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PREFACE.

THE attractive subject of Herr Laible’s recently pub-
lished essay (“Jesus Christus im Thalmud”) leads me to
think that the passages on which he bases his work, and
the comments which he makes upon them, cannot be without
interest for the English reader, even though the conclu-
sions which he reaches may not on all eccasions appear
“entitled to equally full assent. On my suggesting this to Dr
Hermann L. Strack of Berlin (at whose suggestion, as will
be seen from the preface to the German edition, Herr Laible
undertook the task) I received permission to make use of
a large number of spare printed copies of.the original texts
(numbers I—XX1V ; pages 5*—19*) which had.been edited
by Dr Gustaf H. Dalman of ‘Leipzig. In order to secure
in each case the best available (unexpurgated) text, the
following editions were used by him.

1. Palestinian Talmud, Venice, 1523 —4.

2. Babylonian Talmud, Venice. B'rakhoth, Shabbath,
Sotu, Gittin, Sanhedrin, ‘Aboda zara, 1520 ; Chagigah, 1521 ;
Sopl'rim, 1522; Aboth, 1526; ‘Erubin, Kallah, Jbamoth,
1528. Variants in the MSS. used by Rabbinovicz (Dikduke
Soph’rim, or Variae Lectiones in Mischnam et in Talmud
Babylonicum, Munich, 1867—1886) are indicated thus:
M =the Munich, O = the Oxford, Fl. = the Florence, K = the
Karlsruhe MS. For the treatises not dealt with by
Rabbinovicz, ‘En Ju'akob, Venice, 1546, was specially used.

3. Tosephta, Zuckermandel, Pasewalk, 1880.
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For the present edition Dr Dalman has also supplied &
translation (see pages 29%—40%) of the above-mentioned
original texts, so far as they do not already appear in
Herr Laible’s essay ; and further, he has now collected from
unexpurgated MSS. of Jewish liturgies numerous interesting
extracts relating to the same subject (pages 21*—28%) and
followed by an English translation (pages 40*—47T%).

Hereby, as well as by the introduction of other matter
contributed by Dr Dalman and Herr Laible, and incorporated
by me with the body of the essay, or appended in the form
of foot-notes, the value of this edition of the work is much
enhanced.

Tt has been my aim throughout to render the German
as closely as regard for English idiom would permit. At
the same time 1 have ventured to deviate from this rule
(@) in dealing with the earlier pages of the essay, which
appeared to me to be capable with advantage of some con-
densation for the English reader, and (b) very occasionally,
in modifying expressions used by the Talmud in reference
to our Blessed Lord. It may perhaps be considered that I
have not gone quite far enough in this latter respect.

Words inserted between square brackets in the text are
to be understood in all cases as Herr Laible’s. On the other
hand all notes for which he is not responsible bear the
initials of the writers.

Tn conclusion I have to express my grateful acknowledg-
ments to the Rev. R. Sinker, D.D., Librarian of Trinity
College, for reading the proof-sheets of this work and for
many valuable suggestions.

A W. S,
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|. Ben Stada, Ben Pandera, Paphos ben lehuda, Mirjam die
Frauenhaarflechterin. (8. 10.)
a) Schabbath 104°. ,

DD NWYT KIWD 2 KOM DwWIND MPON 137 110 WK XUN
1B TN PRIID PRY M e 10 T8 WA Spw noba o
52 R0 5p2 RTOM 2T MR NWT RT3 KTMD J2 owwn
N3 85T 200 AR NTHD MR NI AT 2 0w Sya NIAD
' SOYAD NT NBD RAMAMDD MBNTY W

b) Sanhedrin 672

T30 un P by IO PR TN NINw avn 5 s
M3 Dy 4b PR WNBT AN W AR D I 1 ey
MR TR WN/RIM 9P DR PYMY N PR Y S SR
NN O G W NFT T O NWNY M W0 1D W0 715
SBI 13 MR DN PP RPN DA 6nTON DN ) RN
Pinan pyme ovpn nd e P Wnan 8N 73 MR DN
YIROM T2 8D 125 WY 191 W POPIDY T b s pan
NTBD 5P2 NTOM 27 MR NI NTTD 3 XD j3 .npDi 273
N NTHD N TR KON NI TV J3 DBD Sya RID Sy

$15aD KT NND RATTMDI VIRTD NI 8w RS oYW

I'M add. 898 || 2so auch O; Mom. | 3 M add 858 | 4 M
P2w obne 1% | 5 Mom. 10 MR RV || M wmR || 7M om. REW ||
8 M MW
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Il. Karikatur von ,Evangelium®. (S. 14, vgl 65.)
Schabbath 116* (nach Ms. Miinchen).
o3y oI by ps S v TRe s

lll. Das Weib des Paphos hen Jehuda. (8, 26.)
Gittin 90" (vgl. Thosephtha Sota V, 1),
T DWW NPT TD DONDI NPT D@D WK B N NUR
DIDD AT N M MY AR P 0D b Sen maw os o
TR 950 2w IR To wM Nsm R wpa by maw o 12
AP NN DY MDY DI 52 DT KT N MR I o
RYT 0D W¥M WdA PO Sen A oIx T wm Amam
PRI T PMD MRT MRS WR AN TN Y DR R

POTN N2 DY RS TS Sen v
RSV KW KOTM Dw S rOpa oMM j3 owwp v

ARRY T o 9% 3R 8bw mapa nbT Y S wnvan
SNNNN T3 DI MDD AW 7D PARY N 8T Nann

IV. Marienlegende. (S. 28.)
a) Chagiga 4b,
™ WN R K52 MBD BN W2 R RAY wp D AEr a9
TROR I YAR N2 AN 2TTORT D OPN EE R52 DNt Mo
A RST D 3 TR S bS5 R mnn TROm )
ROTID DMWY RIS D WS PTIT ROTD D D MR 9 Ny
TINMMRY SN S R TR 60n W T ] T MR N sy
(RIS sy
b) Thosaphoth Chagiga 4° (8. 30.)
TR TNNTT VT WY Am Nwd 8O DYwT NI MR
tRawa RINTY 999D

Mo | 2 Mom. ) || S Mom. %) | ¢ Mom.ww | 5 M om.
uw 6 M om. *31 R YR T M TR 8 M wmn 9 'En Ja'aqob wr
q
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¢) Thosaphoth Schabbath 104> (vgl. 8. 30).
RO 17K NTBD 13 NTT WA WY S PNT AN XD 2
NN B3 MWD RIPY WD MTT AN )3 DD W AT
TBIDT N2 DY MOWTY MNND J3 YRATY N3 NI M Monat
PR N D nwa sun WS onw e 1 peam m 8D
MNP RNV R K0T DM WN R2PY D MW p M
Y BN 1D M NDm MDY DR N 2% 27 mMnT Rep Mea
W DN WD AT YD W3 0TI DY O mmR 5 by
275 pDn VT NMT INOB M3 R TRV RN Nw 8D Db
P93 I N30 PN P o

V. Mirjam Tochter Bilga’s. (8. 21 Anm.)
pal. Sukka 554, _
TN 02 N3 oD owEn oA Apom by mba ‘
5y mnom N3y o ma madn St s meTch nses o
S0 yPDo3 mRanm nns opd opd % R mam S
- SPMT P Y Ny 85 Sxwe

V. Die jerusalemische Urkunde. (8. 31.)
". Jebamoth 49%, Mischna IV, 13.
YN 72 N0y D52 pomy nban CnNsm R ]2 B pa
AR DAL M Wb

Vil. Die Selbstaussage der Maria. (8. 33.)

Kalla 18" (41° ed. Ven. 1528).

(mit den Varianten der Ausgabe von N. Coronel: oo wmp mwhn Commen-
_tarios quinque doctrinam talmudicam illustrantes, Massekheth Kala .. ..
edidit Nathan Coronel, Wien 1864, Bl 3%,)

MU I3 MWMN PRAT ) MmN b8 N nwp
PP DERY DUPE W ONMN OYD HTINT ) MmN NIPY
PR 5T TNRY WRY DR 4TIDD TR MR SN oiepb 2

* Zusatz. || Lom. wwa | zyay || 3ww | 4ab || 5 omod
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12O PR T MeH WK CMEOR WK IR AW O
T RIPY 275 15 IR LT 12T M N NPY N
JADVDN BN ST 4T WK 2TMan Mg Sy mapb 7ab aon
VLM RDW N EITR TN PN S my Ssx on
1NN 12958 DR 1927 5 100 AR DR N3 TS BN L
Yaws 8apy 1 ob yawn O s G830 eohyp b aan
Y TN 23m A Mo17TIa Y MmN aba 1ehpamy tsynpwa
wapy 195y N3 Spa amn we NN T aend DD
M OV VWK LTI Y N 200100 KEB) LT A D
TOR TP VIR YR 2TMND L2 NN 2 RIPY

$OM 12 2482y M5 D 2370 wN S

ViIl. Jesus und Jehoschua' ben Perachja. (S. 40
a) Sanhedrin 107",

POND NP N3P PN Mt SRew 8RR Db a1 un

27200 BT FTID J2 26T 268370 KDY 2500 swra wmaS ene
2971205807 NYT R TN §2 YRAT M ... 2WIDT M 2800
52 NMTIOOORS AN MTID 2 YR 307 SR 1205 NS W
Wy ospbey awm Mo R pyew S by sedy Mmoo o
WINY NS MW by shmnN oIn S 8T0adR o wmpn
MO TTAY NPDYAN SSNIT 34D WANRY KRN Op LW nagm
DD Y 027 SETH MR W RUDDN MDY D WX XWX
NNN TTNBZY MDY NIRG PN DX POW NN 92 YR Y N
ORI TR rwn Rp M 8D Pap O R panw oo mpb

tom MR || 2om || 398 || ¢bm® | » om | ¢ add N
TR |8 NTW || 0 mawp || wowRn | tiadd mof 1275 mw
s || nbwn || 5 vmnpwa || 16 add. D || 17 an || 18 by
9 DR TN || 20 P MR | 2t wrinme || 22 amma || 23 mhaw M3
24 8pYy || 25 MO | 26 M oywad || 27 Mowsan oweb | 28 Mowe
9 M AINSBP T || 30 M oom. 3% || 3t M om. W || 32 M om. pbwA
33 M om. WK || 3¢ M om. b || 35 M minn || 86 M w15 s
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TR R0 R 93ph a0 mepb RAR e np P 8p M
o N 1Y menwm 8eb Apt S S mT 8w 30 Rin
DT ARSI 8N 55 Jan ubapn o b w73 n
TN DM AP A W WY AN weyd A ppeon P
58 NN
b) Sota 478,

D 33 PR 89 1 nwa b mnT PN RS
13 YA e RTTOND PEON M wa vmen wrb enw
moE j2 pYew 13375 KO50 ORI WP NP MATD NYT ONB ARD
S wTIDnbRD Py G MR JD PEAm w1 ARN SambN
BIPI MY Do un maw 2 pyne 5 nbe xebw Mmoo ovse
T NI IR TIND M 5P mns omse S amTaoabs b
WINDP BP RPBRAR RIS WOPR NAN 0 NuSw % mn e wN
TIRI MY MRNWB NPT 2D R R O Ty mew Rpa
TN o2 pwa D MR Mt Y 21 O MR T RUOIN
KO ph NRR RBY 9D MR DY FND PN pOR poy
TEPY T M epb RAK YR AP P A I N mYap
R 8TOD 8NMY AP R S N NPTB a0 A b s
AN NN 895 en whapn 7 b w2 wn %
/ WD MPYS YT PPRDon PR DENT

¢) pal. Chagiga 779,

ORI R Ramn 3 oben B2 e wan 3 T
TV ORI ams DOEAT M3 WM ARNTIDORS 10w Py
BN N2PT DR NGBS 2P DM N TP mEpA IRTIIoaSKb
M N53pT RADT AW IR WK ONDMM 13 hw e oY
YR TR MMA MY a0 b e T S e Lo A
NWRY DN I T2 NOSRDNT KT OMATYNT NI L7320 AN 8D

$OIY 1Op DYDY LRI ROR AR RS LN

UM ™ | 2 M ovsun o | % ‘En Jaagob add.: b BT T2y b
, ORI AR RWAM M MM [ IR W
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IX. Der Zauberer Jesus. (8. 45.)

a) Schabbath 104" s. oben Nr. L

b) Thosephtha Schabbath XII g. E. (ed. Zuckermandel 8. 126).

~ b R PSE DWIM I WOR 1w bp wronn
N A *35p 10 TN o3 KON b KD RTHD 32 XYM RIVAPR

sprpen 95 NN 1IN

¢) pal. Schabbath 13%
nMAND Wn 51) oWN AW AnD nwany awn '71) yupn

mpws KOA KD RTBD J3 KON MPOR 37 Y WN M2 33
SPTIPD TD PTING DN NN O 28 B ;R Jon KON DMIHD

X. Das Seibstzeugnis Jesu. (8. 48f)

a) pal. Tha anith 65°.

