samaritan lying naked and wounded by the roadside; Priest and Levite pass by in contempt, but the Son of Israel shows him mercy as a fellow-worshipper of Jehovah. ‘Who was the neighbour in this case?’ And the Lawyer, though aware that the Samaritans have recently defiled the Temple by throwing dead men’s bones in at the gates (see LXXXII.n), is forced to reply: ‘The man to whom he shewed mercy.’


(g) The evangelists’ version is illogical: Jesus is made to vary the traditional formula pointlessly and to deny the earnest young man his definition. Their anti-Pharisaic obsession, which has falsified these and other original texts, conceals Jesus’s wholehearted acceptance of the enlightened Pharisaic principle known as tikkun ha’olam, or ‘improvement of social order’, which mitigated the literal severity of the Mosaic code. This principle implied, among other things, the supersession of Exodus xxi. 24, the eyefor-an-eye law, by a scale of monetary compensation (Baba Kamma viii. 1); and of Deuteronomy xv. 1–3, which cancelled all debts at the end of every seventh year, by a legal fiction that would encourage people to lend to their needy neighbours, as enjoined by Deuteronomy xv. 8, even during the seventh year (Shebiith x. 3 and Gittim iv. 3). Jesus’s castigation of a few narrow-minded provincial Pharisees who despised the Galilean peasantry because they were not of pure Israelite descent, and because their work often prevented them from observing the oral tradition in the matter of ceremonial washings, has here been twisted into an annulment of the entire written Law. (h) Another example of falsification in this sense is the excision of the word ‘only’ from Mark vii. 15: ‘It is not only the thing from without which goeth into a man that can defile him. . . .’ (see XX.i). Jesus is speaking of religious bigots who, even when they eat the undefiled honey of the Law (Ezekiel iii. 1–3), or the bread of Wisdom (Ecclesiasticus xxiv. 21–23), contrive to void it in uncharitableness. He takes his stand on the ‘love thy neighbour’ text, and declares that the tikkun ha’olam principle as expounded by Hillel: ’Be of the disciples of Aaron, lovers of peace and of God’s creatures, and bring them nigh unto the Law’ (Aboth i. 12), must be applied to the case of these peasants. Insistence on impossible standards of ritual cleanliness would debar them from the synagogues and thus prevent their instruction in the Law; and whatever their ancestry, they were full members of the congregation. Jesus never called the Pharisees hypocritical as a body; he accused certain Pharisees of being unworthy to bear the name (Matthew xxiii. 27), and upheld the religious authority of the Great Sanhedrin (Matthew xxiii. 2): ‘The scribes and Pharisees sit in Moses’s seat. All therefore they bid you observe, that observe and do’ (see XIII.a). He was by no means the only Pharisee to condemn certain of his fellows for falling short of their austere ideals; mutual exhortations to practise what was preached had long been a commonplace of Pharisaic religious life (see XIII.k).


(i) Whether Christianity is to be regarded as a great spiritual advance on Judaism, or as a serious falling-off, need not concern us here; what matters is that the later faith derives from the earlier. This, according to Tacitus (Sulpicius Severus Fragm. Hist. Chron. ii. xxx. 6), was recognized by Titus in 70 A.D.


‘It is said that Titus before committing himself to the destruction of such a mighty Temple called a council to advise him on the matter. Some members agreed that he should spare what was after all the most glorious shrine in the world, because to do so would testify to the clemency of Rome, whereas its destruction would be a perpetual mark of her cruelty. Others, including Titus himself, took the opposite view, holding that it was more important to destroy the Temple, in order to eradicate the more completely both the Jewish and the Christian faiths; they argued that, though mutually hostile, these faiths had flowered from the same root–the Christian had derived from the Jewish–and that if this root were destroyed the stem would easily perish.’


A close scrutiny of the Gospels reveals the astonishing paradox that Jesus, an apocalyptic Pharisee whose message was neither unorthodox nor original, came by a series of accidents and misunderstandings to be posthumously worshipped as a heathen God–to use ‘heathen’ in its strict Old Testament sense–and was only then rejected by his own nation.


(j) The acceptance of his missionary teaching, not long after the Crucifixion, by very large numbers of devout Jews, further sharpens the paradox. These included many members of the Sadducaic priesthood;* and there were as yet no Gentile converts. Jesus’s message was simple: that the Day of Judgement described in great detail by the prophets Zechariah, Zephaniah, Malachi* and others, was at hand, and that all must repent and prepare for the coming trials (see CI.c).


(k) They accepted this message because, though Jesus could not have been the Warrior Messiah–since he had fought no battles in the expected sense–they confidently identified him with the anointed prophet foretold in Zechariah, who would take upon himself Israel’s sins and whose death was to inaugurate the Messianic Kingdom (see CII.e.); and also with the prophet foretold in Deuteronomy xviii. 15, a text of even greater authority because part of the immutable Law (see LXXVII.b). It was further held that Jesus, by becoming Israel’s royal scapegoat, as an anointed Son of David, had equated himself with the ‘Suffering Servant’ of Isaiah liii, a figure representing the whole nation of Israel, not (as is usually thought) a particular Messiah. This Suffering Servant–a marred, uncomely, despised man, reckoned a sinner, sentenced to dishonourable death, dumb before his accusers and hurried by them to the grave–was nevertheless to be rewarded with the spoils of victory after his death.


(l) The Son of David was the most popular Messianic concept. This Messiah would be a monarch in the ordinary temporal sense, ruling the same territory over which David had once ruled. He was the pastoral king foretold by Ezekiel, by the author of Psalms xvii and xviii, by Zechariah and Malachi, by the author of the second part of Isaiah, by the Sibyl of the Oracles, by the author of the Psalter of Solomon, by Esdras and by many others. He would be born of a young mother in Judaean Bethlehem—Bethlehem of Ephratah–after a period crowded with wars, famines, and natural calamities, the so-called Pangs of the Messiah, when the Jews were floundering in a slough of misery. He would be summoned from an obscure home and anointed King by the ever-young prophet Elijah, of whom the Preacher had written:


‘You who are ready for the Time, as it is prophesied, to still men’s anger before the fierce anger of the Lord, to turn the hearts of the fathers to the children and restore the tribes of Israel.’


Elijah was to prepare the way for the Messiah, who would thereupon enter Jerusalem riding in triumph on a young ass. This would be the signal for a bloody war against Jerusalem by the oppressors of Israel, in the course of which the city would be taken and two-thirds of the inhabitants massacred. The Messiah, however, encouraged by divine portents, would rally the faithful survivors on the Mount of Olives and lead them to final victory. He would then re-unite the scattered tribes and reign peacefully for four hundred years or, some said, a thousand years, with the rulers of Egypt and Assyria and all the rest of the world paying homage to his throne in the newly sanctified city of Jerusalem. This Kingdom of Heaven would be an era of unexampled prosperity, a new Golden Age.


(m) The Son of Joseph, or the Son of Ephraim, was another warlike Messiah, whose reign was similarly to be crowned with universal peace. His birthplace, too, would be Judaean Bethlehem, the seat of his ancestress Rachel; but he was to reign principally over the ten tribes of the North which had seceded from Rehoboam, the last King of all Israel. Since Shechem had been defiled by the Samaritans, it was expected by some that he would reveal himself on Mount Tabor, the holy mountain of Galilee; others, however, expected that he would return to Shechem and cleanse it. The Son of Joseph was, in fact, a rival concept to the Son of David, whose cult was centred on Jerusalem: the Northerners held that the blessing conferred by Jacob on his sons, according to Genesis xlix. 10, did not justify Judah’s claim to the perpetual leadership of Israel. This prophecy ran, somewhat ambiguously, as follows:


‘The sceptre shall not depart from Judah, nor the commander’s baton from between his feet, until he approaches the man to whom they belong—him for whom the people wait.’


When this happened, the Northerners held, the royal sceptre and the commander’s baton would be made over by Judah to the Messiah–who must necessarily be a Josephite, since Jacob had prophesied that from Joseph would spring the Shepherd, the Rock of Israel, and that blessings were in store for him ‘to the utmost bounds of the everlasting hills’. This warrior Son of Joseph was associated with a preacher of repentance, who might be Elijah.


(n) But what did ‘Joseph’ signify? Did it not perhaps mean the whole holy nation of Israel which had been led out of Egypt by Moses, rather than the two tribes of Ephraim and Manasseh with whom the name later became identified, and all but the poor remnants of whom had been carried away into Assyrian captivity seven hundred years previously, never to return? In that case, the Son of David might also be the Son of Joseph, and the meaning of Judah’s blessing might be that he should keep his tribal sovereignty until the time came to extend it to Israel.


(o) A puzzling particular about the Warrior Messiah–whether the Son of David or the Son of Joseph had been intended could not be agreed—was that, according to Isaiah, he would come marching out of Edom which, in Isaiah’s day, lay outside Israelite territory, in dyed garments from Bozrah. If Bozrah were given its obvious connotation, namely the Edomite capital city, this would make him an Edomite prince. But, perhaps, critics suggested, the other Bozrah on the Persian Gulf was meant, where a purpledyeing industry had been established for centuries.


(p) The third Messiah was the Son of Man, but his Messiahship was a doubtful tradition deduced from Daniel vii, where a certain Son of Man is given everlasting dominion by the Ancient of Days over all nations and tongues. The Son of Man was no human king, and would enter Jerusalem, so Daniel said, riding not an ass but a storm-cloud. He might, however, be regarded as the spirit or emanation of either the Son of David or the Son of Joseph, performing in the Heavens what was simultaneously being performed on earth.


(q) The fourth Messiah was to be a priest-king, supported by a Judaean general. The best text for studying his claims was the eloquent, if uncanonical, Testament of Levi. As a priest, this Messiah must necessarily come from the tribe of Levi. He would sanctify the conquests of his general, institute universal peace, reform the calendar, revise the Scriptural Canon, and cleanse the people from their sins.*


(r) Jesus had survived the Crucifixion and, after a decisive farewell, walked up the Mount of Olives, towards Bethany, until he disappeared into cloud (Acts i. 9–12-see CXVII.n)–an event which in Mark and Luke has been transformed into an aerial ascension, his body losing weight and rising miraculously into the air. He never came back again and, as in the case of Moses, who was also last seen on a mountain top: ‘No man knoweth his sepulchre to this day’ (Deuteronomy xxxiv. 1–6). But he was generally thought to be still alive in the flesh, and when he did not re-appear, the prophecy in Psalm CX: ‘The Lord said unto my Lord: “Sit thou on the right hand of God until I make thine enemies thy footstool. . . . thou art a priest for ever after the order of Melchizedek”’, was applied to him by literal-minded Grecian devotees (Acts ii. 29–35-see CXVIII.g). It was believed, in fact, that he had been granted the same dispensation as Enoch and Elijah, who had been drawn up to Heaven without first suffering death (Book of Jubilees iv and 2 Kings ii), and was waiting there for the disciples to complete his work–when he would return as the Warrior Messiah. On one occasion, he had assured them that the Kingdom of God would come in the lifetime of many (Matthew xvi. 28 and xxiv. 34-see CI.b), and his qualifications of this assurance (Acts i. 7 and John xxi. 18), made after the Crucifixion (see CXVII.m), were now conveniently overlooked. In Acts iii. 19–26, Peter and John are said to have preached this eschatological doctrine in the Temple–the anti-Jewish passages of Acts ii. 23 and iii. 12–18, which exculpate the Romans from all blame for the Crucifixion, must be discounted as an interpolation–and to have made three thousand (thirty?) converts in a single day (Acts ii. 41).


(s) Among the Nazarenes’ opponents was Saul, or perhaps Solon (see CXVIII.e-f), later Paul, a Greek-speaking adventurer from Tarsus in Cilicia who, as a pretended Pharisee in the pay of the Sadducees, assisted in the murder of the deacon Stephen, persecuted the Nazarenes (Acts viii. 1–3), and is alleged to have thrown James the Just down the fifteen steps of the Nicanor Gate in the Temple (Clementine Recognitions i. lv–lxxi). Saul presently became a convert to the Nazarene faith, after a vision of, or meeting with, Jesus (Acts ix. 1–20-see CXVIII.j–n), and offered his services to James, Peter, and John as the leaders of the Church (Acts ix. 27). Then he announced his intention of converting the Gentiles to the ‘Way’, in accordance with Jesus’s alleged instructions on the road to Damascus, and they gave him their right hands in friendship (Galatians ii. 9); relieved, perhaps, to be so easily rid of this embarrassing guest (see CXVIII.o). That his mission was to the ‘uncircumcised’ made it unlikely that their ways would ever cross again. He might have been going to a leper colony, since daily contact with ritually unclean Gentiles would make continued social relations with his co-religionists impossible. James therefore asked no more of him (Galatians ii. 10) than that his converts should contribute towards the maintenance of ‘the poor’, namely the Ebionites; and this he did (Acts xi. 30).


(t) Saul’s prospective converts were already so-called ‘God-fearers’–mainly Syrians, Greeks, and Cypriots–who accepted the ethical principles of the Mosaic Law as contained in the Ten Commandments, but did not feel bound to undergo circumcision, which was not mentioned in the Decalogue and was disparaged by the Romans as a mutilation. Many of them were genuinely attracted by the moral rectitude of the Jews; others seem to have become God-fearers for commercial reasons–it was advantageous to be on good terms with the Jews who controlled much of the trade in the Mediterranean. Saul’s task, it will have been understood in Jerusalem, was to convince these God-fearers that they must now shoulder the whole burden of the Law, of which, as Jesus had said, not a jot nor tittle should pass away before Heaven and earth also passed away (Matthew v. 18-see XXI.i). Saul seems himself to have begun his religious career as a Godfearer (see CXVIII.e).