DTN (2 NI DD DN DR DTN o WY DR AMAR 27 MR
P KDY N RYTT DY Y D8 13 nInG I DR

b) Jalqut Schim'oni (Salonichi 1526) zu 4 Mos. 28, 7, na
J'lamm-'denu.

R e A opba S o e Sy Hpa myn Ta

ayYa bw p WhE MR DY LK N0 13y 7 o o
ooy men my MM P2 md DYORT A3 IR ISP WPOR 1
Py wiwh MRS MIINT TR e Y Sawa e
MRYS TRYY TR 3 DT WW R BN naRn PN RN
Ypw na s “eh 193 Town 5 MyBnoy MoK WY MEyd wpany
w5 DRPT R MR T 2abyn e 9 e L. o1p2)

ch Midrasch

\ B4, Fraokf, 1687 om. 1“3==7p% 9| ? EQ. Frankf. om. Mox==|)
S. auch Bechaj zu 4 Mose 23,19 (Pesaro 1507) 23" bx R R wIh
rve DRNT YR KRR Y DOWR AR Pybnh Nk DIR Thyw oyba esY 'BY
SpR RITR BRI MEYS 513t RY 2T IR armAmd N TRy bR wYy e

smeys 8%
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R WX DX 2 OX e RS NI RONA N IR ypb
DWPY K2 POnon Ry wm mypnd TRy R 2o M O
T M MR WRN BB REM BN D ANY Y 8D MR R
WA CWIN YRR N TMND T D NN DPoa TmR SN wmwn.

$OR MIY MY BN

¢) Pesiqgtha Rabbathi 100° (Ausg. Friedmann).

DYOR NN KA RN2 D RY DN R33NV MR

N7 IR .. WDT N ONIN RO ORI ORIN D MR PN

DuD D RIBW PR DTOR PN RAUMT RT3 O WM DR KAN T2
:DOBY 7737 ROX XD 2nD PR DTON 13T Dwea

XI. Jesus, ein Gdtzendiener. (8. 49.)

a) Sanhedrin 103%

PIN DM YN P Tinpay K9 AP0 TOR InRn RS
D93 AN mpE Tebn W 2 o 8 RO PnNa 3 8D
SST W 0

b) Berakhoth 182

/

Saimw 27 an fb MPRY NIDM 27 AN P37 YBen N
mb mm SN 3n 25mom webR 9n Y R aom 2
SBR T PEna DhaEM AN WEOR WX I WPOR M P
WRPD RN RSP PID PR DD D0 MndY AN e
RN MO NRS PNY OBIIRT NT Nnn 8¥Y Ny S nyod
KA RSP T PRY SDIMIN wpdn RSW M S D> wnpD
R 8D MY Wy wnn New prrds Sw oo wnyo
CIMSNT 4D DR OwAn TPy RN N j3 wb

UM WX [ 2 M add. 1DHYR ORI MM WS PR DN PR D PR
ohawok || 3 M mpw | 4 M oadd.
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Xil. Bileam-lesus. (8. 51f)
a) Sanhedrin XI, 90*; Mischna X, 2.

mybw Nan Dowh phn b PR MR ayawy oobe b
oopb pom b B mAn MR ST 137 and 28I oYY oabn
JNoRS EOEAT awen anmn yawn O SYpnw pRaw NIA
MIBNTA PANN 1AW KA DR wmh K9 1w mated 1b e
s Sy e oyba

@) Sanhedrin XI, 90%; Mischna X, 1 (S. 52 u. 53).

Fonm Sy WMo DMSWIT OMBD2 RMPA AR MWW RIPY TV
PINBIY ™ N D Y DWW KD DS Y WK FomeN 5

B) Sauhedrin 100° (vgl. 8. 53).
1R MDD RAIN 1Y DAISNT TBDA BPS AN

b) Aboth V, 19 (8. 55).
s onmw qNab PTIM DA e pwan opds S vedbn
DRy S XS FIBIBY DUBT WIS PR W25 DTN DYOR NN
72 MHAN AN
¢) Sanhedrin 106"
Amo M2 opbs 0wy m oxen b Nam KA D
8D MY DT WAR BN KOR 2N 85 arow Y my mn
Y MR YW PROR N2 P b pRbn 12w o s
prbR M3 3 2N M opbaT repap Y mn *vH PMRp TEY
IINBDY DMID TRYMp T3 RTNN OYO3 P nom

d) Sanhedrin 106" Ende (8. 56).

W ™I NWA DI ISR RY SDUVINY ART prn 27 MmN
ROR T RO AR S v 5O o asm XY R omT WIN
swbey Dby ROR PN SRR Sen ya oy

1 FL e bep
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e) Sanhedrin 106% (8. 58).

WY OB BB NN PP N OMN OON Wwn o ow N
: : 5% owa
MON WY Ry MON o wsy vy opds ven
P BTN W3 MRS DD R WD S8 Dwa sy mime w N
N8 ZEm W Sys mn Yy PPy i odpa ey paym
‘ 1]y

XIll. R. Eiliezer und Ja'aqob von Kephar Sekhanja. (8. 58f.)

a) “Aboda zara 16°, 172

Cpd orub ambyn mamb swprON 27 pbnawd 237 W
0 BR YhT DD DMAT3 poy - TmBdY P AT N 1% 1R
CmR NS KW N N MY DRI MmN Maed i oy 1ON)
M2 DM FTOY SRR SR 1h ol Dwwaw 1t 10 8N
MmN WY 53 89 mmad O8N 1Tebn 10323 MY NawD NN
U pN BnTG pn TN 12T S wAn a7 RPY 2 D BN
CPDDR3 WO TRIM TTY N2 Aw Rpw 27 1D W W o
CrYYR pwa THnn NN NN DY DA APy 10 BN M)
NI DD PR 3pYM NN W STROnn CInN nEm e e
T WPS AT N JINK NRR 8Y DOAMND 2n3 YD N Y
e b g0 b ms mby % s 8% S b soon
AN DL DIPHD WA N PAN TP AP AN PNRD IR
TMO NDBR3 107 T S NI MMM 1 enEnwn sopnd
”' - 27PN 58 ep B TITT OYR pRna IR 210w n 5Y s
MM 1T by PN TINT MW AW W D N o8
- SN W A2 nne S8 29pn SR meam

: t Jalqut Schim. Salonichi 1526 W% || 2 'En Ja'agob anem | 3 M
cadd. Svm | 4 Movakb || 5 M by maokm || 6 M nR DR || 7 My
S mpn W || 9M add. W | 10 M ¥Om
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b) Qoheleth rabba zu 1,8 (Pesaro 1519).

VOPm Pt 1N 1bes maw owS bpRw WOK WM meyn

D™M2T2 PP MY M3 RIR 21 % W s b an by
XU MR SO D KD TGP R 15 R 1951 obea
MR AN TOY TOBNTY WKL 5 MmN D Dwd NON MR Kb
DOBI DM T AL 5T MWW RN I MAD M
AT g WO WY WY MR NN MDDt 1ohn
PTbn D3 Aw M7 Sy e TR wenw Yy pesn
TR KB 37 YR OOSN NIPY 37 Doy bap NHY mmb abun
BANNT DI 35 N JaRY 31 3T Junb we pawn o
PPN IR DTN DN ND) MDY S NpIMDWA 1O NI Ane opp
RRITINTTID 12 W DWR TR 137 5 WY R NUID DD BN
TR N N8 XN 85 DIAMN 2D R 2T I 2R
MM JTIND PION 135 5 W N D s e 25
MSSIW N2 2 Ay b BN DN AP oo P BN Y e
M LS mobn upn mOYNN MWK A5 1% MR AISDY hE
FINYEOY NI TIRISD MO 12 MR D 5 W AT T N
MDD WP MM TN AN T TSP M PAND D B N
KON T 8OY maw oS nweny 13T N Y usam oatb
SPIPBI T L., YT YYD pANT FINA 20w v by nnapw

XIV. Imma Salome, Rabban Gamliel und der »Philosoph®, (8. 62f)

Schabbath 1162P

IORET SRDB3 1277 RNK MWDK 27T FRNT DY NN

W2 NI Dapn 85T N Sp MT mmaawa e XA
BP0 R Tph SR RATTT R Y 8OYWR T minNS
X2 D3 45 2N YR b b wN wa m7 o2 b whewT
ROMTN “OLIN NOPIRD DAOIT KRBT B YN MmN RS 8RR

! Thosephtha Chullin II,24 (ed. Zuckermandel 8. 508): 1| »men
VORI || 2 M oK3p RBDOD || 3 M mOMY || 4 M NP™MRY
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DT RIMD KA N A 2o peba p aveasy eme
moed 2hn S R 8AD KW R S N mnb
T NANMRD STEmY 8D W np MR e nmy by e
DIPRI M3 2NN CNNR DT XATIR 5P bod NON hens
PNODI 13T YN RIWD T N MY s M KD 8Rha Nn

SRIWH YR RN RN

XV. Die 5 liinger Jesu. (8. 66f.)
k Sanhedrin 433,

TN MDD N¥P MM ewrd ymsbn adben 2y XA
HyTY w0 Sxwr nx MM mowm e sy Py N
KW DN MDD 23 AMROM Mt b K K5 1Op o Kt Mt
N SWNN RS N RIBAM 10NYT MO RYT NNSL SOIBA 18 N20m
DYOR RN YR LA Mabeb 2P 1 sy KON Yop moan
T TS WY b NN TR Ay T8 WP wnn s 1b wn
NDT VTN PN D IR DPON BB ARIN K1 VI 2N
VA NOT T NP MO MmN WPS NN W Tam M hn
935 ANR P VT DMROBA N7 WP PR IR S8 prisy
NDT I WS PR O WK D MW 8 NDT 1 W W
NN AT NI WY 335 NN 3PR3 80 Tiapn Abwn e
NR T DI/ AT T anm PN 0 IR SN Moa
P8 TR M BRI W TR WS MRS AR T2

1722 TR A NDT 3 AMN PN

XVI. Der wunderthiitige la'aqob aus Kephar Sekhanja. (8. 72,
a) pal. Schabbath 149 unten. »
12819D DD PN APYY RIY 213 DAY npg 12 W!V5N "2 neyn
12 MR LONPRES 105 man KOY 1amBnb 1sp e b own

CM TR oIy |2 M0 b e | 3 “En Ja‘agob ponb
' M oom. AT MME by || 5 FL nosm 2w Aaw wa | 6 M add. wnn
T M add. ™sunws || 8M SpoYS | 9 FI mobn 23y nw awa [| 10 M xva0m
M N'OD T MO O DA 3 NN W || LM add. s [|. 12 81D "B
auch pal. “Ab, zara 409 u, Thosephtha Chullin II,23 || 13 Thosephtha
NID 13 ywr || 4 pal. “Ab. zara 40% add. 81D 1292 D3 75 R b
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JIDT 12 PR Y TN RIAY PEDI 8D LURDTY URY NGB NN
8OT DO J Dbwa NRSW T R TWN SNpRRY Y b apN
DY PN K5 I WY T PISY 2N Dwdn S T Anse

(125 TpS em wowr 85w RO

b) bab. “Aboda zara 27V,

N2 wny weonw ONymet 30 5w mnN 13 8B jRa epn

M % ww SNpmen 37 man 8% ket 20D BN 1apy

NI AT I RIPH KON N Don KDWY D M MmN Sapnen

YOV NP A B SRS TP 277 DR e pwon 8

KDY TIRD JRmWY N8N WD IO NBT 2 WS SNyper M
£ M3 Sy nay

XVil. Noch ein wunderthitiger Christ. (8. 48, Z. 11; 8. 71 f)

a) pal. “Aboda zara 409 (Varianten aus pal. Schabbath 144),

62 W R O R s 8RR O3 Y MR oA M

nond s SOp MmN SNp S WM TpEan DEIN NTID

AN 12,805 N Vw1285 v DR O M 1o SN L9
sbwn uebn R maws b

b) Qoheleth rabba zu 10,5 (Pesaro 1519).

2 I NN SR RYOR I S M WS 12 peam anT

O R 0P N Y N O3 NpEsb NTTIR M27 ph

Wop N I RDY APt S MM MmN e PR N2 1he piop
s2own uEbn NI MWD MY M NpID PN

UM B®D 3Py || 2 M RIOD "B Qohel. rabba zu 1,8 RIOW "2
¢ Qol. rabba add. ™MB 2w Dwn | 4 M om. M || 0 Nach dem
Vorausgehenden der Enkel des Josua ben Levi. | 5 w3 =390 | ¢ om.
PO TpRa e || s anwnb e || oS ke | 0oy ||t nve oA
12 5 8%
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XVIH. Jesu Verurteilung. (8. 731)

a) Sanhedrin 67* (s. oben No. L)

b) pal. Sanhedrin 25,

DO T PR MDD MR om RS DDA N 0. B T nvopn
Pamon oY opb b PRy TR Do PR DD MR jon
DR PPYIOY PEMIT N0 IS PR NI MR oY e 1oy
125 WY 70 %P RR PYDRY MN PRM R T P2 SY un
P75 amam owan edn ww vhy yemom mha 2o
: HM5pD
XIX. Jesu- Hinrichtung.

Sanhedrin 432 (3. oben No. XV).

XX. Die Lehrhalle des Ben Pandera. (8. 83.)
- Thargum scheni zu Esther 7,;3 (Venedig 1591).

Bl 5y NP RN Sns whw pypnen 85T pn RN T
TTROMI 501 RODN O MR IR 191 2N LN NN RRInea
N7 NMTIDINY PO W2 RN 12T AWK wiv i Aoy

' SRTID

XXL Jesus in der Hille. (8. 84¢)
a) Gittin 56°, 572,

IR TIMPRY PR M OwwT NN 2 DPWSp N3 DN
IR ORLA DR RBDY RWTTI 2R MmN NTID Dwwd THDN
W2 TR ST amaemph msn 89 prepa mnhm YR ma paTRb
Sxwnh 3uarT 52 A RS NS 1T NT RPN m KebY 8T
MWDK PDDT WM YR WBI NI RETTT T YN wRY ey
o1 2R 1Ty 7 P O ey eepb 5 paon e b
mH WK KNOY NI 2wn gNm 0 R 8T opbab mpos

1 pal. Jebamoth 159 19¥ | 2 ebenda N WD 125 | 3‘En Ja'agob X
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5 Do b BIR KO D N R PIETRb mn Sxwen
AOAM P NA0W3 YR OONPI NI3Y MW AT b mN own
O MR NBOY MWD 2wn (MDY DR NTN3 ey pox SN
% N 8% DOy e onaw YR R PIETRY me bne
WD RI23 MITTT T Y N 1Y N33 yas oo .y
P DO M37 5y aphem 55 W WRT A AN Y s

oW MR NS SR PEAD A M M 8N AN ARISa

b) Thosaphoth zu ‘Erubin 21"

J3MBRTI AN ARISD P R 0N Dpn S “ph 20w,
PMSIT WY 3 PpIaTa

XXII. Mirjam, Tochter des °Eli, in der Hille. (8. 30.)

pal. Chagiga 779 (mit Varianten aus pal. Sanhedrin 23“),

8vHn SR oM M2 WP 9 DYsa by 2 ovmd Npm
TATIND JMIP DATIT ARPINT NN WK RIVM 12 0N 7 NP v
BT NNY 0TEMY NS ANAT S W D KT e o mw
BRI RT AN Y N5 WK emn b mpm o or n s as
O PPIPY IR o T PevD R Mo ja peee e Ty b
i FITIN 1

XXIIl. lesus, Pilatus und Herodes, Vorfahren Hamans. (vgl. 8. 29 u, 81.)

Soph'rim XIII, 6; Varianten aus Targum scheni zu Esther 3,1, Ven. 1591.

RN ROTOIT 12 P Y PIMAN X051 127 POWE XmInD N
73 137372 110190 N2 100901 12 901 93 SowHBR 3 THND M3

1°Ln Ja'aqob add. ™SVA || 213 || 3 om. BN fOY 13 MY MmN
£ RVIN P IR statt NPT NTE WK RPIT 12 0DN || 5 om. md b K
PRI bis™n || 6 Mot N | Tana || somdew || 0 pom | t0oom
o |12 pn
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530 3 WP T DI M3 DA N3 DV 3 pbya
ST 3 1ONT R mS M3 py M3 SRNM 13 KNI

XXIV. Anhang: Jesus im Zohar. (8. 2.)’
Zohar III, 282* (Ra'ji mehémni).

Die Stelle ist verstiimmelt in den ersten Ausgaben des Zohar, Mantua
‘und Cremona 1560, wird nach einer orientalischen Quelle ergiinzt von
Mose Zakuth in Derekh Emeth (o. J. u. O. — nach Wolf, um 1668),
erscheint zum ersten Mal vollstindig im Text in Ausg. -Konstantinopel
1786. Hier wird sie nach Ausg. Mantua 1560 und Derekh Emeth mit-
geteilt. Die in Ausg. Mantua ausgelassenen Stellen sind durch Klammern
eingefasst.

P12 namMEL newR NSO RN ANPAR T AT 8D
oMM Dnn DA% 03 PP PR AuB e San namyn AN
2™ap omn DabD PPRT (IR R 70 SNUDEM wp w3 Dnel
e ppe o a5y sbw b prapT At AmarT M3p R fna
DEMH 27 373 XTART KD MR NP ANDED AMDD AL 1
W N DEY OXUDPM WY D31 PRI WA D¥PA NN Snwra
S 1a%wn 2535 wnx Ao A AT wa Now

i ]P.U‘?Z I FOVOMIR | dom. | ¢ DYTTN O B Tharg. scheni,
Amst. 1670 add. *PID 93 2N 93 || $ BNAY — Vgl. noch Joel Miiller,
Masechet Soferim, Leipzig 1878 8. XXII, Einl. S. 34, Anmerkungen S. 176.
Der von Miiller fiir diese Stelle gegebene Text ist ohne handschriftliche
Bezeugung. | 7 Ausg. Konstant. 1786 123 D3P || # N2 || 9 add.
NIRRT






XXV. JESUS IN THE LITURGY OF THE
SYNAGOGUE.

[This did not appear in the German edition.]

In mediaeval Jewish prayers Jesus is called 2vN3 9383 (cp. Is.
xiv. 19), MBI W3, WON, 35%, py, M1 xpw, nwn 250, Mo e,
DI WD (ep. Is. xiv. 19), MR 'HB’, i gw, N NYR Diny
(cp. Ezek. xxiil. 44), M7 N Mo (cp. Lev. xx. 18). For other
‘names see Zunz, Die synagogale Poesie des Mittelalters, Pp-
451 ff, and Chr. W. Christlieb, Aurzer Auszug aus denen Se-
lichoth oder Jiidischen Bussgebeten (1745). It may be added
that such names for Jesus are no longer to be found in modern
Jewish prayer-books.

(1)  Selicha TV N by Isaak ben Meir (12th century,
vide Zunz, Literaturgeschichte der synagogalen Poesie, p. 303,
Landshuth/ ‘dmmude ‘dboda, p. 123). Text from Selichoth,
MS, Civit. Lips. B, H. 2 with readings from Machzor, Cremona,
1560, Baer’s Seder ‘Abodath Jisrael 1868, and Selichoth, Am-
sterdam, 1751.—German rite, Selichoth le-jom shens.

535 Tnbm oo ownn
3%anmb 2ovan e b TMan
$apb mbxS savnn

tshamby wasb meapn RN

L GAb, Jisr, DM, 2 M. Crem. SAMAMS. 8 Sel. Amst. 2PN 9.
4 «Ab, Jisr, 52p5 WD) PO M. 5 M. Crem., Sel. Amst. 5235

c2
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(2) Selicha 1NN MW by an unknown author (11th or 12th
cent., Zunz, 1. c., p. 228, 229). Text after Selichoth, MS. Civit.
Lips., agreeing with notices from a manuseript in Epistolario
Ltaliano Francese Latino di Samuel Dawid Luzzatto, 11 (1890),
p- 633, with readings from Machzor, Cremona, 1560, Venice, 1568
and 1715, and Selichoth, Amsterdam, 1751.—German rite,
Selichoth lejom chamishs,

MDY INU0I puy
B3 9pIpa owpan nmbp
2R3 %33 DINDPY DYDY
qepb 1 HEoDY DY
"oy 3T 1B
woub Dam e owbs
woma s My v
:bnb mmw TPy noy
1 M. Ven. 1568 DY. 2 MS. Luzz. MBNI ¥, M. Ven. 1568

IO DRNN. M. Ven. 1568 19WDY. ¢ M. Crem. 1560, M. Ven. 1568
and 1715 1513 1310 D5 MY, Sel. Amst. %53 MDD T3 DPTY.

(3)  Selicha M35 wwn by by an unknown author. Text
after Selickoth, MS. Civ. Lips., with a reading from Machzor,
Sulzbach, 1699.—German rite, Selichoth lejom rebi's she-ben
Rosh ha-Shana we-Jom Kippur.

13w nxpb T
"2 1S np
137 % e

920 N8 qanb o

1 M, Sulzb. Mo Sob,

(4) Selicha DR RPN o by Gershom ben Jehuda (11th
cent., Zunz, L. ¢. p. 239, Landshuth, L ¢. p. 55). Text from Seli-
choth, MS. Civ. Lips., with reading from Machzor, Sulzbach,
1699.—German rite, Selichoth lejom chamishs.
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297P3 N3N WM Y Ko
b narw dex v v
AP noxa empb R San vy
DIMP PAN TIY bk D

1 M. Sulzb. 'N37W 93N,

(5) Selicha % D7 5% DOR by un unknown author. Text
from Machzor, Sulzbach, 1699. Selichoth le-jom chamishi she-ben
B4 S wed. K.

w5 mopn S
w5 DD
105 W Xov o

(6) Selicha YP¥ 8N by Ephraim ben Jacob ben Kalonymos
(12th cent., Zunz, L. c. p. 292, Landshuth, L c. p. 47). Text from
Selichoth, MS. Civ. Lips., with readings from Muachzor, Cremona,
1560, from 2 only after the last named source..—German rite,
Selichoth le-jom chamishi she-ben R. h. S. we-J. Kippur.

NPDOR PN 13 R 55 tbpen 1o
RNPA DS NPHD NTWD XAWY PO e
© xpn sbonp poyan nx A nna
XM w1 Ao b

NWDW NDMDY. 2DW MDA NYpRD
;M3 0T ToEn M Sea snSDm

. b et md a3 o
}m7eb oxon Pamn bR cppen pnp
T AT KT ORAD PYO MM N
s mn Sy pod 857 130 prne
R 2 oy prOR P A prvy
XD K857 5 o x5 s ndap
XD 5 NPT ND D NPT 1A
XN 85T w paws kST
sxmanb 859 By M Py pn xepn

1 M. Crem. XDY 53 . 2 M. Crem, NDINP. 3 M. Crem. n‘?DDnD.
4 M, Crem. Ny 2ap] PR, 5 M, Crem. NP*BY, 6 M, Crem. N‘)‘l TPIRD,
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(7) Selicha M DBN DN probably by Kalonymos from
Lucca (11th cent., Zung, L. c. p. 108). Text from Machzor, MS.
Civ. Lips. B. H. 3 with readings from Machzor, MS. Univ. Lips.
3005 and Machzor, Venice, 1715.—German rite, Shacharith
le-Jom Kippur.

1 Sub qrenp owan o
UM NN DI DYNPD TR

DbNn moxs mawn Svo owan
DVIONR TON TRITR DD Ty

ondan mmp paw WB DI
1DROMN 2P By AN JNaY

1 MS. Univ. Lips. n1%1. 2 M. Ven. 0N M.

(8) Selicha T35 vu Sx by Moses ben Samuel ben
Absalom (12th cent., Zunz, 1. c. p- 263 ; Landshuth, 1. c. p. 260).
Text from Selichoth, MS. Civ. Lips. with readings from Machzor,
Sulzbach, 1699, and Selichoth, Anmsterdam, 1751.—German rite,
Selichotl, le-Minchath Jom Kippur.

P 190pn by e
13N RS DEnwn i T

! Sel. Amst. PINN, 2 M. Sulzb. "B, Sel. Amst, Sy m. 3 M.
Sulzb. 7RI N,

(9) Selicha w5 w1 S b by David ben Meshullam
(perhaps 12th cent., Zunz, 1 c. - 254, but cp. p. 510 ; Landshuth,
Lc. p. 59). Text from Selichoth, MS. Civ. Lips. with readings
from Machzor, MS. Civ. Lips. B. H. 3, and Sulzbach, 1699;
Amsterdam, 1736.—German rite, Selichoth le-“ered Rosh, ha-Shane
we-Jom Kippur.