(u) The Kingdom of God, which Jesus preached, was to lie about a resanctified Jerusalem peopled, at first, with the faithful of Israel who had survived the horrors of the Last Days (Zechariah xiv. 9–11-see LXXXVIII.h); later, the scattered remnants of other nations might apply for admission and be accepted as honorary Sons of Abraham, in proof of Jehovah’s universality. But they must also accept the Law and be circumcised; and any who failed to come up yearly for the Feast of Tabernacles would be punished with drought or plague (Zechariah xiv. 16–19). However, in epistles addressed to his new converts in Thessalonica and Galatia between 48 and 50 A.D., Paul foretold Jesus’s return to inaugurate the Kingdom, while declaring that the Law was no longer binding on them. He called them foolish for having scruples about ritual cleanliness: if they had led a life of love and rectitude, they could enjoy the lavish delights of the Kingdom merely by calling on Jesus’s name. This argument (Galatians iii. 13) Paul based on Deuteronomy xxi. 23: ‘He that is hanged upon a tree is accursed of the Lord’, suggesting that since Jesus had been hanged on a tree and, far from being accursed, had actually been taken up to Heaven, the Law was clearly superseded in this respect (Galatians iii. 25). But, if in one respect, why not in others? He assured them that the ‘curse of the Law’ (Deuteronomy xxvii. 26-see CXIII.a), which made ritual cleanliness a prerequisite of salvation, was now annulled for all but Jews (Galatians iii. 10). Later, in his Epistle to the Romans iii, he debates the advantages of being a Jew and can find none except that descent from ancestors to whom God committed His oracles would be a proud boast, if boasting were allowed–which it was not–or if the Jews had not sinned equally with the Gentiles, or if Jehovah were not a universal God. ‘We conclude that a man is justified by faith [in Jesus] without observance of the Law.’ Paul, despite his claims, cannot have been of Jewish birth (see CXVIII.f); had he been so, he could not have argued as he did, since he neglected the ritual cleanliness still incumbent upon him.


(v) In Galatians ii. 11–21, Paul describes a stormy meeting with Peter, who had been reproved by emissaries from James the Just, his superior, for eating with Gentiles at Antioch. Peter, being a Galilean fisherman, may not have been so strict as the Jerusalem Pharisees whose oral tradition forbad them many things not specifically mentioned in the Scriptures; he may also have remembered Jesus’s missionary work among the outcasts of Israel, and his strictures on those who carried ritual cleanliness to the point of absurdity. He apparently thought that a case could be made out for eating with God-fearers, so long as their food and cooking utensils were ritually clean (see LXX.e). Moreover, impressed by Paul’s success in the mission field, he may have decided that God was with him (Galatians ii. 7–9). Nevertheless, he accepted James’s reprimand as deservedly given and withdrew from the Gentile table. When Paul protested and called him doublefaced, Barnabas came forward on Peter’s side (Galatians ii. 13). There is no reliable evidence that Peter and Paul ever met or corresponded again as friends. However, the principle of apostolic harmony had to be preserved, and Clement of Alexandria in his Fifth Book of the Hypotyposeis, quoted by Eusebius (Ecc. Hist. 1. xii. 2), tried to make it appear that the Cephas with whom Paul quarrelled was not Peter, but an unknown namesake.*


(w) This scandal is also slurred over in the Acts, a book which attained something like its present shape at the close of the first century, as a reconciliation between the doctrines then held by Peter’s followers and those held by Paul’s; its editors try to show that Paul was always on good terms with the original disciples and that he and Peter brought James the Just round to their view. Acts xv. 22–35, the account of the dispute at Antioch, flatly contradicts Paul’s statement in Galatians ii. 11–21. Verses 23–29, a pastoral letter said to have been sent from Jerusalem by James and his fellow-elders to the Gentiles at Antioch, commending Paul and freeing them from the obligations of the Law, is clearly forged; so is Peter’s speech, said to have convinced James and the other apostles that neither they nor their fathers had been able to bear the yoke of the Mosaic Law (see XV.c), and that faith in Jesus was sufficient for Salvation (Acts xv. 6–11). James will have held that though Paul’s Gentile converts were free to continue in their minimum observance of the Law, no mere Godfearer could be admitted to the Messianic Kingdom–which was reserved for the circumcised who had joyfully borne its burden. Moreover, in Acts xv. 1–35, Barnabas is represented as taking Paul’s side, and their quarrel has been altered to a personal, rather than a doctrinal, disagreement (Acts xv. 39). Galatians vi. 12 makes it clear that James’s emissaries continued to invade Paul’s territory and preach the necessity of circumcision.* (x) Similarly, Acts xvi. 1–3:


‘Then came Paul to Derbe and Lystra: and, behold, a certain disciple was there, named Timothy, the son of a certain woman, which was a Jewess and believed; but his father was a Greek. . . . Him would Paul have to go forth with him; and took and circumcised him because of the Jews which were in those quarters: for they knew all that his father was a Greek.’


discredits the sincerity of Paul’s pronouncement in Galatians v. 2–4:


‘Behold, I Paul say unto you, that if ye be circumcised, Christ shall profit nothing. For I testify again to every man that is circumcised, that he is a debtor to do the whole Law. Christ is become of no effect unto you, whosoever of you are justified by the Law; ye are fallen from grace.’


(y) Afterwards, on a visit to Jerusalem, probably in 58 A.D., James the Just questioned Paul about his activities and charged him with having dissuaded Jews from circumcising their sons (Acts xxi. 17–21). James, evidently finding his defence unsatisfactory, prevailed on him (Acts xxi. 23–24) to undergo a seven days’ ceremony of purification and offer a sacrifice in atonement for his breaches of the Law. But Paul then committed the crime of polluting the Temple, and the people of Jerusalem were so strongly incensed (Acts xxi. 27–31) that he escaped death only by revealing his Roman citizenship–seemingly acquired during a visit to Cyprus in 47 A.D., when it was under the Governorship of Sergius Paulus†, and appealing to the Emperor (Acts xxi. 28). This evasion of his duty towards God, followed by his dishonest plea before the Council of Priestly Elders (Acts xxiii. 6—see CVIII.f and m), caused the final breach between Paul and the Nazarene Church. He now gloried in playing the Jew among Jews, the Gentile among Gentiles, and being ‘all things to all men’ in order to gain converts (1 Corinthians ix. 20–22—see CVIII.f, footnote and CXIX, passim) for his religion.


(z) The ‘Party of Peter’ (1 Corinthians i. 12) remained undecided between the ‘Party of Paul’ and the ‘Party of the Messiah that is to say, the Nazarenes, until persuaded to join forces with the former—when Peter was at last awarded a common Saint’s Day with Paul and, unhistorically, associated with him in the foundation of the Roman Catholic Church.*





 


 


* Clementine Recognitions i. 43.


‘We who had been very few became in the course of a few days, by God’s help, far more numerous than they; so that the priests were afraid at one time that the whole of the people might come over to our faith.’


And Acts vi. 7:


‘And the number of disciples multiplied in Jerusalem greatly; and a great company of the priests were obedient to the faith.’


* Daniel, Enoch, and similar hagiographers did not officially rank as ‘prophets’.


* Paragraphs (l-q) are quoted from King Jesus (Robert Graves, 1946).


* It is recorded in the same work (Ecc. Hist. 2. i. 3) that James the Just was elected Bishop of Jerusalem by Peter, James and John ‘who did not themselves contend for the honour’.


* This doctrinal war seems to have been fought bitterly on both sides. Thus, in the Clementine Recognitions iv. 35, an anti-Pauline document, Peter writes to the Church of Tripolis:


‘Be careful to believe no teacher who does not bring a testimonial from James the brother of Our Lord at Jerusalem. For none who has not gone thither and been approved as a fit and faithful preacher of the words of the Anointed One–and has not, as I say, brought his testimonial thence–is by any means to be received.’


† Paul’s ‘But I was free born’ (Acts xxii. 28) is disingenuous. Though he would hardly have dared to claim Roman citizenship if he were not entitled to it, he certainly had been known as ‘Saul’ before his Cyprian visit (Acts xiii. 1–13); the name ‘Paul’ was doubtless taken by permission, and in honour, of the Governor from whom he bought his citizenship. Had he been a Roman by birth, he could not have been flogged eight times (2 Corinthians xi. 24–25); and there is no mention in the Acts, except for the patently unhistorical incident at Philippi in xvi. 14–40, of his having been flogged at all after his visit to Cyprus.


So it seems that he was here casuistically recording his citizenship of Tarsus, which Mark Antony (Appianus: Civil War v. 7) had created a civitas libera et immunis for its attachment to Caesar’s cause during the Civil War. While he remained at home, he enjoyed its freedom from Roman taxes and interference with internal revenue; but this, of course, was not the same as being a Roman citizen. Perhaps he knew that Claudius Lycias, the ‘Chief Captain’ (see CXIX.e), who had bought his Roman citizenship so dearly, was born in a less favoured city than Tarsus.


The interesting question remains: how did Paul find the money necessary for buying his citizenship at Paphos? It will at once have occurred to James the Just and Peter that this sum had been taken from the alms collected for the Ebionites, and that he had charged it to his expenses under the heading; ‘Provision for honest things in the sight of men out of this abundance, which is administered by me’ (2 Corinthians viii. 20).


Was Paul to be trusted when he said, in Acts xxi. 3, that his ship from Patara had left Cyprus to the larboard without touching Paphos? He certainly had arrived in Jerusalem, accompanied by a Cypriot Jew (Acts xxi. 16).


* The first suggestion that Peter went to Rome is made by Irenaeus in 170 A.D. Earlier writers, who would have mentioned the visit if it had taken place, are silent. It seems that he remained at Antioch until he died.










INTRODUCTION III


THE HAND OF SIMON MAGUS


(a) Eusebius’s account (Ecc. Hist. 2. xxiii) of James the Just’s martyrdom proves that the Nazarenes continued for many years to sacrifice in the Temple and to keep the Law of Moses in accordance with Pharisaic usage. The impartial attitude of Gamaliel I, President of the Great Sanhedrin, towards the Church in Jerusalem is recorded in Acts v. 34–40 (see CXVIII.c); and his successor, Rabbi Johanan ben Zakkai, whose many doctrinal disputes from 40 A.D. to 80 A.D. are reported in the Mishnah and Gemara—with the Sadducees in Yadaim iv. 6 and Baba Bathra 115b; with the Boethians in Menahoth 65a; with the Gentiles in Hullin 27b, Bekoroth 5b, Numbers Rabbah xix.4—is nowhere stated to have denounced it. Yet if any conflict had arisen between Nazarene and Pharisaic doctrine, the Great Sanhedrin would have been called upon to settle it; and would have been quick to detect and condemn the least sign of heresy.


(b) Eusebius records (Ecc. Hist. 3. v. 3) that in 66 A.D. the Nazarenes refused to join the forces of insurrection against Rome, believing that the heathen should be left to God’s vengeance rather than opposed by force, and ‘at the command of an oracle ’moved in a body to Pella in Decapolis. They regarded the subsequent fall of Jerusalem as a partial fulfilment of Jesus’s prophecy (Mark xiii. 2-see XCVII.a–c) and a justification of their secession. Later, in 132 A.D., they refused to join Bar-Cochba who, according to Justin Martyr (First Apology xxxi), tried to extract from them by cruel means an acknowledgement of his Messiahship (see XIII.w). Bar-Cochba failed to liberate Israel and Jesus’s prophecy was now wholly fulfilled: the Temple ruins were razed to make way for a shrine dedicated to Aelian Jupiter. Judaism was placed under the Imperial ban and the Nazarenes suffered equally with the rebels. According to Eusebius (Ecc. Hist. 4. v. 4), the Bishopric of Jerusalem was abolished at this time; but presently, when the city was colonized by foreigners and renamed Aelia, the Gentile Christians founded a church of their own there, headed by an uncircumcised bishop named Marcus (Ecc. Hist. 4. vi. 4).


(c) The Pharisees of Hillel’s school had similarly provoked the scorn of the Zealots during the first Revolt, to which, being quietists, they were bitterly opposed. When Jerusalem was besieged, Johanan ben Zakkai persuaded the Emperor Vespasian to let him and his disciples return to the township of Jamnia in Southern Palestine and re-establish his academy there. Afterwards, when these disciples stood aghast at the sight of the burning Temple, Johanan consoled them by saying that the study of the Law would compensate for its loss.


Now that the Temple was desecrated and its religious services suppressed, the priesthood became unemployed and the Sadducees ceased to exist as a sect; but much of the opprobrium attached to them in the early Nazarene ‘Oracles’ was maliciously transferred by Gentile evangelists to the Pharisees, now the acknowledged leaders of Israel and still at peace with the Nazarene Church.


(d) It was not until the reign of Trajan, in the early second century, that the Pharisees came to distrust the Nazarenes (see LIII.b) for their belief in Jesus’s Messiahship–a doctrine also held by the Paulines, whose heresy was threatening the very existence of the synagogue system. But though the then leader of the Pharisees, Gamaliel II, required devout Jews to keep their distance from all Nazarenes, lest their heterodoxy might be tainted by Paulinism or Gnosticism, these were not regarded as utterly damned or even debarred from the synagogues. Indeed, in the first half of the third century, Rabbi Joshua ben Levi refused to exclude from the office of synagogue-reader (see XXXVII.f) even Nazarenes suspected of being minim, or heretics, and quoted as his authority the verses from Psalm cxlv. 9–15 (Berakoth 7a):


‘The Lord is good to all, and His tender mercies are over all His works.


‘All Thy works shall praise Thee, O Lord, and Thy saints shall bless Thee.


‘For Thou satisfiest the desire of every living thing.’


(e) Thus the Nazarenes, who were far more heretical in the eyes of the Gentile Christians than in those of the Pharisees, contrived to keep their identity as a sect until the fifth century, when some returned to orthodox Judaism and others were absorbed into the Gentile Church (Krauss: Jewish Encyclopaedia ix. 194). Their equivocal position towards the close of the first century explains the early Talmudic use of the synonym ‘Balaam’ for Jesus, first pointed out by Geiger (Jüdische Zeitschrift für Wissenschaft und Leben vi. 31–37). Balaam (Numbers xxii, xxiii and xxiv) was the Scriptural prototype of all false prophets who set themselves to oppose Israel for the sake of personal gain. Geiger quotes the passage in Sanhedrin 106b, which reads:


‘A heretic once asked Rabbi Haninah: “Hast thou perchance ascertained the age of Balaam?”