59 o1 10 T wpnn
Sprb pmen 53 mn by wdn b
Symn shwwr o o K

1 M. Sulzb, T\D. * M. Civ. Lips. om. S, # M. Sulzb. &1,
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Syam 3y Amnn n:‘n

-wpb s 1m~5wn DWW HY
TPwA M2 nowba ompapn owby

TP 3 POy wen T
99pnon N 1ON rma DA

+ M. Sulzb. PP 5 M. Sulzb. W5wR . 6 M. Amst, YOY.
7 M. Civ. Lips. D). 8 M. Sulzb. I 1. 9 M. Sulzb. 725 15

TS PN, M. Amst. TP 51 W,

(10) Selicka oy 53 ¥ by Gershom ben Jehuda (11th
cent., Zunz, L c p. 239; Landshuth, 1 c. p. 57). Text from
Selichoth, MS. Civ. Lips. with readings from Machzor, ‘Venice,
1568 ; Sulzbach, 1699; Selichoth, Amsterdam, 1751 ; Fiirth,
1755.—German rite, Selichoth le-jom shelishi:

19%7 Y prvT nduD
15931 2533 b 1aD

1 M. Sulzb. W$5H NTPD NPMT, Sel. Firta wn mSia pr.
? Sel. Amst. DY, : Zunz, Synagogale Poesie, p. 452, ‘1‘7)'1, M. Ven. N3DN1,
M. Sulzb. T2 3 M. Sulzb. 9% NY3, Sel. Furth TMY¥NS 073D
a¥N TN, :

i
/
/

(11) Zulath B'D?X2 T PN by Isaak ben Shalom (12th
cent., Zunz, 1 c. p. 458; Landshuth, 1 c. p. 127). Text after
ﬂfcwhzor, Amsterdam, 1681 with reading from Seder Tephilloth,
Sulzbach, 1797.—Polish rite, first Sabbath after Pesach.

—55 N mr-bh mEw e
poberm oM

A¥mY 5 gn—nwmeS van e-nyy 035 1an

SN TAN DYS-1BA Ay 8%—1pd pan oN

1 Teph. Sulzb. DMMPTN MANG.
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(12)  Baggasha MMA b Sx by Isaak Tarphan (14th or
15th cent., Zunz, L c. p. 558; Landshuth, L c. p. 128). Text
from Qobez Wikkuchim, s. 1. et a. (Breslau, 1844).—Not to be
found in the Liturgy of the Synagogue.

mown 55 nx mmb—minan wnn e
M nYmn pa-mosyn 23 Sonnh b
DY 21Y PRA-T TNY TR 53
I oaon 25an-an o b ma
YA DAL NeSm-w b dRn b
M 935 Sax—wm mn w1 on
MOMOD BIMNAN A-MP) DI DI
MR PP DD DN—-mow 15 5o by
WIDY AN WD DPNmEn TN 0 T
A1 NI 9D DN WRMY DR oo
prb X aney Sonw—pivn mp Sy oo
AT PART DR AN M) M aspn
211 v ysb-byda e mx vaww
am oneypn an-Syad pamn onsn
LI 1135 xR 8553 pan pee
N 92T DAY b MY Py R D
» 5apa Mo X2 ab—wpa nowy Shoer mnay
M RPN NN 1an—ue5 M M e
MOPR O PN WN—TorT and DR
A SN N¥-nonan Sens
MRN2 DD NI WR—TR T 3
PSRN OPAY MDA MDY A

1 leg. 13 2 Reg. vi. 32. 2 2 Sam. xvi. 9. 3 Ex. i, 18. * Jerem.
xxii, 30, 5 Ex. xxxii, 24, 6 1 Sam. x. 27.

(13) @Qina 3W *INY by Zerachja ha-Levi Gerundi (12th
cent., Zunz, 1 c. p. 461; Landshuth, L c. p. 63). Text from
Seder chamesh Ta'anijjoth, Livorno, 1877.—Spanish rite, Shacha-
vith le-tish'a be-Ab.
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—TBpY NNp I eaprb—ieoh maab o s
BN PAN 2N M= 225 Tad 5 am
£20 MmbY NG N33 N3 AN 1IN

(14)  Selicha 72707 *I N by Ephraim ben Isaac (12th
cent., Zunz, L. c. p. 278; Landshuth, 1 c. p. 48), Text from
Selichoth, MS. Civ. Lips., with readings from Muchzor, Cremona,
156G ; Venice, 1715 ; Amsterdam, 1736.—German rite, Selickoth
le-Musaph Jom Kippur.

TOMI NI DPI-DMNIA IPHII-DIRY 11ND)
A e b

—spbap Mwab—obana mvnb—n5ana maap
LN R T

1 M. Crem. Ven. Amst, 12)DJ). 2 M, Amst. 1272, 3 M. Ven.
o™, 4 M. Crem. D513, M. Ven. 052032, 5 M. Ven. nomyb.
6 M. Crem, Ven. Amst. 292D NN. 7 M. Amst. "N DYD. 3 M. Ven.
N2 N NIN DN

(15)  Zulath 1N *n on b by Simeon ben Isaac ben Abun
(10th cent., Zunz, Lec p. 114). Text from Machzor, Amsterdam,
1681, with readings from Seder ‘dboduth Jisrael, and Seder
Lepliilloth, Sulzbach, 1797.—Polish rite, second Sabbuth after
Pesach. /
/ axdna mm mnn
o N33 Mo
ARSND T IR

2p5 025

*25% 1 spoy Sy
250 M3 onnoen

! Teph. Sulzb, SNUBR». “Ab. Jisr. 2531990 ¥1IAI, Teph. Sulzb.
aba nbvax Sy,

(16)  Zulath YN sb e by Ephraim ben Isaac (12th cent.,
Zunz, L c. p. 276 ; Landshuth, 1 c. p. 48). Text from Machzor,
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Amsterdam, 1681. Baer has in Seder ‘dbodath Jisrael ™M3v3
Down «for peace’s sake” quite another text.—Polish rite, fifth
Sabbatl after Pesach.

mpt S Do o

nbn 2 oy
mp 533 mvon
S5 2 % aom
503 erNa YIOR
:55p oap &9

ADDITIONAL NOTES.

P. 3% 1x. Add “pal. Schabbath 134,

P. 3* and 11* x1. Read ‘‘Berakhoth 17a.”

P. 18* xxn1. For other readings see Targum Rishon to Esth. v, 9, ed.
Venice, 1518, Targum Sheni to Esther iii. 1 in the same edition and p. 39*
of this work,



TRANSLATIONS OF THE FOREGOING TEXTS.

1. Bex Stapa, BEx PaNDERA, PAPPOS BEN JEHUDA,

MIRJAM, THE WOMEN'S HAIRDRESSER.

(¢) Shabbath 104b. For translation, see Laible, pp. 46,
and 8,

(6) Sanhedrin 67 a.

“ And for all capital criminals who are mentioned in the Law
they do not lay an ambush but (they do) for this (criminal).”
How do they act towards him? " They light the lamp for him in
the innermostj/ part of the house and they place witnesses for
him in the exterior part of the house, that they may see him
and hear his voice, though he cannot see them. And that man
says to him: Tell me what you have told me when we were
alone. And when he repeats (those words) to him, that man
says to him: How can we abandon our God in Heaven and
practise idolatry ? If he returns, it is well ; but when he says:
Such is our duty, and so we like to have it, then the witnesses,
who are listening without, bring him to the tribunal and stone
him.  And thus they have done to the Son of Stada at Lud and
they hanged him on the day before Passover.

(For the rest see the translation of Shabbath 104 b.)
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II. CARICATURE OF Evayyéliov.

Shabbath 116 a. See Laible, p. 13.

Rabbi Meir? calls it, “’Awen gilldjon” (blank paper, lit.
margin, of evil), Rabbi Jochanan calls it, “*Awdon gillajon” (blank
paper of sin).

o3 s margin, paper which is left unwritten, and therefore
blank. The Rabbis seem to have thought it remarkable that the

name of the Edayyéhov did not indicate a book (78D), but an
unwritten page.

Nore. These words do not stand in the Talmud in their
proper place, but are a gloss to the words {'J*» 2D Il’slﬂg on
the same page, 18 lines from the bottom.

III. TaE WIFE OF PAPPOS BEN JEHUDA.

Gittin 90a. For translation of the first part see Laible,
p- 26.

And there is another who, when a fly falls into his tumbler,
throws it out and drinks it, and this is the way of men gene-
rally. When she is speaking with her brothers and relatives,
he does not hinder her. But there is also the man, who, when a
fly falls into a dish, sucks it (the fly) out and eats it (the dish).
This is the manner of a bad man, who sees his wife going out
bareheaded and spinning in the street and wearing clothes
slit up on both sides and bathing together with men.

(For translation of the words of Rashi, see Laible, p. 27.)

IV. A LEGEND OF MARY, AND A PROVERB.
(#) Chagiga 4b.
When Rab Joseph came to this verse (Prov. xiii. 23) ¢ But

there is that is destroyed without judgment,” he wept. He said:

! Munich MS. has ¥ ¥7p KD 1177,
2 This is the reading of the Munich MS.
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Is there really somebody who is going (away), when it is not his
time? Certainly, (for) so has it happened with Rab Bibi bar
Abbai, the angel of death was found with him.

(For the rest of the translation see Laible, p. 27 seq.)

(b) Tosaphoth Chagiga 4b (after ‘En J a.‘aqé)b, ed. Ven.
1546).

NT2IW AT 923 Oy 1007 non 1On ) ey mn
PRI XN 20 S oamn anmT e o neaa xes 8STn o

“The angel of death was found with him,” who related what
had happened to him long ago, for this story as to Mirjam, the
. women’s hairdresser, took place in the time of the second temple,
for she was the mother of Jesus, as it is related in (treatise)
Shabbath. ‘ f

(¢) Tosaphoth Shabbath 104 b,

“The Son of Stada.” Rabbenu Tam says, that this is not
Jesus the Nazarene, for as to the Son of Stada we say here that
he was in the days of Pappos ben Jehuda, who lived in the
days of Rabbi Aqiba, as is' proved in the last chapter of
Berakhoth (61 b), but Jesus lived in the days of Jehoshua ben
Perachja, as is proved in the last chapter of Sota (47 a): “ And not
like Rabbi Jehoshua ben Perachja, who pushed away Jesus the
Nazarene with both hands,” and Rabbi Jehoshua was long before
Rabbi Aqgiba. “His mother was Mirjam, the women’s hair-
dresser,” and what is related in the first chapter of Chagiga (4 b):
“Rab Bibi—the angel of death was found with him etc., he
said to his messenger: Go and fetch me Mirjam, the women’s
hairdresser,” that means that there lived in the days of Rab
Bibi a Mirjam a women’s hairdresser. It was another (Mirjam),
or the angel of Death was also relating to Rab Bibi a story
" which had happened a long time before,
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(d) Sanhedrin 106 a (after edit. Constant. 1585).

AOMN2 PAY 30 WX RIT NI DOW DOWR W3 3 opba
WA DY 230D WHR MIHRT 1T KB 27 WX DOW F]\DJ‘P\ N2
112y mab e
¢« And Balaam, the Son of Beor, the soothsayer” (Josh. xiii.
92). Soothsayer? he was a prophet. Rabbi Jochanan said: At
_first a prophet, at last a soothsayer. Rab Papa said: This is
what people say: She was of prominent men and princes, (and
then) she prostituted herself for mere carpenters.

V. MIRJAM, DAUGHTER OF BILGA.
Pal. Sukka 55d. (See Laible, p. 20.)

Bilga always receives his part on the south side on account
of Mirjam, daughter of Bilga, who turned apostate and went to
marry a soldier belonging to the government of the house of
Javan [Greece], and went and beat upon the roof of the altar.
She said to it: Wolf, wolf, thou hast destroyed the property of
the Israelites and didst not help them in the hour of their
distress !

VI. THE DOCUMENT OF JERUSALEM.

Jebamoth 49 a, Mishna 1v. 13.
For translation see Laible p. 31.

VII. THE CONFESSION OF MARY.

Kalla 18 b (41 ¢ ed. Ven. 1528).
See Laible, pp. 33 seq.

VIII. JEsUS AND JEHOSHUA BEN PERACHJA.

(¢) Sanhedrin 107 b.
See Laible, p. 41.

1 M in margin "3 7335 817 85X, Rashi has also the reading 3.
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(6) Sota 47 a.

The text is substantially the same as Sanhedrin 107 b (see
Laible, p. 41), therefore no special translation is necessary.

(c) Pal. Chagiga 77 d.

The inhabitants of Jerusalem intended to appeint Jehuda
ben Tabai as ‘“Nasi'” in Jerusalem. He fled and went away to
Alexandria, and the inhabitants of Jerusalem wrote: ¢ From
Jerusalem the great to Alexandria the small. How long lives
my betrothed with you, whilst I am sitting grieved on account
of him?” When he withdrew to go in a ship, he said: Has
Debora, the landlady, who has taken us in, been wanting in
something? One of his disciples said : Rabbi, her eye was bright
(¢.e. a euphemism for dlind)! He answered him: Lo, you have
done two things; firstly, you have rendered me suspected, and
then you have looked upon her. * What did I sa.y’} beautiful in
appearance? I did not say anything (like this) but (beautiful)
in deeds. And he was angry with him, and he went his way.

IX. JESUS, THE SORCERER,

() Shabbath 104b, See No. I (a).

() Tosephta Shabbath xi1. vers. fin. See Laible, p. 46.

(c) Pal. Shabbath 13d. See Laible, ibid. '

He who scratches on the skin in the fashion of writing, is
guilty, but he who makes marks on the skin in the fashion of
writing is exempt from punishment. Rabbi Eli'ezer said to
them: But has not the Son of Stada bhrought (magic) spells
from Egypt just in this way? They answered him: On account
of one fool we do not ruin a multitude of reasonable men.