‘He answered: “Nothing is recorded concerning his age; but since it is written: ‘Bloody and deceitful men shall not live out half their days.’ [Psalm lv. 23] he will have been thirty-three or thirty-four years old.”


‘The heretic said: “Thou speakest well; for I myself have seen a chronicle of Balaam in which it is written: ‘Thirty-three years old was Balaam the Lame when the robber Phinias [? i.e. Pintias, i.e. Pontius Pilate] slew him.’”’


and another from Aboth v. 19:


‘. . . The disciples of the wicked Balaam shall inherit Gehenna and go down to the pit of destruction. As it is written: “Bloody and deceitful men shall not live out half their days.”’


The reference here is to Israelites who have no share in the world to come, and Geiger argues that, since the original Balaam was no Israelite, but a Mesopotamian in Moabite pay, ‘Balaam’ must be the pseudonym for a Jewish renegade. This view has been accepted by Laible, Herford and their successors.


(f) Klausner dissents (Jesus of Nazareth p. 32). He disregards Sanhedrin 106a, a clear reference to Luke i. 27 and Matthew xiii. 55:


‘They say that his [Balaam’s    ] mother was descended from princes and rulers but consorted with carpenters. . . .’


and questions Jesus’s identification with Balaam, by citing Gittin 56b–57a:


‘It is told of Onkelos son of Kalonymos, who was a son of the Emperor Titus’s sister, that he wished to become a proselyte. Therefore, by means of spells, he first evoked Titus, who advised him not to become a proselyte, since he would then have to observe many hard commandments, but rather to oppose Israel.


‘Onkelos next evoked Balaam, who raged against Israel, saying: “Seek neither their peace nor their good.” [Deuteronomy xxiii. 6, quoted from a passage aimed at the Moabites who had hired Balaam.]


‘Not until then did Onkelos evoke Jesus, whom he asked: “What is the most important thing in the world?” Jesus answered: “Israel.”


‘Onkelos asked again: “ How would it go with me if I joined myself to this people?” Jesus replied: “Seek not their harm, but their good. For whosoever shall touch them, it is as though he touched the apple of God’s eye.” [A quotation from Zechariah ii. 7–8, beginning: ‘Deliver thyself, O Zion, thou that dwellest with the daughter of Babylon. . . . ’]


‘Onkelos asked again: “What is the fate of that man [Balaam]?” Jesus answered: “Boiling filth.”


‘It is said in a Baraita: “Whosoever scoffeth against the words of the wise, the same shall be condemned to boiling filth.” Come and see what there is between the transgressors in Israel and the prophets of the nations of the world!’


(g) Klausner points out that Flavius Clemens–corrupted to ’Kalonymos’ and ‘Kalonikos’–Titus’s nephew, was executed as an atheist, i.e. a convert to Judaism, about 96 A.D.; and that the tradition preserved in Gittin is therefore an early one. He claims, however, that ‘Balaam’ cannot be Jesus, since Jesus is there distinguished from the Balaam who was the hero of the story. But Klausner has missed its point: namely, the Pharisees’ rejection of Jesus’s false imago, which the Gentile Christians had evoked to denounce Israel, as Balaam had formerly been hired to do by Balak, King of Moab. The Pharisees agreed with the Nazarenes that the historical Jesus held Israel to be ‘the most important thing in the world’ (John iv. 22-see LXX.c) and would have condemned the fictitious Balaam-Jesus to boiling filth; they have even made him quote Zechariah as his authority for defying, instead of courting, the oppressors of Israel–‘daughter of Babylon’ being a common Talmudic synonym for Rome.


(h) Both Herford and Laible, on the other hand, plausibly suggest that Balaam, Doeg, Ahithophel and Gehazi who, in Sanhedrin x. 2, are stated to ‘have no share in the world to come’, represent Jesus and three of his disciples, though they disagree in identifying these. Judas, from the Nazarene point of view, fits Ahithophel (2 Samuel xvii. 1–23-see CXII.c), since he betrayed his master and afterwards hanged himself. Paul fits Doeg the Edomite–‘Edom’ was another Talmudic synonym for Rome, of which Paul was a citizen–who treacherously murdered the priests of Nob and their families (1 Samuel xxii. 17–18 and Acts viii. 1–3). Gehazi (2 Kings v. 22–27) who, for private gain, lied to his master Elisha and was summarily punished, fits Ananias (Acts v. 1–5). Nevertheless, all three are perhaps better regarded as types of infidelity than as particular persons.


(i) In Sanhedrin 105a, the fictitious Balaam-Jesus is said to be not only lame but blind in one eye–possibly a glancing reference to Matthew xviii. 9 (see XXI.g)*–and his disciples are described as having ‘an evil eye, a haughty bearing and an avaricious spirit’, none of which were traits of the Nazarenes, though all could be attributed to the Paulines by their foes. This Pharisaic text has, confusingly, been borrowed by the Pauline editor of 2 Peter–a late second-century epistle, not mentioned in the Muratorian Fragment, which according to Eusebius (Ecc. Hist. 3. iii. 1) was rejected from the Canon–as a denunciation of certain anti-Pauline ‘false teachers who privily bring in damnable heresies’ (2 Peter ii. 14–18):


‘Having eyes full of adultery and that cannot cease from sin, beguiling unstable souls, an heart they have exercised with covetous practices, cursed children,


‘Which have forsaken the right way and have gone astray following the way of Balaam of Bosor who loved the wages of unrighteousness,


‘But was rebuked for his iniquity, the dumb ass speaking with a man’s voice forbad the madness of the prophet. . . .


‘For when they speak swelling words of vanity they allure through the lust of the flesh. . . .’


This passage seems originally to have formed part of a Nazarene document criticizing Paul himself (see CVXIII.s).


(j) The confusion increases in later Pharisaic tradition when the Scriptural Balaam who blessed the Israelites, albeit against his will, is judged to have been a far worthier person than the fictitious Balaam-Jesus who cursed and persecuted them; he is even invoked to denounce his namesake as one who showed no respect for God. Thus, in the second century, Rabbi Eliezer Ha’Kappar is reported as saying (Yalkut Shimeoni 1.766):


‘God gave strength unto Balaam’s voice so that it went from one end of the world to the other, because he looked forth and beheld the nations that bowed down to the sun and moon and stars and to wood and stone, and he looked forth and saw that a man born of a woman should rise up and seek to make himself God and cause the whole world to go astray.


‘God therefore gave power unto the voice of Balaam, that all the prophets of the world might hear, and thus he spake in His name: “Give heed, that ye go not astray after that man, for it is written: ‘God is not a man that he should lie.’ [Numbers xxiii. 19, quoting Balaam’s reproof to Balak, King of Moab.] And if he says that he is God, he lieth; and he will deceive and say that he will depart now and come again at the End. . . . ”’


(k) Very early in their history the Gentile Christians had fallen under suspicion as crypto-Jews. Suetonius records (Twelve Caesars: Claudius 25), that tumults arose in Rome, impulsore Chresto, ‘with Christ as the instigator’, during Claudius’s reign (see CXVIII.q), which caused the entire Jewish colony to be expelled (c.f. Acts xvii. 2); and Tacitus reports (Annals xv. 45) that in 64 A.D. Christians–presumably the followers of Paul—were accused by Nero of having set fire to the City. Since, in 132 A.D., their Messianic beliefs could easily be mistaken for Bar-Cochba’s, they were anxious to convince the Romans that Jesus was a universalist and a pacifist, and that they themselves opposed militant Jewish nationalism. Paul had identified Jesus with the Son of Man, or the Second Adam (1 Corinthians xv. 45), a supernatural Saviour of the World, rather than with the Son of David, the Warrior Messiah, to whom the Galilean Zealots looked for deliverance from Rome; and at the collapse of Bar-Cochba’s revolt this mystical identification seemed justified by events. Paul’s successors were ignorant of the true facts of Jesus’s life and convinced that he was a rebel against the Mosaic Law. Eusebius records (Ecc. Hist. 4. iii) that two of them, named Quadratus and Aristides, sent the Emperor Hadrian letters of apology; as though to reassure him that Christianity had no connexion with Judaism.


(l) After discarding all Jewish ritual observances, even the ban on food that had been offered to idols (1 Corinthians x; but see Acts xv. 20), the Gentile Christians equated Jesus with one aspect of God–this was regarded by the Nazarenes as gross blasphemy–namely His Word, or the expression of His Mind, and transformed Jesus’s teaching into a Greek mystery-cult. Many Christians, as Justin Martyr wrote about 148 A.D. (Dialogue 80. 306b), no longer looked forward to the millennium in a restored and beautified Jerusalem; instead, they expected the promised Kingdom to be a heavenly, not an earthly, one. Their bishops persuaded the Roman authorities that the connexion between Christianity and Judaism was tenuous; that the Jewish nation had rejected and crucified Jesus, despite Pilate’s intervention; and that they themselves were loyal subjects of the Emperor. They could produce Paul’s Epistle to the Romans xiii. 1–7 as a direct order to obey the Imperial power under pain of damnation. By the end of the first century Ignatius, the second Bishop of Antioch, could write in his Epistle to the Magnesians x, that it was ‘monstrous to speak of Jesus Christ yet practise Judaism’ and, by the third century, according to Eusebius (Ecc. Hist. 3. xxxix, 12), the doctrine of the earthly millennium was considered heretical.


(m) This pro-Roman view is reflected in the editing of the Gospels and the Acts. Close scrutiny reveals that the tribute-penny narrative has been doubly falsified. The Pharisees could not have produced the unclean coin (see XCIII.c), neither could Jesus have advised them to ‘render unto Caesar that which is Caesar’s’: this would have been a breach of the First Commandment (see Introduction II.e). His actual words will have been: ‘Render not unto Caesar that which is God’s, nor unto God that which is Caesar’s.’ It is equally difficult to accept the three pious centurions mentioned in the Gospels (Matthew viii. 5 and xxvii. 54) and in Acts x. 1 (see XXXIII.a and CXIII.p); two of them, at least, seem to have been introduced in order to propitiate the Roman Army.


In retaliation for these and other forgeries, the Jews began to invent hostile and even obscene libels about Jesus, some of which survive in the Talmud (Sanhedrin 43a, 51a, 107b; Sotah 47b and Tractate Kallah p. 146 ed. Higger) and in the Toldoth Yeshu. Like the Paulines, they had forgotten the true facts and now confused Jesus with the fictitious Balaam-Jesus, soon to become the tutelary God of the Roman Empire. Thus Rabbi Abbahu taught (Jer. Ta’anith ii.1):


‘If a man saith unto thee: “I am God,” he lieth; if he saith: “ I am the Son of Man,” he will live to rue his words; and if he saith: “I ascend to Heaven,” he will not bring to pass that which he saith.’


And Rabbi Hisda commented on Psalm xci. 10 (Sanhedrin 103a):


‘The words “There shall no evil befall thee,” signify: “No evil dreams nor inclinations shall trouble thee.” The words “Neither shall any plague come near thy dwelling,” signify: “Thou shalt have neither a son nor a disciple who will publicly let his food burn as, for example, did Jesus the Nazarene.”’


By this he seems to have meant: ‘who will forfeit his salvation by making a public display of sin’ (see CII.—CVI. passim).


(n) Origen reports that Josephus acknowledged the righteousness of James the Just, regarding the Fall of Jerusalem as a punishment for his judicial murder (see LIIIa); but that he rejected Jesus’s claim to the Messiahship (On Matthew x. 17 and Against Celsus i. 47). The omission of both these statements from existing texts of the Antiquities suggests that the Gentile Christian editors were as hostile to James the Just’s uncompromising Judaism as they were sensitive to Josephus’s repudiation of Jesus’s divinity. In the Slavonic Wars of the Jews, apparently a genuine and undoctored translation of an early version–it contains first-hand military detail which Josephus afterwards omitted–Jesus is described as a wonderworker who performed many acts of healing and, though he broke the Law and violated the Sabbath (here Josephus seems to have been misled by Pauline propaganda) ‘performed nothing shameful’. Josephus goes on to say that many Jews, led to fix their eyes on Jesus as the leader who would free them from Roman domination, invited him to head an armed revolt. . . . ‘This he did not disdain to do,’ or (according to another, equally good reading): ‘But to this he gave no heed,’ (Codex Moscow Acad. 651. 47. v.; Codex Synod 770 and 991). When the High Priests warned Pilate about the growing danger of the movement, he condemned Jesus to death as a pretender to the Jewish throne. Again, in the reign of Claudius, the followers of the same wonder-worker excited the poor of Jerusalem by declaring that he was still alive and would free them from bondage (see CXVIII.m). This new movement was similarly crushed.


Josephus’s experiences as an officer in the Jewish War had soured him against militant Messianism. He records that the Jews were led to their fatal uprising by ‘an ambiguous oracle: how, about this time, a man of their own country would become ruler of the world’–by which, he says, Vespasian must have been meant, since the legions acclaimed him Emperor while still in Palestine (Wars vi. 5. 4). But he knew that James was a saintly quietist, and deplored his irregular trial and execution, as the Romans also did; and this account of Jesus’s mission is moderately phrased. In the Antiquities, his scorn seems to have been reserved for the credulous Gentile Christians only.


(o) The persistent bias of the Gospels in favour of Samaria–shown in the accounts of the so-called Good Samaritan (Luke x. 33-see LXXXII.m), of the woman taken in adultery (John viii. 1–11-see LXX.h), and of the ten lepers healed, of whom the only grateful one was a Samaritan (Luke xvii. 16—see XXXII.c)–suggests that the most cynical of the early tamperers with the Nazarene tradition came from that region. It is even possible to make a plausible guess at his identity and do this without incriminating any reputable Church Father.


(p) Celsus, a second-century critic of Christianity, was justified in his charge (Origen: Against Celsus ii. 18) that:


‘Certain Christians, like men who are overcome by the fumes of wine and care not in the least what they say, alter the original text of the Gospels so that they admit of various and almost indefinite readings. And this, I suppose, they have done out of worldly policy, so that when we press an argument home, they might have the more scope for their pitiful evasions.’


Origen rejoined that he knew of no tampering with Gospel texts, except by two or three notorious heretics, such as Marcion, Lucian and Valentinus, whose writings were disowned by the Catholic Church (ibid.). He was relying on Irenaeus who–in his Against Heresies (about 180 A.D.), an expansion of a lost work of Justin Martyr’s–had proclaimed the four Canonical Gospels to be genuine and unfalsified accounts of Jesus’s life, and denounced the Gnostic variants only. Yet even Origen seems to have had his suspicions, because he adds:


‘Besides, it is not at all fair to bring this charge against the Christian religion as a crime unworthy of its pretended purity; only those persons who were concerned in the fraud should, in equity, be held answerable for it.’


(p) Irenaeus had written (Against Heresies i. 22):


‘Since therefore the detection and conviction of all heretics is a complicated business, and my aim here is to refute them individually, I have decided that I should first state from whom they all first sprang; so that, when you learn the name of their most sublime “Abyss”, you may know from what sort of tree fruits like these were gathered.’


He then reveals this arch-heretic to be one Simon Magus, mentioned in Acts viii. as a sorcerer who had long bewitched the people of Samaria but was converted by the Apostle Philip; later, Simon was rebuffed by Peter, allegedly for trying to buy the gift of the Holy Spirit. But Jesus had never awarded the Twelve the sole prerogative of dispensing the Holy Spirit, and Simon’s real misdemeanour must have been Paulinism, the denial that submission to the Law was necessary; because in the polemic pseudo-Clementine Homilies xvii. 19 and Recognitions x. 61 a recognizable caricature of Paul’s, who behaves like him and uses his peculiar Greek idioms, is named ‘Simon Magus’. Since the Acts is known to embody passages of anti-Pauline invective from a Nazarene source–carefully disguised by the Pauline editor–it has been plausibly suggested that Peter’s reproof of Simon for trying to buy the gifts of the Holy Spirit was originally aimed at Paul. Paul had been denied equal rank with the Twelve (1 Corinthians ix. 1), and seems to have been accused of ‘simony’ when he arrived at Jerusalem with the alms collected for the Ebionites (1 Corinthians xvi. 1–4, 2 Corinthians viii, 1–22 and Romans xv. 25–28), though he imagined himself particularly favoured by God on this account (Galatians ii. 9). His disparaging comments on James the Just, Peter, and John, suggest that these refused to accept him at his own high valuation.


(q) Simon Magus is described in Acts viii. 10 as a religious megalomaniac even before his conversion; but this is probably a mistake, and so is the statement in the pseudo-Clementine Homilies ii. 23, that he had been a leading disciple of John the Baptist’s. Later, he seems to have borrowed theological concepts partly from the mystical Pharisaic speculations on the Trinity–which, at the time, existed in a secret oral tradition only and were not committed to writing* for another thirteen hundred years–but partly from pagan Gnosticism, according to which ‘Thrice Great Hermes son of the All Highest, dwelling in the eightfold city of light’† illuminated the mind of man. Simon may have identified Jesus with the Son–a counterpart of the Gnostic Hermes–in what might be called the proto-Zoharic Trinity: ‘Father as knowledge; Mother as knower; and Son as that which is known.’‡


(r) This Trinity was foreshadowed in Numbers vi. 22–26, the Blessing of Aaron, which only priests were authorized to utter:


‘The Lord bless you and keep you,


‘The Lord make His face shine upon you and be gracious unto you.


‘The Lord lift up the light of His countenance upon you,


‘And give you peace!’


The Father here was the merciful Lord; the Mother was ‘the light of His countenance’–namely, as Rabbi Nathan pointed out in Sifre (Naso) the shekinah, or Glory—the ineffable female emanation of God, who did not exist apart from Him, and whom the Pharisaic mystics identified with Wisdom; the son was ‘Peace’, and the distinguishing title of the Anointed King in Isaiah ix, 6 was ‘Prince of Peace’. Pesikta Rabbati 33 (Ed. Friedmann) records that: ‘At the beginning of creation was born the Anointed King’—the transcendental ’Son of Man’ of Daniel vii—‘who mounted into God’s thoughts before the world was made.’ In Numbers vi. 27, which follows the Blessing, the co-identity of these three divine concepts—Light, Wisdom, and Peace–is proved by an injunction to Aaron and his sons: ‘And they shall put My name upon the children of Israel; and I will bless them.’


The formula conjoining Father, Holy Spirit, and Son in a mystical Trinity is the one which, according to Epiphanius (Heresies lxii. 2), Jesus was said to have revealed to his disciples (see LXXXIV.e–f), though without claiming to be the Son himself. Moreover, in the Gospel according to the Hebrews, he refers to ‘My Mother, the Holy Spirit’ who rapt him by the hair to the summit of Mount Tabor; and identifies this ’Mother’ with the Spirit of Divine Wisdom (Origen: On John ii. 12 and On Isaiah xi. 9-see LXXVIII.g). In Matthew vii. 7, he is clearly referring to the Trinity, when he says: ‘Ask [for peace] and it shall be given you; seek, and ye shall find [wisdom]; knock, and it [the gate of mercy] shall be opened unto you,’ though the Scriptural quotations on which he based his promises have been suppressed by the Greek editors (see XXVII.i).


(s) If Simon Magus had contented himself with these theosophic speculations, he would now be considered wholly orthodox, since the co-identity of the Trinity–though regarded as a Sabellian heresy by Epiphanius—later became good Catholic doctrine. Thus the Gospel according to St John, as we have it, begins with a Christian Gnostic formula: ‘In the beginning was the Word . . . and the Word was made flesh and dwelt among us’; and the Nicene Creed presents Jesus as ‘begotten by the Father before all the world.’ But, according to Irenaeus (Against Heresies i. 23), Simon came to identify himself personally with his more grandiose concepts and claimed to be the ’Established One’, a re-incarnation of:


‘. . . him who appeared among the Jews as the Son (Matthew iii. 17); who had descended as the Father in Samaria (Genesis xii. 7); and who visited the Gentiles as the Holy Spirit (Acts ii. 1–8).’


According to Justin Martyr’s Apology, quoted by Eusebius, Simon Magus ‘was worshipped by almost all the Samaritans and a few people elsewhere as the God above all authority, rule, and power.’ He also preached (Ecc. Hist. 2. xiii. 4) that Helena, an ex-prostitute who lived with him, was:


‘. . . . the first Idea of his mind, the mother of all living, through whom, in the beginning, he mentally begot angels and archangels.’


This act of creation he had performed while still the ‘Sublime Abyss’, as Irenaeus ironically calls him (see (o) above).


(t) The early Fathers’ intense preoccupation with Simon Magus suggests that, before his megalomanic derangement, he had assisted greatly in the formation of Church doctrine. According to Eusebius (Ecc. Hist. 4. vii. 1–6), he had founded the Christian Gnostic school some time before the close of the first century: for Menander, his Samaritan disciple, taught the Alexandrian Gnostic Basilides who lived in the reign of Hadrian.


It has long puzzled Biblical scholars that Paul and Simon Magus should have become so closely associated in the polemics of Peter’s party, but this is simply explained: both were regarded as doubly or trebly turncoats. At first, Simon Magus had been a Samaritan mystic connected with the local cult of the Dove-goddess Astarte–as may be deduced from a reference to his love-charms in Ecc. Hist. 4. vii. 9; next, he became a convert to the Nazarene faith; and then a Pauline, with Gnostic leanings. Paul probably began as a Grecian ‘God-fearer’ (see Introduction II.t and CXVIII.f); next, he became a pretended Pharisee in Sadducaic pay; and then a convert to the Nazarene faith. Each ended by founding a new religion and advancing extravagant claims for himself. Thus, in the pre-Catholic Acts of Peter, Simon Magus is caricatured as Paul by being made to boast that he will fly straight to Heaven–Paul had claimed in 2 Corinthians xii. 2 that he was bodily caught up into the third of Enoch’s seven heavens, and there heard ‘words which it is unlawful to utter’–a boast which clearly outraged the Twelve (2 Corinthians XII. II).


Another link between them is Simon’s use of the divine title ‘the Abiding One’, which is taken from the third line of a panegyric on Zeus, attributed to King Minos, and preserved in the Nestorian commentary Gannat Busamé (‘The Garden of Delights’):


‘The Cretans have fashioned a tomb for Thee, O Holy and Most High—


Liars, evil beasts, idle bellies!


For Thou diest not, but ever Thou livest and abidest.


For in Thee we live and move and have our being.’


This verse was much in Paul’s mind. He quoted the second line in Titus i. 12, and the fourth in Acts xvii. 28. The probability is that later editors have suppressed his quotation of the intervening line which is implied in each case, because it served as a reminder that he and Simon were for a short time religious associates. Epimenides (early sixth century B.C.) was the actual author of the panegyric. A shorter version occurs in Callimachus (Hymn to Zeus 8–10).


The similarity of the two cases has been obscured by the very different fates of Paul’s and Simon’s doctrines: Paul’s Christianity developed into Catholicism, whereas already by Origen’s time (Against Celsus i. 46), the Simonians had dwindled to ‘barely thirty persons’. Nevertheless, except for Jesus himself, Simon Magus was the earliest teacher to be historically associated with the all-important Christian doctrine of the co-identity of the Trinity–and that he subsequently misused it to further his own glorification does not affect his theological distinction. In Canonical literature, this doctrine first appears in 1 John v. 7, an Alexandrian tract written at the beginning of the second century and, less clearly, in the Gospel according to St John x. 30, which is a text of about the same date (see LXXXIV.d). Thus Harnack, in his Lehrbuch, credits Simon Magus with a ‘new universal religion of the Supreme God,’ and Kreyenbühl, in his Evangelium der Wahrheit, with ‘having first formulated the fundamental principle of all Christian philosophy. . . . namely an absolute and universal theanthropologism.’


(u) Boldly disavowing the strong Gnostic element in John i. 1–8, Irenaeus wrote (Against Heresies i. 9) that the Gnostics:


‘. . . . confuse the minds of simpletons by their wanton mishandling of the Sayings of Our Lord, and become evil interpreters of the very things they praise.’


And again (ibid.):


‘You observe, beloved, their method of deceiving themselves and abusing the Scriptures, by forgeries intended to commend their fictions; I quote their statements in evidence of this wanton deceit. . . . They collect scattered words and phrases and transfer them, as I have said, from a proper to an improper context; as one might invent some new-fangled theory or other and try to support it by quotation from Homer–so that a simpleton would think that Homer had written his poems to support that particular theory.’


(v) Irenaeus, the first writer to name the four Canonical Gospels (see (o) above), was treading on dangerous ground. No Samaritan forgeries are found in the ‘Triple Tradition’–the common source of the ‘Synoptics’, Matthew, Mark, and Luke–yet it is possible, if Simon Magus was indeed converted by Philip, that he took an ingenious vengeance on Peter, who had rebuffed him: by the deliberate misediting for Gentile use of one particular collection of Nazarene ‘Oracles’, on which the Greekspeaking author of Luke trustingly relied.* Furthermore, the Samaritan interpolations in John suggest that Simon, after embracing Gnosticism, tampered with another collection of ‘Oracles ’–said to have been compiled by John the Apostle, but more likely the work of ‘John the Elder’, or ‘John son of Annas’ (see LXXXII.a–b)–which ultimately became the Fourth Gospel. This suspicion is greatly strengthened when passages in Simon Magus’s Great Announcement—a seemingly genuine first-century document, quoted in the anonymous Philosophoumena—are compared with similar passages in John: for instance, ‘if a tree abide alone’ and ‘remain alone in potentiality’ (John xii. 24-see LXXXI.b); and when Simon’s trinitarian reference to the ‘Three Abiding Ones’ is carefully examined.


(w) Irenaeus’s condemnation of Gospel forgeries traced to early secondcentury Gnostics was also deserved by many first-century texts which he regarded as authentic; and he shows that Simon Magus was obsessed by the superiority of his own nation over the Jews–he insisted, for instance (see (s) above), that God the Father honoured Samaria with a visit before He ever went to Jerusalem. Thus, if it was not Simon Magus who, during the middle period of his career, made the pro-Samaritan changes in the ‘Oracles’ which were later incorporated in Luke and John, it must have been another Pauline Christian of the same generation, the same race, and the same obsessive spite. The Samaritan touch is similarly noticeable in Acts i. 8 where, shortly before his Ascension, Jesus finds a special word to say for Samaria; but is absent from Mark; and in Matthew appears in xxi. 42–44 only, interrupting the Parable of the Corner-stone (see c.b). The Corner-stone of Psalm cxviii. 22, which Jesus quotes, is Israel; and in Zechariah xii. 3, and Daniel ii. 34–35, which he also quotes, it has the same metaphorical meaning. Yet in the interpolated Matthew xxi. 43, Jesus promises the Kingdom of God, the rightful inheritance of Israel prophesied in Zechariah and Daniel, to ‘another nation’. Not to all nations equally, but presumably to Samaria; where, according to Acts viii. 14 and ix. 31, the Nazarene faith had flourished before the time of Paul’s conversion.


(x) The deceitful hand of ‘Simon Magus’ alienated Christian and Jew even more than the schismatic preachings of Paul. ‘Good Samaritan’* implies ‘Evil Jew’; and by 148 A.D. Justin Martyr could marvel in his Apology (xxx-xlii) at the bitter hatred felt by the Jews for Christians—had Jesus not been prophesied in their own Scriptures?–and, a few years later, in his Dialogue with Trypho, could complain of their remorseless slanders. Justin also happened to be a Samaritan, but dissociated himself from Simon Magus’s view by admitting that the Samaritans had ‘rejected Christ equally with the Jews’.† His own contribution to the vexed question, ‘should the Law be observed?’ was that its temporal provisions were allegories of eternal truths; and that, being allegorical, they had lost their literal force at the advent of Jesus.