X. THE TESTIMONY OF JESUS AS TO HIMSELF.
(@) Pal, Ta'anith 65b.
See Laible, p. 50.
1 President of Sanhedrin.
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(6) Jalqut Shim‘oni on Numb. xxiii. 7, under the name of
Midrash Jelammedenu.

«He that blesseth his friend with a loud voice” (Prov. xxvii.
14). How strong was the voice of Balaam? Rabbi Jochanan
said: (It was heard) sixty miles. Rabbi J ehoshua’ ben Levi
said : Seventy nations heard the voice of Balaam. Rabbi Ele-
‘azar ha-qappar says: God gave strength to his voice, and he
went up from one end of the world to the other, because he was
looking about and seeing the nations adoring the sun and the
moon and the stars and wood and stone. And he looked about
and saw that a man, son of a woman, will arise, who seeks to
make himself God and to seduce all the world without exception.
Therefore, he gave strength to his voice, that all nations of the
world might hear (it), and thus he spake: Take heed that you
go not astray after that man, as it is written (Num. xxiii.
19) “God is not a man, that he should lie,”—and if he says
that he is God, he is a liar; and he will fall into error and
say that he is going away and will come (again) at certain
spaces of time, (then) he hath said and will not do it. Look
what is written (Num. xxiv. 23) “And he took up his parable
and said, Alas, who shall live when he makes (himself) God !”
Balaam intended to say: Alas, who shall live from that nation
which gives ear to that man who makes himself God %

(¢) Pesiqta Rabbathi 100 b,
See Laible, p. 50 seq.

XI. JESUS AN IDOLATER.

(a) Sanhedrin 103a. See Laible, p. 51.

“There shall no evil befall thee,” Ps. xci. 10. (That means,)
that evil dreams and bad phantasies shall not vex thee. ‘Neither:
shall any plague come nigh thy tent,” (that means,) that thou
shalt not have a son or disciple who burns his food publicly
(i.e. who renounces openly what he has learned) like Jesus the
Nazarene.
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(6) Berakhoth 17 a seq.

When our wise men left the house of Rab Chisda or, as
others say, the house of Rab Shemuel bar Nachmani, they said
of him: “Thus our learned men® are laden” (Ps. cxliv. 14).
Rab and Shemuel, or, as others say, Rabbi Jochanan and Rabbi
Ele‘azar (were of a different opinion). One said: “our learned”
in the Law, and “are laden” with commandments (t.e. good
works), and the other said: ““our learned” in the Law and in
the commandments, and “are laden” with sufferings. *There
is no breaking in,” that our company shall not be like the com-
pany of Saul, from whom Doeg, the Edomite, has gone out,
“and no going forth,” that our company-shall not be like the
company of David, from whom Ahithophel has gone out, “and
no outery,” that our company shall not be like the company of
Elisha, from whom Gehazi has gone out, “in our streets,” that
we shall not have a son or disciple who burns his food publicly
like the Nazarene.

XII. BarnaaM-JEsus,
(@) Sanhedrin x1. 90 a, Mishna x. 2.
Laible, pp. 53 seq.
(¢) Sanhedrin x1. 90 a, Mishna x. 1.
Laible, pp. 55.

(8) Sanhedrin 100 b.
Laible, p. 55.

() Aboth v. 19.
Laible, p. 58.

(¢) Sanhedrin 106 b.
Laible, p. 59.

(d) Sanhedrin 106 b (end).
Laible, p. 59.

1 905K, from q‘m, to learn.
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(¢) Sanhedrin 106a. Laible, p. 61 seq.

«Woe to him who lives because he takes God” (Num. xxiv.
23). Resh Laqish said: Woe to him, who vivifies himself (or,
who saves his life') by the name of God.

Rashi.

« Balaam, who vivifies himself by the name of God,” making
himself God. Another reading has it : “who vivifies himself as
to the name of God,” that is, woe to those men that vivify and
amuse themselves in this world and tear the yoke of the law
from their neck and make themselves fat (]’JDWD).

XTII. R. ELI'EZER AND JA'AQOB oF KEPHAR SEKHANJA

(@) ‘Aboda zara 16 b seq.
Laible, pp. 62 seq.

(3) Qoheleth rabba to Eccles. i. 8 (Pesaro, 1519)'.

Tt is related of Rabbi Eli‘ezer that he was seized for heresy.
A certain governor took him and brought him up to the place
of judgment to judge him. He said to him: Rabbi, shall a
great man like you be occupied with such vain things? He
answered : The judge is faithful towards me! and as he (the
governor) imagined that he was speaking (so) on account of him,
though he had only spoken in reference to Heaven (God), he
said to him : Because I am faithful in your eyes, I also venture
to say: Can it be that these academies are erring (and occupy
themselves) with those vain things? Dimus (= dimissus es), you
are set free. When Rabbi Eli‘ezer had been dismissed from the
tribunal, he was pained because he had been seized for heresy?®.
His disciples came to see him in order to comfort him, but he
did not accept (their consolation). (Then) Rabbi Agiba came
%o see him and said to him: Rabbi, perhaps one of the heretics
has said before you some word which pleased you. He answered :
Lo, by Heaven, you remind me.- Once, when I was going up

1 Comp. Midrash Tanchuma, Mattoth, ed. Mantua 1568, fol, 91c.
2 v 27 by is a gloss.
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in the street of Zippori, a man, named Ja'aqob of Kephar
Sekhanja, came to me and told me something from Jesus, son of
Pandera, and I liked it. And this it was: It is written in your
Law (Deut. xxiii. 18); “Thou shalt not bring the hire of a whore
or the wages of a dog (into the House of Jahve):” how is it with
them? I said: They are forbidden. He said to me: Forbidden
for sacrifice, but allowed for purposes of destruction. I said to
him : But what may then be done with them? He answered:
You may build with them baths and privies. I said to him:
You have said well, for at this time the Halakha was hidden
from me. When he saw that I praised his words, he said to me:
Thus the Son of Pandéra hath said: from filth they went, to
filth they may go, as it is said (Mic. i. 7): “for of the hire of
an harlot she gathered them, and unto the hire of an harlot
shall they return;” they may be applied to public privies. This
pleased me, and, therefore, I have been seized for heresy, and
also because I transgressed what is written in the Law (Prov.
v. 8): “Remove thy way far from.her”—that is the heresy.

XIV IMma SHALOM, RABBAN GAMLIEL AND THE
“ PHILOSOPHER.”

Shabbath 116 a seq.
Laible, pp. 66 seq.
/

XV. THE FIVE DISCIPLES OF JESUS.

Sanhedrin 43 a.
Laible, pp. 85 seq. and 71 seq.

XVI. Ja‘ago or KEpPHAR SEKHANJA, THE PERFORMER OF
MIRACLES.

(@) Pal. Shabbath 14d (lower part).
Laible, p. 77.
(b) Bab. ‘Aboda zara 27 b,

Laible, p. 78.
d2
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XVII. AxorHEr CHRISTIAN WHO PERFORMS MIRACLES.

(a) Pal. “Aboda zara 40d. Laible, p. 77 seq.

His grandson (the grandson of Jehoshua® ben Levi) had
swallowed something. A man came and whispered to him (a
spell) in the name of Jesus son of Pandsra and he got well,
When he went out, he (Jehoshua® ben Levi) asked him: What
did you say over him (read ’159)? He answered : According to
the word of somebody. He said: What had been his fate, had
he died and not heard this word? And it happened to him,
‘“as it"were an error which proceedeth from the ruler” (Eccles.

x. B).
(6) Qoheleth rabba to Eccles. x. 5.

The son of Rabbi Jehoshua® ben Levi had something in his
throat. He went and fetched one of the men of the son of
Pandéra, to bring out what he had swallowed. He (Jehoshua’
ben Levi) said to him: What didst thou say over him? He
answered : A certain verse after a certain man (. Hesaid: It
had been better for him, had he buried him and not said over
him that verse. And so it happened to him, “as it were an error
which proceedeth from the ruler” (Eccles. x. 5).

XVIII. THE CONDEMNATION OF JESUS.

(#) Sanhedrin 67 a (see 1. above).
() Pal Sanhedrin 25¢ seq. Laible, p- 79 seq.

XIX. THE EXECUTION OF JESUS.

Sanhedrin 43 a (see above, No. Xv.).

XX. TuE ACADEMY oF THE SON oF PANDERA,

Targum Sheni to Esther vii. 9.
Laible, p. 90.



39%
XX1, Jesus N HeLL.

(@) Gittin 56 b seq.

Laible, pp. 92 seq.

(6) Tosaphoth to ‘Erubin 21 b.

¢“Is there (Eccles. xii. 12) then really written b (derision) ¢”
At all events' it is true that he is punished by boiling filth,

as we are saying in Ha-Nezaqin (Chapter v. of treatise Gittin,
fol. 56 b).

XXII. MirsaM, DAUGHTER OF Eri, v HELL.

Pal. Chagiga 77 d.
Laible, p. 30.

XXIII. THE ANCESTORS OF HAMAN.

Sopherim xur. 6 ; various readings from Targum I to Esther
v. 1 (Ven. 1518) and from Targum IT to Esther iii. 1 (Ven. 1518).

INIR RNTOA 2 107 N pren 8o5n 437 Pt xwane ana

92 5T M2 7DD M3 CDIDIMT B3 DT M3 DWBIDE M2 SNNY 13

1MW W W W DM M MDMIN M3 oy a3 opbya
Py I3 #1eRT RS 92 Py 92 BxAm 13 ’RoD

! Targ. IN3. 2 Targ. TN 13, Targ. II MND 12 NN, 3 Targ. I
WaN3, Targ! TI AN, + Targ 1 DWOBN, Targ. IT DOVE'N,
5 Targ. I om. 6 Targ. IT D'DY'T. 7 Targ. I DYD, Targ. II DYIB.
8 Targ. I 1707, Targ. IL 0. 9 Targ. I ]1“?1‘\, Targ. IT 1pv5:.
10 Targ, I DYMDMNR, Targ. II DY M TIN. U Targ. I DY, Targ. IT
om. 12 Targ. I DD, Targ. IT DYV, 13 Targ. I add
TPPID M2 AN 2. 6 Turg. TIDON 73 5 Targ. IRV WY M2

After these events King Achashwerosh made great Haman,
the son of Hammedatha, the Agagite, son of Kuza (comp.
Xov{as, Luk. viii. 3), son of Apolitos (comp. ITXobros), son of

! The Tosaphoth mean, although it may not be allowed to derive this
manner of punishment from the words in Eccles. xii. 12, as Rab Acha bar
Ulla does, ‘Erubin 21 b, it is nevertheless true.
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Dios (comp. Aws, gen. of Zevs), son of Diosos (comp. Audvvaos)
son of Paros (comp. Varus), son of Nedan (comp. Nrjpwv), son
of Be'elqan (), son of Otimeros (f), son of Hados (comp. "Adns),
son of Hadoros (comp. ‘Hpddys, Ta‘an. 23 a DY), son of Sheger
(a young calf, comp. W, Exod. xiii. 12 and Targ. Onk.), son of
Naggar (a carpenter), son of Parmashta (comp. Esth. ix. 9), son
of Vajzatha (comp. Esth. ix. 9), son of ‘Amaleq, son of the con-
cubine of Eliphaz, the firstborn of "Esau.

XXIV. JEsus IN THE ZOHAR.

Zohar 11 282a (Raja mehemna).

From the side of idolatry Shabbethaj (Saturn) is called Lilith,
mixed dung, on account of the filth mixed from all kinds of dirt
and worms, into which they throw dead dogs and dead asses,
the sons of ‘Esau and Ishma'el, and there (read i131) Jesus and
Mohammed, who are dead dogs, are buried among them. She
(Lilith) is the grave of idolatry, where they bury the uncir-
cumcised, (who are) dead dogs, abomination and bad smell, soiled
and fetid, a bad family. She (Lilith) is the ligament® which
holds fast the “mixed multitude” (Ex. xii. 38), which is mixed
among Israel, and which holds fast bone and flesh, that is, the
sons of ‘Esau and Ishma'el, dead bone and unclean flesh torn
of beasts in the field, of which it is said (Ex. xxii. 31): “Ye
shall cast it to the dogs.”

XXV. Jesus IN THE LITURGY OF THE SYNAGOGUE.

1. Selicha oY SNw».

Unclean are they who mean to spoil thy inheritance,
that it may barter away thy glory and become entangled
after their vanity,
to accept the “abominable branch” (Is. xiv. 19) as God,
and to cast away and to spoil thy holy fear.
1 Tilith is a female demon, comp. Is, xxxiv. 14 and Weber, Altsynagogale

paldstinische Theologie, p. 246.
2 N21D is a fibre attached to the lungs.