(y) ‘Perhaps the greatest hindrance to a reasonable view of Jesus is not that a large part of his secret history has been lost, but that the influence of the late and propagandist Gospel according to St John remains so strong. Though this embodies fragments of a genuine tradition not found in the Synoptic Gospels, serious critical reservations are demanded by the metaphysical prologue, which makes no sense whatever in the original context; by the author’s wilful ignorance of Jewish affairs; and by the Alexandrian Greek rhetoric unfairly ascribed to a sage who never wasted a word.’*


Moreover, a malicious Samaritan editor had tampered with it before its Alexandrian recension towards the close of the first century.


(z) Celsus’s account of Christian forgeries in general (see (o) above) so closely resembles Irenaeus’s account of Gnostic forgeries (see (u) above) that both may have been quoting from Justin Martyr’s lost treatise on the latter; and it must be remembered that, for Justin, the Gospel according to St John was still uncanonical† and therefore no more reliable than any other Gnostic work (see LXXXI.h).





 


 


* The original Balaam ‘walked haltingly’ (Numbers xxiii. 3); this is mistranslated in the Authorised Version as ‘went to an high place’. He kept his eyes shut (Numbers xxiv. 3) the Hebrew is shetum ha’ain, rendered by the Talmud as ‘with a shut eye’ (Sanhedrin 105a).


* With the publication of Zohar.


† This probably referred to God’s eight-letter name.


‡ Augustine’s famous definition of the Trinity is an emotional variant of the same concept, but the roles of the Mother and Father have been interchanged: ‘The Father is the Lover, the Son is the Beloved, the Holy Spirit is the Love that subsists between them.’


* This was not the collection now known as ‘Q’ which Papias, writing about 140 A.D., records as having been compiled by the Apostle Matthew, and on which the authors of Matthew and Luke both drew, but the source known as ‘L’.


* The Pauline Christians had no quarrel with the Samaritans as a nation and could flatter them without offence to Rome. Though obeying the Mosaic Law, they took no part in the insurrection of 70 A.D., and their temple on Mount Gerizim, destroyed by the Hasmonean John Hyrcanus in 128 B.C., was re-built by the Romans as a reward for their help in suppressing Bar-Cochba’s Revolt.


† Justin makes one wild mistake in reporting (Dialogues 120) that, when Simon went to practise his demonic arts at Rome during the reign of Claudius, he was honoured by the Senate and people with a statue on an island in the Tiber, bearing the inscription Simoni Deo Sancto—‘to the Holy God Simon’. The base of this statue has since been found on the island, and the inscription shows it to have been dedicated in late Republican times by Sextus Pompeius to the God Semo Sancus, of the Sabines—Semoni Sanco Deo (Ovid: Fasti vi. 213–218).


* Introduction to King Jesus.


† The Muratorian Fragment (about 170 A.D.), gives John its official testamur, by recording that John the Disciple wrote it at the express desire of his fellow-disciples and bishops: after a three days’ fast, at Ephesus, it was revealed to Andrew that John should write it in his own name, though all should revise it. The author of the Fragment insists that one Catholic spirit pervades all four Gospels, though different Catholic truths are taught in each of them.










INTRODUCTION IV


THE PROCESS OF GOSPEL-MAKING


(a) In Matthew xxiii. 2–3, Jesus enjoins his followers to obey the religious authority of the Pharisees (see Introduction 1.p and XII.a). This had been absolute for nearly a century: when raised to power under Queen Alexandra and her brother Shimeon ben Shetah, they had annulled the Sadducaic Book of Edicts (Sefer Gezerta) and proclaimed the day of annulment a half-holiday (Migilat Ta’anith and Dor Dor Ve’dorshov i. 128).


(b) Pharisaic tradition was wholly oral. The author of the Book of Enoch had bewailed the invention of writing by an angel named Peneme, who subsequently fell from grace and turned Satanic (Enoch lxix. 8–11); Peneme may be identified with the evil Cosmocrator who, as Nabu, Thoth, or Hermes, had made the same invention (see LXX.f and CI.e):


‘He taught the children of men the bitter and the sweet, and he taught them all the secrets of their wisdom. And he instructed mankind in writing with ink on paper, and thereby many sinned from eternity to eternity, and until this day.


‘For men were not created for such purposes, to give confirmation to their good faith with pen and ink. . . . through their learning they are perishing.’


Here he had the support of Jeremiah viii. 8:


‘How say ye: “We are wise, the Law of the Lord is with us”? Certainly He made it in vain, when the false pen of the scribe worketh for falsehood.’


Jeremiah meant that the Law had been delivered orally to Moses, and by him to the people, except such parts of it as were engraved on stone; and that the priesthood were foisting written laws upon the people, at variance with the oral tradition. This view impressed the Pharisees who, when they assumed the responsible task of keeping the Law and the prophets free from error, decided to trust their memories rather than written records, though not abandoning pen and ink altogether: a perfect text of the Scriptures was kept in the Temple, and the synagogue copies were faithful transcriptions of it. Thenceforth, neither additions nor amendments might be recorded in writing, not even those of the highest authority, such as juridical pronouncements by the Sages. Teachers were also required to quote their authority for every oral tradition (a method afterwards adopted in Islam): ‘He that telleth a thing in the name of him that said it, the same bringeth deliverance to the world; for it is written: “And Esther told the King thereof in Mordecai’s name,”’ (Megillah 15a, referring to Esther ii. 22).


(c) Towards the close of the first century, Rabbi Johanan ben Zakkai (see LXXXIII.f) praised his disciple Eliezer ben Horkynas (see LIII.b and LXV.e) as ‘a cistern which loses not a drop’ (Aboth ii. II); and in his old age, Eliezer prided himself on having never uttered an original word (Sukkah 27b–28a, Yoma 66b and Berakoth 27b)–since it was then regarded as a virtue to teach only what one learned and not to volunteer a new opinion. Such conscientiousness had been unknown in pre-Pharisaic times: earlier editors of the Scriptures had carelessly ascribed anonymous sayings, and self-effacingly ascribed their own sayings, to Moses, David, and Solomon. The Canon was now at last established, and the recent discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, containing Scriptural manuscripts more than a thousand years older than any that had hitherto survived, proved the extreme accuracy of Pharisaic transmission: hardly a word was found to differ from the Massoretic text.


(d) Thus the Gospel, or ‘Good Tidings’, of Jesus’s acts and sayings, the authentic and harmonious Apostolic tradition, will have been faithfully taught by rote to catechumens; but not set down in writing until, thirty years or so after the Crucifixion, a body of proselytes seceded and displayed their independence by translating it into Greek. Presently, the Greek-speaking Paulines, Gnostics, and others seized their pens and revived the old, unhistorical method of compilation. They considered themselves justified in emending the Apostolic tradition to Jesus’s advantage, or that of the Church. In Cardinal Newman’s words: ‘They thought that, when there was a causa justa, an untruth need not be a lie.’ The pirated Gospel multiplied into ‘Gospels’, strewn with contradictions about even the most striking events of Jesus’s life, such as the Nativity, the Miracles, the Crucifixion, the Resurrection, and the Ascension.


(e) The Pharisees had stressed the importance of carefully cross-examining witnesses before a verdict was reached (Sanhedrin 41a):


‘Rabbi Johanan ben Zakkai once cross-examined witnesses who had testified before him in the case of a murder committed underneath a figtree.


‘He asked them: “As to the fig-tree, were its branches slender or thick, and were its figs blue or green?” [Their testimony did not agree.] The man who cross-examines witnesses with care is deserving of praise.’


The story of Susanna and the Elders, a moral anecdote invented by a Pharisaic teacher to illustrate this point, is particularly interesting because in Susanna v. 46, Daniel anticipates Matthew xxvii. 24: ‘I am innocent of the blood of this just person’ (see CX.g).


‘Then said Daniel unto the elders: “Put these two witnesses aside, one far from another, and I will examine them. . . .


‘And he called one of them, and said: “Under what tree sawest thou them [Susanna and the young man] companying together?” Who answered: “Under a mastic-tree. . . .”


‘And Daniel commanded to bring the other. . . . who answered: “Under an holm-tree. . . ..”


‘With that all the assembly cried out with a loud voice and praised God who saveth them that trust in Him.


‘And they arose against the two elders, for Daniel had convicted them of false witness by their own mouth. . . . and put them to death. Thus the innocent blood was saved the same day.’


Whenever (so to speak) Matthew and Mark have ‘holm-oak’, but Luke has ‘mastic’ and John ‘terebinth’ at least two of the four must be giving false witness. The task of restoring the primitive Apostolic tradition is complex, because an adequate historical or textual reason should be suggested for each evangelist’s divergence from it; and since every Gospel text is suspect–as are all relevant Greek, Latin, Hebrew, and Aramaic sources–no restoration can be made that is not challengeable on a score of technical points.


(f) The evangelists’ readiness to recast the Nazarene tradition becomes most striking when the Synoptics are compared with John—according to John, for instance, Jesus overturns the tables of the money-changers, foretells his own death, and makes a priestly convert before he has even attended the marriage at Cana (see XC.f and LXXXIII.a). But neither are the Synoptics consistent in their rearrangement of Jesus’s sayings and deeds (see VIII.h, LXXXIV.a, LXXXVII.b and CIV.a).


Thus, since no Aramaic Gospel or collection of Oracles survives, or can indeed have been committed to writing by a first-century Nazarene, all that can be done is to apply one’s analeptic intelligence to the existing records; and these are so Greek in form and tendency that most, if not all, of their Scriptural quotations were copied not from the Hebrew original but from the Septuagint translation.


(g) The Gospel-making procedure is helpfully explained by Eusebius (Ecc. Hist. 3. xxxix. 12–16):


‘. . . . Papias [an early second-century bishop of Phrygian Hierapolis] adduces strange parables and teachings of the Saviour, and other more mystical things. Among them he says that there will be a millennium after the resurrection of the dead, when the Kingdom of the Messiah will be set up in material form on this earth. I suppose that he acquired these notions from a perverse reading of the apostolic accounts, not realizing that they had spoken only figuratively, for he was a man of very little intelligence. . . .. But many subsequent Christian writers have followed him in this: Irenaeus, for example, relying on his antiquity. . . ..


‘Papias says that he heard. . . . from the mouth of the elder John. . . . that Mark became Peter’s interpreter and wrote accurately all that Peter remembered, not indeed in order, of the sayings and acts of our Lord. . . .. Peter used to teach as necessity commanded, but made no formal arrangement of Our Lord’s Oracles, so that Mark was quite right to set down single points as he recalled them. To one thing only he gave attention: to leave out nothing of what he had heard, and not to misreport.


‘About Matthew, Papias said: “He collected the Oracles in Hebrew, and everyone has since interpreted them as best he could.”’


It should be noted that Matthew is here said to have collected Jesus’s ‘Oracles’ in Hebrew, which probably means Aramaic–and ‘collected’ suggests that he arranged them under subject headings–but not to have written them down, still less to have made them into what is now called a ‘gospel’, namely a brief biography.* Mark is said merely to have translated and recorded Peter’s memoirs of Jesus, without troubling to arrange them in chronological order. Thus the Gospel according to Matthew and the Gospel according to Mark are later compilations, based on these and similar records which continued for awhile in devotional use. Luke mentions the title of one of these ‘Oracles’, The Divine Wisdom (Luke xi. 49-see XIII.u), which may have been the source now known as ‘L’ (see Introduction III.v, footnote). Fragments of another collection, the Oxyrhynchus Papyri 1 and 654, survive in Greek (see LXV.b and LXXI.h). The Early Fathers also refer to a collection called The Tradition of Matthias (see XXI.q and r.); and to another called The Teaching of Peter (see XIX.k and LXVII.a), which may have been the source on which Mark drew.


(h) According to Eusebius (Ecc. Hist. 3. xxxix. 1), Papias wrote five Commentaries on the ‘Oracles’, but these have perished; and the compiler of Luke explains in his introduction (Luke i. 1–4) that, before him, several other evangelists had tried their hands at composing a chronological sequence which should most nearly satisfy the doctrinal needs of their readers, and had reduced to writing what had hitherto been orally handed down by eye-witnesses:


‘Forasmuch as many have taken in hand to set forth in order a declaration of those things which are most surely believed among us, even as they delivered them unto us, which from the beginning were eyewitnesses, and ministers of the word; it seemed good to me also, having had perfect understanding of all things from the very first, to write unto thee in order, most excellent Theophilus,† that thou mightest know the certainty of those things, wherein thou hast been instructed.’


(i) Many of the discrepancies in the written Gospels occurred because the ‘Oracles’ were, it seems, arranged not chronologically, but under subjectheadings, such as ‘Light’ (see XXIV.a), ‘Why Wail Ye?’ (see XXVI.a), ‘Fruitful Trees’ (see XLV.d), ‘Importunity’ (see LXIV.a) and ‘Master, Master!’ (see LXIX.a); and because there was no break between the items. Thus Luke has combined into a single inconsistent parable as many as five separate ones (see XXX.a and d), all on the subject of watching, four of which appear in Matthew. Similarly, the historical difficulties about the disciples’ corn-plucking on the Sabbath, an incident which the Synoptics place immediately before the healing of the withered arm, can be resolved by presuming that these two incidents were found under the same subjectheading, namely ‘Conflict with Authority’, and that in the first Jesus answered a charge of sacrilege, but in the second a charge of Sabbathbreaking. Their juxtaposition led the author of the ‘Triple Tradition’ to suppose that both took place on a Sabbath, though the corn could have been plucked and husked on a week-day only (see LXXIa and LXXIV.b). Similarly also, the editor of John made Jesus cast out the money-changers early in his ministry, rather than just before his Crucifixion (see XC.f), because he found the incident under the subject-heading ‘Our Master in the Temple’, and decided that Jesus could not have turned a blind eye to their dishonest practices for three years, but must have expelled them during his first visit there.