41 %
2. Selicha ‘NN PN,

They that are raising lamentation in a depressed condition,
asking forgiveness with a head bowed down,
Their oppressors make them angry by the branch of adultery.
With perverseness may they be mingled (Is. xix. 14) and be
left to destruction, : :
Deliver thy adherents from doom and consumption (Is. x. 23),
let them escape from the oppressor and make them the
highest (Deut. xxvi. 19).
Command the salvation of those that search thee with appeasing,
destroy in thy wrath those that bow to a hanged one!

3. Selicha M¥> wwp Sy N,

‘We are like the pelican of the wilderness (Ps. cii. 6),
as though a dead man were joined to a living one' (Eccles.
ix. 5),
And it is answered to me,
What is the straw to the wheat (Jer. xxiii. 28)%

4. Selicha DMR MPN TON,

An unclean and dead man, a new comer from nighb at hand,
what‘is his person to me ("?YN) that I should become surety
for him (Prov. xvii. 18)?
I will praise the unity of him who formed the universe, nigh to
them who call upon him in truth,
the fatherless and the widow he upholdeth (Ps. cxlvi. 9), but
he pulls down?® his enemies.

1 Our position is quite as unnatural as the conjunction of a dead and
a living man would be. This may be an allusion to our Christian belief
in the Crucified who is the Son of the living God or to the idolatry of the
Romish Church, but it is not necessarily so.

2 See Job vi. 17 and comp. the Targum,



42%

5. Selicha 9% M7 5% DO,

The images of jealousy (Ez. viii. 3) and their idols,
they are dragged, the child and his mother ;
depart ye, unclean. they (the Jews) cry unto them (Lament.
iv. 15).

6. Selicha Y0¥ XD,

They dispute with me all the day and hold their talk.

Poverty fits thee as a red rose to a white horse (Chag. 9 b).

How greatly art thou weaned from thy husband, who art
bereaved of children and barren,

Here is for thee from him the letter of divorce (Gitt. 1x. 3)!
Thou hast been declared separated (M3PW) because of offensive-
ness and because of prohibition (Shabb. 44 a),

Thou hast been declared illicit (‘?WDE) by pronouncing thee “an
abomination” and ‘“remainder” (Lev. xix. 6, T) and
(an offering) the blood (of which) has been shed on
the court (Zebach. 11. 1)’

There is no carpenter, son of a carpenter, who could release thee
(Ab. zar. 50 b) in order to declare (thee) allowed?®

They say: We shall remove thy deity from thy ear (Jeb. 60b),
(so as) not to (N‘?‘l) remember it.

‘We answer : The Merciful One save us from such an idolatrous
thought (Shabb. 84 b) !

They begin : Come on, (so as) not to continue with it, in order to
learn from it?

1 Both this verse and the preceding one begin with 1. Probably the
first of the twois spurious and a gloss to the second.—The remainder of a
peace-offering may not be eaten and is 211B; likewise an offer is illicit
when its blood has been shed into the court instead of being brought to the
altar. Perhaps the last words are an allusion to the killing of Zachariah
in the Temple (2 Chron. xxiv. 20, Matt. xxiii. 35, Gitt. 57b) and further
to the crucifixion of Christ.

® No wise man exists who can remove all objections and declare thee
allowed, that is, nobody can put an end to thy repudiation by God.* An
allusion to Jesus, the carpenter, ig not intended.

3 The law of Moses shall be left.
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They cry: I will select Gods for thee, but we say: There is
(already) a selection (Bekh. 57 a),

The tradition of your faith I do not hear nor understand
(%130 ’DY),

(Him), the wicked one whom they call as they call him by fraud’.

We swear that we shall not forsake Him till the last shovel
(Ber. 8a)%,

Almighty one, we return to thee and thou returnest to us®,
never to be denied.

7. Rahit YN DOX DMAA,

The nations impute thy holy name to a child of lewdness,
They that are borne by thee make to be abominable the
offspring of the lust of a lewd woman (Ez. xxiil. 44).
The nations deify the idol of the image of a corrupt man (read
X3 and comp. Job xv. 16),
Thy people bear witness to thy supremacy,.thou, God of
Gods, '
The nations—a carcase trodden under foot (Is. xiv. 19) is the
wantonness of their impudicity (Is. x. 25 and Targum),
Thy hosts—thou art the holy one, inbabiting their praise
(Ps. xxii. 4). '

8. Selicha ToEb twmy 5y,

Scatter thy wrath on them who make thee jealous with jealousy,
who join a dead carcase to the Most High (Ex. xv. 1).

1 Jesus is this * wicked one” who is called by a certain name (i.e. by the
name of God).

2 i1l the last shovel, 4. ¢. until we shall lie in our grave.

3 This formula is written at the end of all the treatises in the Talmud.
1t originally refers to the treatise, not to God.
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9. Selicha ™ W1 bx oy,

They take counsel together to pour out the mixed wine of
reeling,
to lift the covering veil (Is. xxv. 7) (to spread it) over all
the earth,
and the exalted holy name (¥ DY) shall not be re-
membered,
and to follow the vanity which is abominable and dis-
gusting.

Children and women made a covenant together to be bound

like lambs which are examined in the chamber of the house
of burning?. '

Thou, the sole and exalted One, for thee we will be killed
and pierced (comp. Lam. i. 14 and the Jewish Com-
mentaries), '

(so as) not to bow down the head to him, the (offspring of
the) lust of lewdness.

10. Selicha Tnwbns 53 mw,

Thy peculiar people is forced on by an adversary oppressing,
To fix its hope in exchange on the hanged one, an idol
(literally, who is made) (7% ’1‘?173)2.

11. Zulath DMORI w3 PR,

They that seek unto wizards and idols,
our enemies and judges (Deut. xxxii. 31), say:
What (do) these feeble Jews (Neh. iii. 34)1
Give ye your counsel (2 Sam. xvi. 20),
that you may not be for a derision (Ex. xxxii. 25),
behold, for strife and contention (Is. lviii. 4). )

1 A place in the Temple, see Tamid 1. 1. In fact, however, the lambs
were not examined there, but in a chamber near to it. See Tamid 1. 3.
2 1¥1) is an allusion to *M3¥Y) ¢ Nazarene.
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If ye will be as we be (Gen. xxxiv, 15),
and turn to the abominable branch (Is. xiv. 19),
then we will become one people (Gen. xxxiv. 16).

12. Baqgasha MM %OX 5N,

The priests of the high places have resolved
to seduce all nations,
to stand and to pray between the bones
of this son (read 13) of a murderer (2 Kings vi. 32).
KEveryone barks (in derision : read N'3%)
and breathes out falsehood and lies,
he gives us an (insulting) nickname and pours (it) out,
this dead dog (2 Sam. xvi. 9).
Why did you kill the miserable and poor
and him who was driven away from his house of rest?
Therefore, also, behold, his blood is required {Gen. xlii, 22),
this grievous mourning (Gen. 1, 11).
On you we will take revenge,
between us and you is war, _
for it is the resolve of all (literally, it is laid on every mouth
o/Sam. xiii. 32):
surely this iniquity shall not be purged (Is. xxii. 14)!
In the presence of the Lord and His anointed (1 Sam. xii. 3),
he who makes flesh his arm and his strength,
be anathematized as with the anathema of Jericho (Josh.
vi. 17, 26);
he who says, This is he (Ex. xxii. 8).
They that rely on a bruised reed,
(on a man) who ate and drank and went out,
this despised broken image (Jer. xxii. 28),
kill ye this man (Jer. xxxviil. 4)!
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Leave ye (read ‘3aW) the man of Belial,
and learn from the ways of Jerubbaal®.
Will ye plead for Baal (Judg. vi. 31)?
What deed is this (Gen. xliv. 15)?
He is a transgressor from the womb altogether,
he has not shewed us his glory and his greatness (Deut. v.
24);
fatherless he was and had none to help him (Job xxix. 12).
Why have ye done this thing (Ex. 1. 18)1%
The hosts of Israel have received commandment on Sinai,
such a one® shall not enter into the assembly of the Lord
(Deut. xxiii. 3),
behold, of him is written before me :
write ye this man (as childless, Jerem. xxii. 30)!
They that invoke a dumb stone (Hab, ii. 19),
which has not power to rise (Lev. xxvi. 37),
it is like a beast,
and there came out this calf (Ex. xxxii. 24).
See he is (a man,) born of a woman,
who i3 covered with shame,
and now, our soul is dried away (Num. xi. 6),
how shall this man save us (1 Sam. x. 27)¢

13. Qina 2370 'INI, -

My head is like water for weeping and wailing
for the sanctuary that is a possession of the pelican and the
porcupine (Is. xxxiv. 11),
and how shall I wail and spread (%) for weeping,
when I see Teraphim in the place of the Ephod,
and a stain is to be seen in the warp and woof (Lev. xiii.
47, 48)3
in the house of the ark and the tables of Horeb.
1 Jerubbaal said of Baal, whose altar he had thrown down: If he be
a god, let him plead for himself !

? A bastard (W) like Jesus as the offspring of an illegitimate birth.
3 «Warp and woof” is a Jewish term for the cross. The meaning is
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14. Selicha 727997 AN DN,

Vexations have slain us (read 11223),
cutting up our vineyards,
when the Nazarenes call (us),
to add moist (to dry, Deut. xxix. 18)".
They have surrounded me with their cord,
to seduce me by their vanity,
to bear their burden,
the work (image) of a child of a woman having her sick-
ness (Lev. xx. 18).

15. Zulath 1% 'm 5% 5y,

My oppressors oppress me by weariness
and defile me by “great rust” (Ez. xxiv. 12),
- and say : Behold, what a weariness (Mal. i. 13)!
And why should ye be anxious
about the sin of the cross?
(or, else) ye are forgotten as a dead man out of mind (Ps.
xxxi. 13).

16. Zulath v &5 DovdK,

Proud men make to thee a comparison (Is. x1. 18),
as the taste of the white of an egg (Job vi. 6),
should hp (as God) die as a fool dieth (2 Sam. iii. 33)?
The living one who rideth upon a swift cloud (Is. xix. 1)
they have exchanged for a stoned man
and one who did not whet the edge® (Eccl. x. 10).

that the cross in the place of the former temple is a profanation and defile-
ment of the holy place.

U Targ, Onkelos translates Deut. xxix. 18: to add the sins of error to
(the sins of) presumption. Perhaps something like this is intended by the
poet.

2 His iron had been made blunt, and he did not whet it,—that is, he was
killed and could not restore himself to life.
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JESUS CHRIST IN THE TALMUD.

INTRODUCTION.

Ir is a fact well known, alike to Jewish and Christian
students of Hebrew literature, that certain passages of the
Talmud have been erased by the “censure'.”

Nor is this merely a matter of somewhat ancient history. We
cannot quite accept the plea, if adduced by Jews of the present
day, that such passages contain no interest for them ; that Jesus
was a zak&n mamré (a heterodox teacher; cp. e.g. Mish. Sanh.
x1. 2), who no longer concerns them, whom they neither love
nor hate. ‘ :

On the other hand.it is a fact, known to Jews much earlier
than to Christians, that the Jewish collections of passages thus
excised? belong to a very recent date, that they -have only
been printed //Qvithin_ the last few decades and some of them in
Germany. Accordingly the passages in the Talmud referring
to our Lord are by no means unknown to the Jews of the

1 The action of the ‘‘censor,” as representing the secular (Christian)
power, Many passages were excised in this way, under the belief that the
Talmud contained attacks on Christianity., [A. W, 8.].

* H. Strack, Einleitung in den Thalmud, Leipzig, 1887, p. 53, adduces
four of them. In that work much is explained, which here for brevity’s
sake had to be presupposed as known, such as the names of the treatises
which form the Talmud, the mode of citation, technical expressions, such as
Boraitha, Tosephta, ete. (An enlarged and improved edition will shortly
appear.)

S. 1



2 JESUS CHRIST IN THE TALMUD.

present day; much less are they wholly unimportant in their
eyes; otherwise they surely would not have been purposely
circulated by them through the press’. It follows that a
treatise, which bears the title “Jesus Christ in the Talmud,”
were it only by reason of its subject, addresses itself to living
Jewish interests.

‘We may here be permitted to comment briefly upon a state-
ment which appears in a recent publication. Ad. Blumenthal
in his “Open letter to Prof. Delitzsch” (Frankfort-on-the-Main{
1889, pp. 7 ff.) has alleged that the invectives against Christ,
as contained in the Talmud, have been evoked by Christian
persecutions! He transfers the later persecution of Jews to the
infancy of the Church. But the Jewish hatred of Christianity,
which began with the Crucifixion of Christ, is much older than
the Christian hatred of the Jew. It is enough to recall the
two names of St Paul and Justin® Further, we may note that
Blumenthal himself declines on any one occasion to write in full
the name of Jesus, but contents himself with signifying it by
the initial letter. Again, Lippe, while denying in his pamphlet ®
that any Jesus myths in the Talmud have to do with Jesus of
Nazareth, is yet himself capable of very intemperate language
towards the Founder of Christianity.

Our aim in this treatise is not to wound the J ews, or to
supply their enemies with a weapon. Rather it is to make good,
as far as we may, the faults which the ‘censorship’ of earlier time
has committed with regard to the Talmud. The Amsterdam
edition of the year 1644 is the last which contains a considerable
portion of the passages in question. Even of late, notwithstanding
that outside Russia the ‘censorship’ on the part of Christians
does not stand in the way, only mutilated texts of the Talmud

! These collections of passages excluded by the Censure are for the
most part intentionally printed without mention of places, and have not
been announced in the book trade.

? See Apypendix 1. for quotations from the latter. [A. W. 8]

3 The Gospel of St Matthew before the thibunal of the Bible and of the
Talmud, Jassy, 18.-9,
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have been printed. Compare, for the censorship’ which the
Jews themselves wilfully practise with regard to the Talmud,
Strack’s Einleitung (Introduction), p. 52. Everyone therefore
who desires to see with his own eyes what the Talmud
contains as to Jesus and Christianity, must either go to those
libraries where there are still to be found old editions of the
Talmud, or must seek to provide himself with a copy of the
collection of passages omitted by the ‘censure,’ such as I have
already referred to. It is a general wish of all Christian, and
surely also of some Jewish, men of learning, who study the
Talmud, that once again it should appear in a complete form.
“ And since,” as Strack says (p. 50), *“we shall still have to wait
long for a critical edition of the Babylonian Talmud, the desire
may be permitted, that meanwhile some amount of compensation
be offered by a speedy printing of the text of the Munich Manu-
script.” A sample, but only just a sample, of a critically restored
text is presented to us in the edition of the treatise Makkoth by
Friedmann (Vienna, 1888). It was at bottom a thoroughly
Talmudic® principle, which the Romish- Church followed, when
it gave the order, to purify the Talmud from everything hostile to
Christianity. | Very different was the view of the Church teacher,
Origen. His; words directed against the slanderous writings
of Celsus (1. 1) are as follows: “Our Saviour held His peace,
when He was ‘charged before the heathen governor. He believed
that the holiness and innocence of His walk would vindicate
Him much more forcibly than scorn however eloquently phrased.
Let us also in this matter tread in the steps of Jesus. We are
abused, reviled, slandered, accused, persecuted, slain. Let us
with our Redeemer keep silence, and oppose to our enemies
nothing save our piety, our love, our meekness, our humility.
Piety speaks without words more eloquently and powerfully

+ R. Tarphon [head of the Jewish academy of Lud (see p. 38), a con-
temporary of Akiba, A. W.8.] said: “During the lifetime of my children, had
the writings of the Christians come into my hands, I would have consumed
them together with the names of God, which they contain.” Shabbath,
fol. 116 a.

12
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than the most eloquent reasoning.” Have then the burning of
the Talmud and such other violent measures as may have been
adopted against it effected what the Church must desire, viz., to
diminish the Jews’ hatred of Christ, or to make them more
friendly towards Christianity ? The result was the opposite of
that aimed at. The passages erased from the Talmud became so
much the dearer to the Jews. They took care that they should
be secretly propagated. What at an earlier time was scattered
through the Talmud, the Jews have now in a combined form
in the above-mentioned collections of passages omitted by the
‘censure,’ and there is no question that such a collocation, in
itself already adapted to carry forward the opposition more
vividly and to accentuate it more sharply, furnishes fresh nutri-
ment to the existing hatred against the Christians, inasmuch as
the Jew says to himself, “These are the important passages
from our Talmud, of which the Goyim have desired to rob us.”

Against such a policy of destruction however a protest must
also be made in the name of history. It is thoroughly objection-
able, that an ancient literary work should be arbitrarily altered
or mutilated by after ages. And what a misdemeanour towards
history it is, forcibly to suppress historical facts! What the
Talmud contains concerning our Lord, even though it be for the
most part a distortion of truth or even a purely imaginary
picture, yet is history all the same, a history, that is to say, of
Jewish ideas concerning a Person of transcendent interest.

‘We consider therefore that in restoring to the Jews the
passages in question, we are in some sense making amends for
the acts of folly committed towards them by the Church in its
unwisdom. This is possible, notwithstanding that the Jews
have never been altogether deprived of them. For it may still
be rightly named a restitution, if we, unlike the Pope, call upon
the Jews: “Do but study just these Talmudic passages about
Christ with real thoroughness. For a thorough study of these
passages must, as we think, shake the belief of the Jews in the
authority of the Talmud, by their perceiving how far in all
matter concerning Jesus it has departed from the sources of
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truth,” and must further induce the Jews to read the New
Testament, the perusal of which Prof. Delitzsch has made more
attractive for them by his classical translation of it into Hebrew.
Since however it is confessedly a difficulty to many a Jew to
examine into the truth of the Talmud, in whose authority he
comes prepared with an unconditional belief, it is now a task
for Christians on their side to examine scientifically the Tal-
mudic traditions concerning our Lord, and to point out their
origin.

However, to render a service to the Jews is not the only
point of view from which the subject of “Jesus Christ in the
Talmud ” seems deserving of a thorough investigation. Jesus is
a name which has no parallel. No one passes Him by with in-
difference. And the question which stirs all the world, What
think ye of Clrist? experiences from nome a more significant
answer than from the people of the Promise. In unbelief, as in
belief, the Jews are the leaders of mankind. And therefore it
is that we also read in the Gospels, with an interest quite other
than if the case concerned the heathen; how the Jews dealt with
Christ. With precisely the same interest must we read the Jewish
traditions about Jesus in the Talmud.

But then, although we might have cherished the expectation
of finding in the huge Talmud, containing, as it does, specially
religious discussions of every kind, the Person and the acts and
teaching of Christ very expressly and frequently debated, the
astonishing fact confronts us, that Jesus is very seldom spoken
_ of, and but little is known of Him. The case, that is to say, is
not, as was formerly believed on the part of Christians, that the
Talmud abounded in abuse of Christ. This is a Christian error,
which sprang probably from the belief that everything said in
the Talmud in reference to idolatry and to Rome was aimed at
Christians. No, in the Talmud, so far as the existing matter
permits us to judge, mention of Jesus occurs but sparingly. It
seems inexplicable that the scribes, who in Jesus’ lifetime busied
themselves with Him day and night, whose disposition also in
the Talmud is still the same one of hostility, have become com-
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paratively so silent, and that too in spite of the fact that Chris-
tianity was advancing with such rapid strides. But in the first
place it must be borne in mind that the growth of the Church
was ever, so to speak, developing itself less under the eyes of the
Jews, and more at a distance from them. It was not where the
Jews dwelt and their Academies existed, viz. in Palestine and
Babylon, that the Gospel had extended itself, as a tree em-
bracing all within its shade, but like the sun and the history of
the nations of the world it made its way to the west, where by
its gentle power it gained one victory after another. It is con-
ceivable that when the occasion for combating an enemy is
lacking, he may not be particularly frequently spoken of. Only
once there arose an embittered strife against the Christians,
namely in the time of Bar Kokh'ba, the false Messiah, and of
R. Akiba, his prophet, who was a fierce enemy of Jesus (see
below, p. 38). But otherwise there was peace, and so they
might easily, absorbed in the study of the Law, and disturbed
therein by no Christian, have altogether ignored Jesus, if it
were not that He was just a Person whom the Jew cannot in
the long run pass by, without crucifying Him, or else—wor-
shipping Him. As long as the earth remains, Jesus will never
be forgotten by the Jews. But what could the Jews know
about Jesus? The writings of the Christians, in which there
stood much concerning Him, were burnt rather than read; and
oral teaching was just as little sought at the hands of Christians.
‘What therefore out of the whole rich history of Jesus could
remain over, except certain main features, which had already
become indistinet, when a Rabbi gave them stereotyped expres-
sion, and which, in later time, were still less understood? Or,
prompted by such traditions, people yielded to the impulse to
complete them, or even delivered themselves altogether to poetic
fancy, which of course introduced no Aistorical features, but yet
did introduce such as fitted well into the picture which they had
formed of Jesus. But, as has been said, while on the side of
Christianity, no considerable inducement was given to the Jews
to call Jesus to mind, so the really vigorous current of Jewish
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life failed to concern itself much about Him. How totally
different was it in the middle ages! In that period, the time of
the Jewish persecutions, the hatred of Jesus, which was never
quite dormant, reached. its full expression, and begat a literature,
in comparison with which the Talmud must be termed almost
innocent. Then there was found in the very name of Jesus the
treatment which He deserved, viz. to be blotted out', and in the
T'ol'doth Jeshu there was put together a detailed picture of the life
of Jesus, of which the authors of the Talmud had no anticipation®.

Our examination of the sayings in the Talmud falls into
three main divisions: the first, and at the same time the most
comprehensive, is concerned with the designations of Jesus and
His origin, the second deals with Jesus’ works, the third with
His Death.

I. DESIGNATIONS OF JESUS AND HIS ORIGIN.

Common appellations of Jesus in the Talmud and in Tal-
mudic literature are the expressions “Son of Stada (Satda),”
and “Son of Pandéra,” They are so stereotyped that they
appear constantly in the Babylonian Talmud (cp. the Targum -

1 The three consonants j, s (shin), v, with which the name Jeshu
was written, are explained as being the first letters of the three words
Jimmach sh’mo w’zikhro (May his name and his memory be blotted out!).
It is not certain when the Jews began to explain &% by Y731 YOR¥ N,
The first witness is the mediseval Tol’doth Jeshu. But the edition of this
work by Joh. Jac. Huldrich (1705) has Y% 1Y) 1731 ND? as explanation of
the name 1" “Jesus.” The ritual of the Synagogue has Y721 1Y N> on
Amalek or Edom in the liturgy for Shabbath Zakhor. See the German
Machézor, 11 fol. 79%, ed. of Venice 1568. It is well known that Amalek or
Edom is for the medieval Jews the representative of the Christian nations
or even the Church. [G. D.]

2 A new edition of the Tol’doth Jeshu has been edited by Gershom Bader
under the title Chelkath M’chokek, 1st ed., Jerusalem, 1880; 2nd ed., Krakau
without year. The editor speaks of three mss., which he used for his edition,
but confesses that he did not utilise them fully. [G. D.]
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Sheni on Isth, vii, 9) without the name Jesus. It might for
this reason seem to be a question who it is precisely that is to
be understood thereby. But in the Jerusalem Talmud, Abodw
Zara 11, 40d, the name is Jeshu ben Pandére (for which more
briefly Shabbath x1v. 14d has Jeshu Pandéra); and in the
Tosephta on Chullin 1. near the end (ed. Zuckermandel, p. 503),
Jeshu® ben Pantzra and Jeshu™ ben Pantéré. Moreover, the
Jesus who (Sanhedrin 43a)' “is hanged on the evening but one
before the Passover,” is on the other hand (Sanh. 67a)° called
son of Stada (Satda). It is evident that in both places the same
person. is treated of. The passage of singular import, occurring,
as it does, twice in precisely similar language, and further, in that
treatise which is chiefly concerned with Jesus, proves clearly the
identity of Jesus and Ben Stada (Satda).

How indiscriminate however was the use of the two titles
Ben Stada (Satda) and Ben Pandéra, and not only so, but also
how little clearness there was with regard to them is shewn by
two remarkable and almost verbally identical passages Shabbath
104Db?® and Sanhedrin 67 a,.the former of which* we present here in
a literal translation. It runs as follows: “The son of Stada
was son of Pandéra. Rab Chisda said : The husband was Stada,
the lover Pandéra. (Another said), The husband was Paphos
ben Jehudah; Stada was his mother; (or) his mother was
Miriam, the women's hairdresser ; as they would say at Pumbe-
ditha’®, S’tath da (i.e. she was unfaithful) to her husband.” In

See (German) p. 15%, x1x.

See do. p. 5%, 1. (b).

See do. p. 5%, 1. (a).

Shabbath 104b is not a discussion between Rab Chisda and other learned
men, but the Gemara here collects different views. It is only the saying,
“the husband was Stada, the lover Pandéra,” which is with certainty to be
ascribed to Rab Chasda. [G.D.]

5 Called also Golah (captivity), as an abode of Jewish exiles, about seven
miles N, of Sora; probably at the mouth (pum) of a canal ecalled Beditha.
It was the residence of the chief Jewish families of Babylonia, but as the
seat of an academy it was later than Sora, while on the other hand its school
was more permanent and of & still more influential character. The people

1
2
3
4
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more intelligible language, with the needful additions, which are
so constantly lacking in the Talmud by reason of its conciseness,
the passage runs thus: “He was not the son of Stada, but he
was the son of Pandsra. Ral Chisda said: The husband of
Jesus’ mother was Stada, but her lover was Pandsra. Another
said Her husband was surely Paphos ben Jehudah ; on the con-
trary Stada was his mother: or, according to others, his mother
was Miriam, the women’s hairdresser. The rejoinder is: Quite
s0, but Stada is her nickname, as it is said at Pumbeditha,
S’tath da (she proved faithless) to her husband.”