(j) Irresponsible additions to the Gospel narrative–apart from the Christological discourses in John, Luke’s nativity fable of the Shepherds (see 1.s), and his story of Zacchaeus (see XIX.g)—seem to be on a small scale; they consist mostly of an occasional word or phrase. When anecdotes are invented, these are usually pious variants of others in the same Gospel—such as the story of the crooked woman and dropsical man in Luke xiii. 11–17 and xiv. 1–6 (see LXXIV.f); or are intended either to make good a prophecy, such as the account of the gall offered to Jesus on the Cross (Matthew xxvii. 34-see CXIII.q); or to underline a Scriptural parallel, such as the raising of the Widow’s son at Nain (Luke vii. 11–18-see XXXVIII.b).


(k) The omissions are as illuminating as the interpolations. Papias’s credible account of Jesus’s belief in the Messianic Kingdom on earth, which would last a thousand years, and of his ‘strange parables’ that did not suit the Gentile faith (see (g) above), was suppressed as ‘perverse’. Neither Matthew nor Luke mentions Mark’s reports that Jesus was unable to perform any mighty work at Nazareth (Mark vi. 5-see XXXVII.g) and that his family thought him temporarily insane (Mark iii. 20–21-see CIV.c). The author of John, though alone in supporting the quotation from Zechariah ix. 9 in Matthew xxi. 5; ‘Behold thy King cometh!’, omits the word ‘meek’ on which the Pharisees laid particular emphasis (see LXXXIX.q); being anxious to divert attention from the Messiah of Zechariah’s prophecy, since the Gnostic Christ was far from meek.


The four Canonical Gospels developed by accretion until about 130 A.D.; and their text was not established even then, as is proved by important variants found in the fourth-century Codex Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus (see II.g).


(l) If the setting of the Gospels were some legendary island, unmarked on any map, they could be read as an allegory; but since it is first-century Palestine, no supernatural element, unless presented as the religious belief or visionary experience of one of the characters concerned, can make acceptable sense. In allegory, Jesus may be God; in history he must be man. Mark x. 18 and Luke xviii. 19 show that he carefully distinguished himself from God: ‘Why callest though me “good”? None is good save one, that is God!’ (see LXXXII.c); and his alleged saying in John x. 30: ‘I and the Father are one’, is a breach of the First Commandment which he could never have committed (see LXXXIV.d). Jesus was not a vulgar miracle-monger; according to Mark viii. 12, he refused to give a sign in proof of his prophetic authority (see XCI.a and f). John ii. 1–11, the miracle of the water turned to wine (see X.b), and Matthew xiv. 15–21, the miracle of the loaves and fishes (see LXXII.a), must thus be read as symbolic acts, rather than as reversals of nature. The water was turned into wine allegorically, the people fed spiritually; and the importance of the acts lay only in the message conveyed by their performance. Those who witnessed them evidently understood; but the Gentile Church has preferred not to understand.


(m) Jesus’s symbolic acts became misrepresented as miracles, at a time when Gentile Christianity had met with a strong rival in the ‘gymnosophism’ of Apollonius of Tyana, an ascetic philosopher who flourished under Nero. Apollonius was believed to have cast out devils, raised the dead, accurately prophesied several public disasters, appeared in two far distant towns on the same day, vanished into thin air from the Imperial Judgement Hall at Rome, and at last ascended into Heaven–whence he occasionally revealed himself to those who disbelieved in his apotheosis. The Gentile Christians were anxious to prove that Jesus had done equally wonderful things, forgetting his stern refusal to gratify the multitude by idle display or to let his disciples use magical incantations (Matthew vi. 7-see XXXI.b and XXVII.e). He had even declined all credit for his feats of healing (Mark v. 19-see LXIII.f).


(n) There are striking literary resemblances between the Canonical Gospels and Flavius Philostratus’s Life of Apollonius, written about 217 A.D. Book 4. xliv reads (see XXXVI and XXXVIII):


‘And in these days Apollonius wrought another miracle. A certain maiden had died in the very hour of her marriage and the bridegroom followed the bier, mourning, as was natural, that his marriage was unfulfilled. And the whole city mourned with him, for the maiden was a nobleman’s daughter. Then Apollonius, seeing their grief, said: “Let them that bear the bier lay it down, for behold I will stay the tears that are shed for this maiden.” And he asked: “What is her name?” [And they told him “Suchand-such.”] Thereupon the multitude looked that he should deliver an oration unto them, this being the custom at Rome, as much to honour the funeral as to provoke lamentation. Nevertheless he did not so, but touched her and whispered some words in secret, so that at once she awakened from what had seemed to be death, and returned to her father’s house.’


And Book 3. xxxviii reads (see LXXIX):


‘And a messenger brought unto Apollonius a poor woman who interceded with him for her child, a boy of sixteen years of age, who had been for two years possessed of a devil. Now this devil was amorous of him . . . and would not let him either go to school or stay at home . . . but drove him out into desert places. And Apollonius asked: “Is he at hand?” She answered: “No, lord, for when I sought to bring him to you the devil threatened to slay him. . . .” Then said Apollonius: “Take courage, for he will not slay the lad when he hath read this.” And with that he drew a letter from his bosom and gave it to her. Now the letter was addressed to the devil and threatened him greatly if he did the boy further injury. . . .’


Apollonius also cured a blind man, and a man with a withered hand (see XL and LXXIV).


(o) Philostratus, who writes that ‘his words had a ring about them as of judgements delivered by a sceptred King’, may well have been influenced by the Gospels when he recorded Apollonius’s discourses, miracles, and travels. He did this at the order of the Dowager-Empress Julia Domna, then living with the Emperor Alexander Severus, her great-nephew who, according to his biographer Lampridius, set up statues of Apollonius and Jesus in his private shrine side by side with those of Alexander the Great, Orpheus, and Abraham. Julia Domna provided Philostratus with the historical materials, particularly the contemporary memoirs of Apollonius’s disciple, Damis of Nineveh.


The Gospels, however, before their text was finally established, may also have been influenced by miracles recorded in early lives of Apollonius. A hundred years after the publication of Philostratus’s Life, Eusebius felt obliged to attack it in a treatise ‘occasioned by the parallel drawn between Apollonius and Christ by Hierocles.’ Hierocles, one of Diocletian’s provincial governors, had remarked that ‘whereas the tales of Jesus have been concocted by Peter and Paul and a few others like them (liars, uneducated, and wizards), the history of Apollonius was written by Maximus of Aegae, and his constant companion Damis the philosopher, and Philostratus the Athenian, all men of the highest education, lovers of truth and of mankind ’; and that Apollonius was greater than Jesus.


(p) Eusebius was hampered in his controversy by the close parallels between these two: each was credited with a fabulous nativity, prophecies, miracles, an ascension to Heaven and posthumous appearances. If he ridiculed Apollonius, he would weaken Jesus’s case, since Apollonius also was reputedly abstemious, wise, and noble and, unlike Jesus, had been worshipped as a God even during his lifetime. He therefore refused to be drawn into a comparative discussion of their rival histories, contenting himself with a tu quoque: the discrepancies in Apollonius’s Lives convicted their authors of being liars, uneducated, and charlatans, and Apollonius himself of wizardry.


Eusebius’s position in the Church debarred him from constructive historical criticism. It would have been most interesting to know whether Apollonius was a worthy successor of Pythagoras and Empedocles who, as elected grand-masters of an originally Thraco-Libyan mystery-cult, were granted semi-divine honours by the initiates; or just another marketplace adventurer exploiting the credulity of first-century provincials; and whether Damis’s biography was published earlier or later than the Gospel passages with which it has so much in common.





 


 


* The Pharisees also used subject-headings in the arrangement of the Halakah, or ‘records for legal guidance’, and though this aided the memory, it interfered with their chronological sequence. The Mishnaic material contained not only juridical discussions, but a wealth of miscellaneous tradition, ranging from legend to personal memoirs. Thus, in the later Mishnah, compiled towards the end of the second century A.D. by Rabbi Judah the Primate, important historical facts are often introduced into a legal dispute to which they bear only a vague relevance.


† Eisler suggests that Theophilus was one of the sons of Annas the High Priest, who is known to have borne that name; if so, he will have been a very old man when this Gospel was composed.










PART TWO











I


THE NATIVITY


Matthew i. 18–25


18Now the birth of JESUS CHRIST was on this wise:


When as His mother Mary was espoused to Joseph, before they came together, she was found with child of the Holy Ghost. 19Then Joseph her husband, being a just man, and not willing to make her a public example, was minded to put her away privily. 20But while he thought on these things, behold, the angel of the Lord appeared unto him in a dream, saying: ‘Joseph, thou son of David, fear not to take unto thee Mary thy wife: for that which is conceived in her is of the Holy Ghost. 21And she shall bring forth a son, and thou shalt call His name JESUS: for He shall save His people from their sins.’ 22Now all this was done, that it might be fulfilled which was spoken of the Lord by the prophet, saying:


23Behold, a virgin shall be with child,


And shall bring forth a son,


And they shall call His name Emmanuel,


Which being interpreted is, God with us.


24Then Joseph being raised from sleep did as the angel of the Lord had bidden him, and took unto him his wife: 25and knew her not till she had brought forth her firstborn son: and he called His name JESUS.


Matthew ii. 1–23


1Now when Jesus was born in Bethlehem of Judaea in the days of Herod the king, behold, there came wise men from the east to Jerusalem, 2saying: ‘Where is He that is born King of the Jews? for we have seen His star in the east, and are come to worship Him.’ 3When Herod the king had heard these things, he was troubled, and all Jerusalem with him. 4And when he had gathered all the chief priests and scribes of the people together, he demanded of them where Christ should be born. 5And they said unto him: ‘In Bethlehem of Judaea: for thus it is written by the prophet,


6And thou Bethlehem, in the land of Judah,


Art not the least among the princes of Judah:


For out of thee shall come a Governor,


That shall rule my people Israel.’


7Then Herod, when he had privily called the wise men, inquired of them diligently what time the star appeared. 8And he sent them to Bethlehem, and said: ‘Go and search diligently for the young Child; and when ye have found Him, bring me word again, that I may come and worship Him also.’


9When they had heard the king, they departed; and, lo, the star, which they saw in the east, went before them, till it came and stood over where the young Child was. 10When they saw the star, they rejoiced with exceeding great joy. 11And when they were come into the house, they saw the young Child with Mary His mother, and fell down, and worshipped Him: and when they had opened their treasures, they presented unto Him gifts; gold, and frankincense, and myrrh. 12And being warned of God in a dream that they should not return to Herod, they departed into their own country another way.


13And when they were departed, behold, the angel of the Lord appeareth to Joseph in a dream, saying: ‘Arise, and take the young Child and His mother, and flee into Egypt, and be thou there until I bring thee word: for Herod will seek the young Child to destroy Him.” 14When he arose, he took the young Child and His mother by night, and departed into Egypt: 15and was there until the death of Herod: that it might be fulfilled which was spoken of the Lord by the prophet, saying:


Out of Egypt have I called My Son.


16Then Herod, when he saw that he was mocked of the wise men, was exceeding wroth, and sent forth, and slew all the children that were in Bethlehem, and in all the coasts thereof, from two years old and under, according to the time which he had diligently inquired of the wise men. 17Then was fulfilled that which was spoken by Jeremiah the prophet, saying:


18In Ramah was there a voice heard, lamentation,


And weeping, and great mourning,


Rachel weeping for her children,


And would not be comforted, because they are not.


19But when Herod was dead, behold, an angel of the Lord appeareth in a dream to Joseph in Egypt, 20saying: “Arise, and take the young Child and His mother, and go into the land of Israel: for they are dead which sought the young Child’s life.” 21And he arose, and took the young Child and His mother, and came into the land of Israel. 22But when he heard that Archelaus did reign in Judaea in the room of his father Herod, he was afraid to go thither: notwithstanding, being warned of God in a dream, he turned aside into the parts of Galilee: 23and he came and dwelt in a city called Nazareth: that it might be fulfilled which was spoken by the prophets:


He shall be called a Nazarene.


Luke ii. 1–20


1And it came to pass in those days, that there went out a decree from Caesar Augustus, that all the world should be taxed. 2This taxing was first made when Cyrenius was governor of Syria. 3And all went to be taxed, every one into his own city. 4And Joseph also went up from Galilee, out of the city of Nazareth, into Judaea, unto the city of David, which is called Bethlehem, (because he was of the house and lineage of David) 5to be taxed with Mary his espoused wife, being great with child. 6And so it was, that, while they were there, the days were accomplished that she should be delivered. 7And she brought forth her first-born son, and wrapped Him in swaddling clothes, and laid Him in a manger; because there was no room for them in the inn.


8And there were in the same country shepherds abiding in the field, keeping watch over their flock by night. 9And, lo, the angel of the Lord came upon them, and the glory of the Lord shone round about them: and they were sore afraid. 10And the angel said unto them:


Fear not:


For, behold, I bring you good tidings of great joy,


Which shall be to all people.


11For unto you is born this day in the city of David a Saviour,


Which is Christ the Lord.


12And this shall be a sign unto you; Ye shall find the Babe wrapped in swaddling clothes, lying in a manger.


13And suddenly there was with the angel a multitude of the heavenly host praising God, and saying:


14Glory to God in the Highest,


And on earth peace, good will toward men.


15And it came to pass, as the angels were gone away from them into heaven, the shepherds said one to another, Let us now go even unto Bethlehem, and see this thing which is come to pass, which the Lord hath made known unto us. 16And they came with haste, and found Mary, and Joseph, and the Babe lying in a manger. 17And when they had seen it, they made known abroad the saying which was told them concerning this Child. 18And all they that heard it wondered at those things which were told them by the shepherds. 19But Mary kept all these things, and pondered them in her heart. 20And the shepherds returned, glorifying and praising God for all the things that they had heard and seen, as it was told unto them.


Protoevangelium 17–18


17And there came an order from Augustus the King, that all in Bethlehem of Judaea should be enrolled. And Joseph said: ‘I shall enrol my sons, but what shall I do with this maiden? How shall I enrol her? As my wife? I am ashamed. As my daughter then? But all the sons of Israel know that she is not my daughter. The day of the Lord shall itself bring it to pass as the Lord will.’ And he saddled the ass and set her upon it; and his son led it, and Joseph followed. And when they had come within three miles, Joseph turned and saw her sorrowful; and he said to himself: ‘Likely that which is in her distresses her.’ And again Joseph turned and saw her laughing. And he said to her: ‘Mary, how is it that I see in thy face at one time laughter, at another sorrow?’ And Mary said to Joseph: ‘Because I see two peoples with my eyes; the one weeping and lamenting, and the other rejoicing and exulting.’ And they came into the middle of the road, and Mary said to him: ‘Take me down from off the ass, for that which is in me presses to come forth.’ And he took her down from off the ass, and said to her: ‘Whither shall I lead thee, and cover thy disgrace? for the place is desert.’


18And he found a cave there, and led her into it; and leaving his two sons beside her, he went out to seek a midwife in the district of Bethlehem.


[image: Illustration]


(a) The Nazarenes, like the Gentile Christians, feared to be suspected of militant nationalism, and therefore disguised the tradition of Jesus’s having been crowned King of Israel without Roman assent or knowledge and having thus become the titular Son of God. They taught that his kingdom had not been an earthly one–which was true in fact, because when at last he had publicly claimed his kingdom he had so signally failed to win popular support that the Romans were able to crucify him without hindrance. The political value of this doctrine was proved at the close of the first century by the acquittal of Jesus’s Nazarene grand-nephews ‘according to the flesh’, when they were brought before the Emperor Domitian on a capital charge of treason (Eusebius: Ecc. Hist. 3. xix-xx).


(b) The Gentile Christians had already come to hold an independent view: they first tolerated, then encouraged, and finally came to accept the Hellenistic notion that Jesus had been spiritually begotten by God on a virgin and, in due course, physically born from her womb. It seems that this view originated in an extravagant metaphor used by Philo, the ‘Grecian’ (i.e. the Alexandrian Jewish) philosopher who, in the first half of the first century A.D., allegorized the Old Testament for the instruction of the Greek world in an attempt to reconcile it with the Platonic system (see LXXXIc.). Philo uses this metaphor when speaking of the birth of several distinguished Pentateuchal characters. Thus Leah (Genesis xxix. 31) is impregnated by ‘the quiet one’ before she bears the patriarchs Judah and Levi, though Jacob is her husband (Philo: i. 147). Also, Samuel is ‘born of a human mother who became pregnant after receiving divine seed’ (i. 148), though Philo is aware that in 1 Samuel i. 19: ‘Elkanah knew Hannah’ before she conceived. And of Isaac (Genesis xxi. 1–3) he writes (1. 215): ‘It is most fitting that God should converse in an other than human manner with a creature of so marvellous, unpolluted, and pure a nature.’ As Grecian influence strengthened in the early Gentile Church—and Jesus is credited by Luke and Matthew with a parable borrowed directly from Philo (see XLIV.a)–the Philonian view of Mary’s divine impregnation became orthodox, but its metaphorical origin was forgotten. Jesus was now thought to have been born from Mary, the carpenter’s betrothed, very much as Perseus had been born from Danaë: after the Father of Heaven had visited her in a shower of glory.


(c) Though this doctrine could be reconciled neither with Romans i. 3 and Hebrews vii. 14, nor with Galatians iv. 4–documents which are earlier in date than any of the Canonical Gospels (see II.g)—its polemical value in proving the divinity of Jesus and glorifying him equally with heathen gods was remarked upon by Justin Martyr in his philosophical Apology for the Christians in 139 A.D. It was defended by Origen, Lactantius, and other early Christian apologists on the zoological ground that even vultures and Spanish mares were capable of parthenogenous birth; but it excited the horror of Palestinian Jews and the ridicule of Romans and Greeks, who naturally concluded that Jesus was a bastard. Celsus, for instance (Origen: Against Celsus i. 19. 1), writing about the year 175 A.D., describes him as the fruit of his mother’s seduction by a Roman soldier named Pantherus; and it is recorded in the Talmud (Sanhedrin 43a) that he was ‘related to the Government (or “Royalty”)’. Though the Talmudic authority for this, Ulla, a fourth-century scholar, has here confused Jesus with a Messianic pretender from Lydda, who appeared in the time of Hadrian, and states that forty days elapsed between his apprehension and his death, a more plausible version of the libel appears in a third-century Talmudic record (Shabbath 104a–see VII.h). Moreover, the Jews could disprove the legitimacy of Jesus’s birth merely from the account given in Matthew i. 18 and the Protoevangelium 17. Their God did not father sons on mortal maidens in the style of Zeus, and if Mary had already been contracted in marriage to Joseph before he found her pregnant, this would in Jewish law (Deuteronomy xxii. 13–21) have bastardized her child even if the marriage had not been consummated and she had in the interval married some other man.


(d) Though nothing is related of this Mary in the Canonical Gospels except that she was cousin to the priest Zacharias’s wife Elisabeth, a daughter of Aaron (Luke i. 5), the tradition embodied in the second-century Protoevangelium makes her the only daughter of one Joachim and his wife Hannah (St Ann); and it is not historically impossible that she was pledged by her parents to the service of the Temple, as Samuel had been (1 Samuel i. 28), in accordance with the provisions of Leviticus xxvii. 6.* But it is most unlikely that a daughter of a priestly house at Jerusalem would have married a Galilean carpenter, even a scion of the House of David. Priests’ daughters were notoriously proud of their descent from Aaron, and though the Mosaic ban on inter-tribal marriages (Numbers xxxvi. 8–9), designed to keep landed property under the same local authority, had now been repealed by the Pharisees (Ta’anith 30b), it seems to have still kept a certain superstitious force. We know, certainly, that Mariamne the Hasmonean detested her forced marriage to Herod (Josephus: Wars i. 22. 2), and though the Talmud lists the kinds of families worthy of supplying wives to the priesthood (Kiddushin iv. 1), the priests seem to have shrunk from giving their daughters in marriage to non-Levites. ‘Scripture advised these daughters to marry only such as were worthy of them’ (Baba Bathra 120a).


(e) Nevertheless, Nazarene tradition has taken pains to preserve this mysterious paradox about Jesus’s birth: that though physically born of the non-priestly House of David he was, however, legally entitled to wear a priestly garment (see CXIII.t), and had Levite kinsfolk, including his brother James (Galatians i. 19) who served in the Temple as a priest (see VIII.t–v). It may be postulated, therefore, that two Marys were concerned in Jesus’s nativity: his physical mother Mary, Joseph’s wife, a Galilean woman; and Mary, a kinswoman of John the Baptist’s mother Elisabeth, who became his adoptive mother when he was formally engrafted into the tribe of Levi. This ceremony was needed to fulfil the expectation of the Apocalyptics, of whom John was one, that the Messiah would be ‘of Judah and of Levi’, namely a Priest-king of the tribe of Levi, yet born of the seed of David.


(f) The authority for the coming of such a Priest-king was found in the Testament of Levi ii. 10–11: ‘Thou, Levi, shalt proclaim concerning him that shall redeem Israel, and by thee and Judah shall the Lord appear among men.’ And again in xviii. 2–14, a passage of frequent allusion in the Gospels:


‘Then shall the Lord raise up a new priest.


And to him all the words of the Lord shall be revealed;


And he shall execute a righteous judgement upon the earth for a multitude of days.


And his star shall arise in heaven as of a king,


Lighting up the light of knowledge as the sun the day,


And he shall be magnified in the world.


He shall shine forth as the sun on the earth,


And shall remove all darkness from under heaven,


And there shall be peace in all the earth.


The heavens shall exult in his days,


And the earth shall be glad,


And the clouds shall rejoice,


And the angels of the glory of the presence of the Lord shall be glad in him.


The heavens shall be opened.


And from the temple of glory shall come upon him sanctification,


With the Father’s voice as from Abraham to Isaac.


And the glory of the Most High shall be uttered over him,


And the spirit of understanding and sanctification shall rest upon him.


For he shall give the majesty of the Lord to His sons in truth for evermore;


And there shall none succeed him for all generations for ever.


And in his priesthood the Gentiles shall be multiplied in knowledge upon the earth.


And enlightened through the grace of the Lord:


And in his priesthood shall sin come to an end,


And the lawless shall cease to do evil.


And he shall open the gates of paradise,


And shall remove the threatening sword against Adam.


And he shall give to the saints to eat from the tree of life,


And the spirit of holiness shall be on them.


And Beliar shall be bound by him,


And he shall give power to His children to tread upon the evil spirits.


And the Lord shall rejoice in His children,


And be well pleased in His beloved ones for ever.


Then shall Abraham and Isaac and Jacob exult,


And I [Levi] will be glad,


And all the saints shall clothe themselves with joy.’


It was also prophesied in the Testament of Levi viii. 11–15:


‘Levi, thy seed shall be divided into three offices, for a sign of the glory of the Lord that is to come. And the first portion shall be great; yea, greater than it none shall be. The second shall be in the priesthood. And the third shall be called by a new name, because a king shall arise in Judah and shall establish a new priesthood, after the fashion of the Gentiles. And his presence is beloved, as a prophet of the Most High, of the seed of Abraham our father.’


That this referred to John Hyrcanus, the Hasmonean King, as possessing ‘the government of the nation, the dignity of the high priesthood, and prophecy’ (Josephus: Antiquities xiii. 10, 7), had been forgotten by the time of John the Baptist, because the later Hasmoneans fell away from John Hyrcanus’s idealistic example and Levi’s words were relegated to the mounting store of unfulfilled Messianic prophecy.


(g) Again, in the Testament of Judah xxi. 1–4, the patriarch Judah says:


‘And now, my children, love Levi that ye may abide, and exalt not yourselves against him, lest ye be utterly destroyed. For to me the Lord gave the kingdom, and to him the priesthood, and He set the kingdom beneath the priesthood. To me He gave earthly things; to him the heavenly things. As the heaven is higher than the earth, so is the priesthood of God higher than the earthly kingdom, unless it falleth away through sin from the Lord and is dominated by the earthly kingdom.’


Judah further prophesies (Testament of Judah xxiv. 1–6 and xxv. 3–5, [omitting Christian interpolations]):


‘And a man shall arise, like the sun of righteousness,


Walking with the sons of men in meekness and righteousness;


And no sin shall be found in him.


And the heavens shall be opened unto him,


To pour out the spirit, the blessing of the Holy Father;


And he shall pour out the spirit of grace upon you;


And ye shall be unto Him sons in truth,


And ye shall walk in His commandments first and last.


Then shall the sceptre of my kingdom shine forth;


And from your root shall arise a stem;


And from it shall grow a rod of righteousness to the Gentiles,


To judge and to save all that call upon the Lord.
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And ye shall be the people of the Lord, and have one tongue;


And there shall be there no spirit of deceit of Beliar [‘Belial’],


For he shall be cast into the fire for ever.


And they who have died in grief shall arise in joy,


And they who were poor for the Lord’s sake shall be made rich,


And they who are put to death for the Lord’s sake shall awake to life.


And the hearts of Jacob shall run in joyfulness,


And the eagles of Israel shall fly in gladness;


And all the peoples shall glorify the Lord for ever.’


Thus Jesus had to be born according to the flesh from the line of David, in agreement with the prophecies of Isaiah ix. 6–7, Jeremiah xxiii. 5; Amos ix. 11; Ezekiel xxxiv. 23, etc., but according to the spirit from the line of Aaron.


(h) St Ephraim the Syrian in his Gospel Commentaries (373 A.D.) insists that Jesus was physically sprung from Judah through both his parents:


‘If because the Scripture saith: “Elisabeth thy sister”, ye suppose that this is said that it might be made manifest that Mary was of the tribe of Levi, [ye err since] in another part the same Scripture saith that both Joseph and Mary were of the House of David.’


Yet St Ephraim, though he failed to distinguish between the first Mary, a daughter of Judah, Jesus’s mother according to the flesh, and Mary the Levite, his mother according to the Spirit, seems to have known that Jesus had been adopted into the tribe of Levi. He may have relied principally on a text in Matthew xvii, later suppressed (see XLVIII.d); but this was supported by a statement of Paul’s–if Paul was indeed the author of The Epistle to the Hebrews. There addressing the submerged Israelite population of Samaria (see LXX.c) who are known to have been daily expecting ‘that prophet’ promised in Deuteronomy xviii. 15–19 (see LXXVII.b), yet careful not to fall foul of the Romans, Paul slurs over Jesus’s title as King of the Jews and stresses his High Priesthood (Hebrews v. 5–6):


‘So also Christ glorified not himself to be made an High Priest. But He did so which said unto him: “Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee.” As He saith also in another place: “Thou art a priest for ever after the order of Melchizedek.”’


(i) This promise, in Psalm cx. 4, had been made on behalf of God by an unknown prophet apparently in honour of Simon Maccabaeus (142–135 B.C.) the Levite King who assumed the title ‘Priest of the Most High God’, previously borne by Melchizedek King of Salem (Genesis xiv. 18); but it was now accepted as still another Messianic prophecy. True, Paul continues tortuously (Hebrews vii. 4–16):


‘Now consider how great this man was, unto whom even the patriarch Abraham gave the tenth of the spoils. . . . And, as I may so say, Levi also who receiveth tithes, paid tithes in Abraham. . . . For he was yet in the loins of his father when Melchizedek met him. . . . If therefore perfection were by the Levitical priesthood, for under it the people received the Law, what further need was there that another priest should rise after the order of Melchizedek, and not to be called after the order of Aaron? For the priesthood being changed, there is made of necessity a change also in the Law. For he of whom these things are spoken pertaineth to another tribe, of which no man gave attendance at the altar. For it is evident that our Lord sprang out of Judah, of which tribe Moses spake nothing concerning priesthood. And it is yet far more evident: for that after the similitude of Melchizedek there ariseth another priest who is made, not after the Law of carnal commandment, but after the power of an endless life.’


Nevertheless, he has stated that Jesus was born legitimately (Galatians iv. 4–5), and here testifies that he came of the tribe of Judah; and furthermore makes him a High Priest, connecting this appointment with the Baptism which, as we shall show, was a Coronation rite. The Melchizedek argument seems only to confuse the issue, yet Paul, though he disguises the political aspects of his doctrine, is making a correct analogy between Jesus the Messiah and the ancient priest-king of Jerusalem who was, in religious theory, ‘without father or mother’ because ‘made as it were the Son of God’ (Hebrews vii. 1–3). Again in Romans i. 3, Paul insists that ‘God’s son, Jesus Christ Our Lord, which sprang from the seed of David according to the flesh’ (in Romans viii. 3, he characterizes this flesh as ‘sinful’) had been ‘declared to be the Son of God with power’: namely as his re-birth, or Epiphany, a prelude to the Coronation (see VIII.a). This doctrine Paul may well have learned from the New Covenanters at Damascus (see CXVIII. end). It is known that the Early Church before stabilizing the date of Jesus’s birth as December 25th (in order to benefit from a pagan public holiday, ‘The Nativity of the Unconquered Sun’), celebrated the birth and Epiphany as a single feast. The Armenian Church still preserves this tradition.


(j) If, then, the second Mary who adopted Jesus into the tribe of Levi was a virgin at the time of his ritual re-birth, the Virgin Birth doctrine must be read not as a Gentile fiction, but as an authentic Nazarene tradition. That the view of Jesus’s literal parthenogenesis was current in the Gentile Churches as early as the reign of Domitian is suggested by the Christian interpolation in Josephus (Antiquities xviii. 3. 3-see CX.i):


‘Now there was about this time Jesus a wise man, if it be lawful to call him a man, for he was a doer of wonderful works–a teacher of such men as receive the truth with pleasure. He drew over to him both many of the Jews and many of the Gentiles. He was the Christ; and when Pilate, at the suggestion of the principal men among us, had condemned him to the cross, those that loved him at the first did not forsake him, for he appeared to them alive again the third day, as the divine prophets had foretold these and ten thousand other wonderful things concerning him; and the tribe of Christians, so named after him, are not extinct to this day.’


(k) This passage has evidently been substituted for another far less flattering one, a fragment of which remains in the illogical: ‘those that loved him at the first did not forsake him, for he appeared. . . .’ Josephus is more likely to have written: ‘for they claimed that he appeared. . . .’, and his ‘ten thousand other wonderful things ‘conveys scorn, not admiration. Had the Christian editor been a more skilful forger he would have made Josephus particularize one or two of the more sensational miracles. The account follows the story of a riot provoked by Pilate’s attempt to build an aqueduct for Jerusalem with Temple funds (see LI.a), and is itself followed by:


‘About this same time also another sad calamity put the Jews into disorder and certain shameful practices happened about the temple of Isis, at Rome.’


The ‘shameful practices’ are given first. They have nothing to do with Jewish history and concern one Mundus who, by impersonating the God Anubis, tricked Paulina, a Roman matron, into letting him seduce her in the Temple of Isis. Tiberius, who examined the case, found that the priests had been bribed and ordered them to be crucified. The ‘sad calamity’ refers to the trick played on a Roman woman named Fulvia, a proselyte to the Jewish religion, by four Jews who had persuaded her to send treasure to the Temple at Jerusalem and then kept it for themselves; Tiberius, after trying the case, banished the embezzlers from Rome. It seems, then, that Josephus who was a clear and careful, though often dishonest, writer, found a close connexion between the story of Jesus, the story of Paulina, and the story of Fulvia; it must not be forgotten that he enjoyed the patronage of Domitian’s wife and wrote at a time when the Christians were under the Imperial ban.


(l) The original may well have run as follows:


‘There was another sedition made at this time by the followers of one Jesus, a wonder-worker and preacher of the Kingdom of God, whom certain Zealots rashly acclaimed as the Messiah. When blood was shed by them on the Eve of the Feast of Unleavened Bread, Pilate after consultation with the Chief Rulers, condemned him to be crucified. But those who had loved him at first did not forsake him, and claimed that he appeared to them alive again after the third day in fulfilment of a prophecy. The tale drew both many of the Jews to belief in him and also many Gentiles, who invented ten thousand other wonderful things about him: these even said that it was not lawful to call him a man since he had been begotten by God, and that his mother Mary was at that time a virgin betrothed to a Galilean carpenter. He is still worshipped as a God by a few stubborn “Christians”, as they call themselves, though the cult is under an Imperial ban.


‘I do not know who his true father was, but some say that his mother was grossly deceived, as happened at Rome to one Paulina.’


Clearly, Josephus must have known in what sense Jesus was a Son of God; but it amused him to feign ignorance in order to present the Gentile Christians as fools or rogues. The Mundus-Paulina parallel was made the closer by an Alexandrian identification of Anubis with the Angel Gabriel*; which in the light of Luke i. 26–28 (see VII.a and e) may have given rise to the libel against Mary the Virgin, found in the Toldoth Yeshu, and also in the Talmud (Kallah p. 148, ed. Higger), that she was seduced by her husband’s paranymph, i.e. ‘best man’, before her wedding. Luke i. 28, ‘The angel came in unto her’, is an unfortunate reminiscence of Genesis xix. 31, where ‘come in unto’ has a sexual connotation.


(m) The question of Jesus’s identity has been confused by yet another view, apparently held by a section of first-century Gentile Christians, which has left strong traces on the Nativity story in Luke and Matthew. It was based on the romantic notion that the Messiah was necessarily a lost royal heir, brought up in poverty until he made a sudden radiant appearance in his ancestral city–such another as King Cyrus who, in Isaiah xl-xlviii, was acclaimed as a Messiah, God’s chosen instrument for vengeance on Babylon and rescue of the captive Jews; he would be acclaimed and anointed by the ever-young prophet Elijah. This view is also implied in John’s account of Pilate’s question to Jesus, and the answers he received (see CX.d). Pilate is said to have asked him: ‘Art thou the King of the Jews?’ (John xviii. 33), knowing that Jesus had been hailed as King by the pilgrim crowd and had not discouraged them; and what this would have meant to John’s Greek readers was: ‘Have you a right under Roman Law to claim the title?’ Jesus is said to have replied by asking the source of the information on which Pilate’s question was based (John xviii. 34), but then admitted that he was indeed King of the Jews, though waiving his claim to the temporal power that the title carried with it (John xviii. 36–37). Pilate, John records, did not contradict Jesus and found no fault in him. But the Hasmonean dynasty was extinct and to be ‘King of the Jews’ could have meant only one thing in Roman Law, namely to be the lost heir-at-law to the only Jewish throne recognized at Rome—the Herodian. It follows, therefore, unless they were talking at cross-purposes, that Jesus admitted Pilate’s information to be correct: he had been legitimately fathered on Mary by King Antipater, the eldest son of King Herod and a Roman army officer.


OEBPS/images/title.png
ROBERT GRAVES
and JOSHUA PODRO

THE NAZARENE GOSPEL
RESTORED

Edited by
JOHN W. PRESLEY

(ARCANET





OEBPS/xhtml/nav.xhtml




Contents





		Title Page



		Acknowledgement



		Contents



		Introduction by John W. Presley



		Note on the Text



		Works Consulted



		Foreword



		Foreword to the Proposed Revised Edition



		Part One



		Introduction I Curiosities of New Testament Criticism



		Introduction II The Pauline Heresy



		Introduction III The Hand of Simon Magus



		Introduction IV The Process of Gospel-Making









		Part Two



		I The Nativity



		II The Genealogy



		III The Infancy



		IV John’s Birth



		V John’s Preaching



		VI The Acclamation



		VII The Annunciation



		VIII The Coronation



		IX The Address



		X The Water Pots



		XI The Precious Ointment



		XII The Men of the Land



		XIII Feigned Pharisees



		XIV Unprofitable Servants



		XV The Yoke of the Law



		XVI The Barren Fig Tree



		XVII Fishers of Men



		XVIII The Prodigal Son



		XIX Publicans and Sinners



		XX Blind Guides



		XXI On Chastity



		XXII On Murder



		XXIII On Oaths



		XXIV On Light



		XXV Ears to Hear



		XXVI Judge Not!



		XXVII On Prayer and Fasting



		XXVIII On Love and Lending



		XXIX On Debtors



		XXX The Watchers



		XXXI The Deaf Man



		XXXII The Ten Lepers



		XXXIII The Centurion’s Servant



		XXXIV Beelzebub



		XXXV The Palsied Man



		XXXVI Jairus’s Daughter



		XXXVII Jesus in Nazara



		XXXVIII The Widow of Nain



		XXXIX John Sends to Jesus



		XL The Blind and the Lame



		XLI John is Taken



		XLII The Unclean Spirit



		XLIII The Strait Gate



		XLIV On Leaven



		XLV The Mustard Seed



		XLVI On Guests



		XLVII Tree, Rock, and Pearls



		XLVIII The Half-Shekel



		XLIX The Tabernacles



		L TWO Sparrows



		LI Siloam



		LII The Talents



		LIII The Hire of a Harlot



		LIV The Vine



		LV On Abundance



		LVI The Twelve



		LVII The Mission



		LVIII The Vineyard



		LIX Woe to Chorazin



		LX Little Children



		LXI On Salt



		LXII Precedence



		LXIII The Demoniac



		LXIV On Importunity



		LXV Take no Thought



		LXVI The Sower



		LXVII The Rich Fool



		LXVIII On Mammon



		LXIX Master, Master!



		LXX Jesus in Samaria



		LXXI The Pluck-Right



		LXXII Bread from Heaven



		LXXIII Walking on Water



		LXXIV Sabbath Healing



		LXXV The Storm Stilled



		LXXVI John is Beheaded



		LXXVII The Revelation



		LXXVIII The Temptation



		LXXIX The Transfiguration



		LXXX A Daughter’s Inheritance



		LXXXI The Grecians



		LXXXII The Rich Youth



		LXXXIII Nicodemus



		LXXXIV The Dedication



		LXXXV Follow me!



		LXXXVI Counting the Cost



		LXXXVII Lazarus



		LXXXVIII The Last Days



		LXXXIX The Entry



		XC The Money-Changers



		XCI Signs from Heaven



		XCII The Widow’s Mites



		XCIII The Tribute Penny



		XCIV By What Authority?



		XCV Sons of Abraham



		XCVI The King’s Son



		XCVII O Jerusalem, Jerusalem!



		XCVIII The Little Apocalypse



		XCIX Two or Three Grapes



		C The Rejected Stone



		CI The Imminent End



		CII The Worthless Shepherd



		CIII The Barked Fig Tree



		CIV The Kinsmen



		CV The Sop



		CVI The Last Supper



		CVII The Arrest



		CVIII Barabbas



		CIX Before Caiaphas



		CX Before Pilate



		CXI The Superscription



		CXII The Death of Judas



		CXIII The Crucifixion



		CXIV The Burial



		CXV The Resurrection



		CXVI The Return from Emmaus



		CXVII The Goodbye



		CXVIII The Road to Damascus



		CXIX All Things to All Men









		Part Three



		Summary of Critical Principles



		Prolegomena to The Nazarene Gospel



		I The Nativity of Jesus



		II The Preaching of John The Baptist



		III How Jesus was Chosen to be King



		IV How he was Crowned



		V The Marriage of the Lamb



		VI Concerning the Pharisees



		VII How Jesus Preached by the Lake



		VIII How he Healed Divers Sick and Gave Water for Wine



		IX How he Called Matthew The Publican



		X His Exhortations to Chastity



		XI How he Expounded Certain of The Ten Commandments



		XII His Exhortations to Mercy



		XIII His Discourses Upon Judgement



		XIV How he Healed Other Sick and Answered John’s Disciples



		XV How he Performed a Cure on The Sabbath And Reproached The MEN of Nazara



		XVI How he Preached Repentance



		XVII How he Went to Keep The Passover



		XVIII How he Bade The People Watch



		XIX How he Bade them take no Thought for The Morrow.



		XX How he Taught his Disciples to Pray



		XXI How he Sent Forth The Twelve



		XXII How he Disclosed Certain Mysteries



		XXIII How he Kept The Feast Of Tabernacles



		XXIV How he Ordered The Year



		XXV How he Mourned for John and Healed a Demoniac



		XXVI How he Revealed himself to the Twelve



		XXVII How he Foretold his Death



		XXVIII How he Preached in Samaria



		XXIX How he Kept The Feast of The Dedication



		XXX How he Admonished Bunni Son of Gorion



		XXXI How he Rejected The Grecians



		XXXII How he Preached Beyond Jordan



		XXXIII How he Could Not Raise Eliezer



		XXXIV How he Rode Into Jerusalem



		XXXV How he Purged The Temple



		XXXVI How he Disputed with The Chief Priests



		XXXVII How he Confounded The Captain of the Temple



		XXXVIII How he Wept for Jerusalem



		XXXIX How he Foretold The Last Days



		XL How he Fulfilled The Prophecy of The Shepherd



		XLI How he was Betrayed by Judas



		XLII How he Provoked The Other Disciples



		XLIII How He was taken at Gethsemane



		XLIV How Peter was Judged of The Chief Priests



		XLV How The Chief Priests Delivered Jesus to Pilate



		XLVI How Herod Antipas Condemned him to Death



		XLVII How Jesus was Crucified



		XLVIII How he was Buried



		XLIX How he Rose again from The Dead



		L How he Returned unto his Disciples



		LI How he Departed unto The Land of Nod



		LII How The Disciples Followed in his Way



		LIII How he was seen again of Saul









		Epilegomena by James The Just unto The Faithful



		Chapter Index



		Appendix: Graves’s notes for a proposed 1970 revised edition of The Nazarene Gospel Restored





		Copyright











Guide





		Cover



		Contents



		Start











OEBPS/images/cover.jpg
Robert Graves
& Joshua Podro

The Nazarene
Gospel Restored

edited by John W. Presley

CARCANET CLASSICS





OEBPS/images/common.png