This passzi,ge, noteworthy from every point of view, dates
from the end of the third or the beginning of the fourth ceﬁtury
after Christ. For R. Chisda (died A.D. 309') belongs to the
third generation of the Amoraim, and lived at Sora, the Baby-
lonian Academy founded by Rab® At this late date accordingly
the question was started, which of the two familiar designations
(son of Stada, son of Pandera) was the correct one? ‘It was
natural that this question should some time emerge.. One of the
two appellations appeared to be necessarily false. Which was
correct?

The subject treated in the preceding context was that Ben
Stada had brought charms with him out of Egypt in an incision
in his ﬁeshi. Thereupon some one objects: ‘The designation
Ben Stada is false; he was the son of Pandéra.” Whereupon
the opinioh of Rab Chisda is at once adduced: ‘“No; both
names are easily possible. You know at any rate that Jesus
was illegitimate. Consequently the one name is that of his
legal, the other that of his natural father, and indeed I give as
my decision that Stada was the husband of the mother of Jesus,
while Pandéra on the other hand was the name of her paramour.

of the place had an evil reputation for theft and fraud. See further in Neu-
bauer’s Géographie du Talmud, p. 849. [A. W. 8.]

1 He was head of the Sora Academy a.p. 290—300. [A. W. 8.]

% Thus called par cxcellence, as the greatest of all teachers of that period.
He was a Babylonian, and presided at Sora for twenty-four years, dying
AD. 243. [A. W.8.]
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It is accordingly right to call him indifferently a son of Stada or
a son of Pandera.” But against this a different tradition is
quoted. “The husband of the mother of Jesus was surely
Paphos ben Jehudah. Stada on the contrary is not a man’s
name at all, but by it we are to understand Jesus’ mother.” This
does not deal with the name Pandéra ; but grants Rab Chasda’s
view, that Pandéra was the paramour of Jesus’ mother. Some-
one else opposes the assertion that Jesus’ mother was named
'Stada, in the words: “But it is admitted, that the mother
of Jesus was Miriam, the women’s hairdresser.” Thereupon
follows as rejoinder to this the conclusion: “Of that we too
are aware. But she is also called Stada, i.e. as her nickname.
Insomuch as she had intercourse with a lover and bore him
Jesus, she was given the sobriguet Stada, which consists of
the two words stath da, i.e. she has been unfaithful, namely
to her husband. So at least the word is explained in the
Babylonian Academy at Pumbeditha.”

From these passages two things are clear; first, that at that
time Jesus was in truth still a most weighty name, but secondly,
that there was very seldom among the Jews any discussion as
to the circumstances of His life, so that, on the occasion of any
question being raised as to those circumstances, great uncertainty,
coupled with complete ignorance, was shewn. This would have
been impossible, if at that time any intercourse had still obtained
between Jesus and Christians. Both parties, as we clearly see,
had long since done with one another.

1. With regard to the individual assertions set forth in the
passages, we must in the next place examine an historical remark
as well as an etymological explanation. We begin with the
etymological explanation of the name Stada. This word, without
parallel elsewhere, is only intelligible through the explanation
which the Talmud itself gives: *‘she proved faithless’.” But
how came the Jews in so awkward a fashion to give Mary a
nickname, in which two words, which made up a sentence, were

1 RO may perhaps be derived from X7 XD =hebr. NN NNIR=this
(well-known) adulteress, Cp. MDD {3 Jer. Sanh. 254, [G.D.]
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united in one, while they had at their disposal the name Sotd,
which was in such familiar use, that a treatise of the Mishnah
drew its name from it’ A. First’s' view is: “Mary was so-
called in reference to Numb. v. 19, since, as the Talmud itself
explains, people said, pointing the tinger at her, §’tath da mibba-
““lah, i.6. she has proved unfaithful to her husband. We should
accordingly have to imagine, that, as often as Mary shewed
herself in the street, the Jews who met her aimed at her the
words S'tath da. The time at which the Jews thus began to
mock her would at the earliest be Pentecost. For Jesus in His
lifetime, as John vi. 42% shews, passed for the actual son of
Joseph. But when at Pentecost the preaching of the Apostles
sounded abroad concerning Jesus, the Son of God and of the
Virgin Mary, when the answer was often made to the Jews’
enquiries, that Jesus was not the son of Joseph, but conceived
of the Holy Ghost, then the logic of Jewish unbelief said : Since
God has no son, while Jesus, as the Christians themselves admit,
is not Joseph’s son, it follows that he is born of Mary out of
wedlock, Mary is said® to have died, at the age-of 59, in the fifth
year of the Emperor Claudius—certainly time enough, to allow
of her experiencing in abundance Jewish hate and insult which
will have poured itself out in stinging speeches, to the effect that
her son is 4 bastard and herself an adulteress. But was this
insult and hate likely to have found expression only in the single
stereotyped/ formula §’tath da? And it is still more difficult
to perceive how this outcry should have gradually passed over
into a proper name, so that they no more called her Miriam, but
Stada, while nevertheless, as the conversation given above
proves, the name Miriam itself was still in the memory of the
Jews at such a late period. Moreover we must not say that
Mary may have actually had both names among the Jews, and
have been called Maria Stada. For it is just this kind of name,

1 Saat auf Hoffnung, 1877, S. 45.

2 The Jews said, “Is not this Jesus, the son of Joseph, whose father and
mother we know? how doth he now say, I am come down out of heaven?”

3 See Nicephorus Callistus, Hist. Eccl. 11. 3.
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formed from the scoffing of the people, which is wont completely
to supplant the real name,

Accordingly it is supposable, that the nickname from its first
origin onwards was not Stada (Satda), but Ben Stada (Ben
Satda). And in fact we always find these two words taken
together, never Stada (Satda) alone. It is a mockery of Jesus,
which, contrary to the above-mentioned law as to the usual
effect of nicknames, has not supplanted the name Jesus, simply
for this reason that in fact the latter, as the Jewish conscience
avouches, can never be supplanted and forgotten, as well as
because the designation “son of so and so” very naturally
demands a preceding name. But how nevertheless the nickname
strives to assert itself, is clear from this, that in the Babylonian
Talmud the expression used is always Ben Stada (Satda) only,
with the alternative, Ben Pandéra, never Jesus ben Stada, or
Jesus ben Pandeéra.

A particular species of nicknames consists of caricature
names. Under this head we are to understand such nicknames
as have arisen in dependence upon an actual name, to which by
a shifting or alteration of certain letters an odious or con-
temptuous meaning has been given, while the sound has remained
but little affected. Paulus Cassel in a clever essay on caricature
names' has attempted to explain the expression Ben Stada as
a comic form of Ben Stara. We will first exhibit his explana-
tion in a somewhat improved shape, and then a conjecture of our
own. Through the utter lack of historical foundation the origin
of this remarkable expression can never reach demonstrative
proof, but in such a case the conviction must suffice: in this or
in some similar way we can picture the thing as happening.

In Kiddushin T0a, it is related that once a man asked for
meat at the butchers’ shops, and received the answer, “ Wait, till
the servant of R. Jehudah bar J’chezkel is first served.” There-
upon the man answered, “ Who is thix Jehudah bar Sh'wiskel,
who has the advantage of me?” Slh’wiskel is a comic form of

1 dus Litteratur und Geschichte, Berlin und Leipzig, 1885, pp. 328—347,



DESIGNATIONS AND ORIGIN OF JESUS. 13

J’cheskel, and signifies, devourer of roast meat'. Such nicknames,
formed by means of caricature, are found abundantly in the
Talmud, rich as it is in witticisms. In Abode Zara 46 a, there is
even expressly given the rule for changing by caricature the
names of idols and their Temples into opprobrious names ; e.g.
instead of beth galja (abode of brightness) we are to say beth
karja (abode of pigs). In Shabbath 116a°, R. Meir calls the evan-
gelium (message of salvation) awen-yillajon (mischievous writing),
R. Jochanan ’awon-gillajon (sinful writing) ; such an awen-gil-
lajon or ’awon-gillajon one is bidden not to save from the burn-
ing. The notorious false Messiah Bar-Kokiiba (son of a star),
was named after his overthrow Bur kozebd (son of lies).

We pause beside Bar-Kokh’ba ; he will build us the bridge
we need to the son of Stada: Why did that pseudo-messiah call
~himself son of a star? Plainly in order through' this very name
to designate himself as the Messiah, supported by Numb. xxiv.
17, “There came forth® a star out of Jacob.” This passage
must at that time have been generally esteemed Messianic, and
- as such must have been held in high authority. A century
earlier Herod I1.* had caused a medal to be struck, on which
a star stands:above a helmet, having, according to Cassel, a
like reference to Numb. xxiv. 17 ; many of his actions were in
literal accord with this passage. (For instance he had smitten
the Arabs, who dwelt in Edom ; he ruled over Moab, he had
success against Cleopatra [“children-of Sheth®” was perhaps re-
ferred to Egypt, Sethos, Sothis).)

Also the Targums of Onkelos and Pseudo-Jonathan, the
Jerusalem Talmud (Ta®nith, 1v. 8), and the Midrash Rabba on
Deut. i, and the Midrash on Lam. ii. 2, refer the passage in
question to the king Messiah, '

! PO =meat roasted on the spit. See Pesach 9Ga.

% Bee (German) p. 6*,.11.

% 8o Heb. 7717 (prophetic) past. Eng. Versions have future, [A. W.8.]

* Ordinarily called H. the Great. [A. W. 8.] Illustrations are to be
found e.g. in F. W. Madden, Coins of the Jews, London, 1881.

° R.V. has “‘sons of tumults.” [A. W. S.]
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To these testimonies to the lively consciousness, which the
Jewish people at the turning-point of history had of the Mes-
sianic reference of the passage in Numbers, there may still how-
ever be added one, which we consider the weightiest. When
the Magi came from the east, they said, “ Where is the new-
born king of the Jews? we have seen Ais star, and are come to
worship him.” If they had only said, “ Where is the new-born
king of the Jews?” they would have gained no credence, but
would have been counted as fools. " But that they should have
added the reason, “ We have seen hds star,” this stirred men’s
minds to the highest pitch. That his star had appeared was the
best proof of title for the new-born king; and this is seen from
the fact that the words-of the Magi received a recognition which lay
at the root of the alarm. How utterly absent were all scruples
from the mind of Herod, how little those scruples were removed
by the doctors of the Law, the death of the children at Beth-
lehem gives a striking proof.

Doubtless from the commencement and onwards the history
of this star continued vividly present in the memory of the
Christians, inasmuch as they recognised in it the literal fulfil-
ment of an Old Testament prophecy, and it must have been often
cast up to the Jews. It is however (against Cassel) not likely
that Jesus forthwith bore among Christians the name ¢ Star,” or
“son of a star.” The unusual designation will at the most have
been used on a quite special occasion. Such an occasion we find
in the appearance of the pseudo-messiah, who was named Bar
Kokh'ba, i.e. son of a star. With him, whom before his over-
throw the Jews took for the real Messiah foretold by Balaam,
the Christians may have contrasted their Messiah, Jesus. While
a R. Akiba exclaimed with passionate fervour, *“ Bar Kokh'ba is
king Messiah,” the Christians may have conceded the claim to
the name ‘‘son of a star” only to Jesus of Nazareth, in whom
alone the prophecy of the rising star had fulfilled itself; and
on this account Bar Kokh'ba, as Justin Martyr (dpol. i. 31)
says, inflicted upon the Christians specially severe punishments,
if they did not deny and revile their Messiah, It is very easily
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conceivable that R. Akiba, who, as the Jerusalem Talmud
(Ta®nith 1v. &, p. 68d) informs us, was especially eager to refer
the prophecy in Numbers to Bar Kokh’ba, was simply met by
the Christians with the words “Thou art in error; Jesus of
Nazareth and no other is the true son of a star,” and that
R. Akiba on this occasion simply altered the .Ben Stara of the
Christians into a Ben Sfada, the son of a star into the son of a
harlot. For we shall again on another occasion find this R.
Akiba anxious to insult Jesus in the same respect. The stara
of the Christians would then have its rise in the Greek doTijp or
the Persian ¢tara (star).

Alongside of this derivation proposed by Cassel, an attempt
at another may at least deserve mention. In the Palestinian
Talmud (Sanhedrin, viv. fol..25d at top) stands Ben S6¢da (with
long o after s). Might not this be a parody on cwrip, Sotera,
“saviour”! The expression “mother of Sotéra” (of the Saviour)
was offensive to the Jews. The first letters Sot suggested Sota
(courtesan), and thereby the parody Sofda was ready to hand.
Naturally then “mother” (Em) had to be changed into “son”
(Ben). After the origin of the parody had been forgotten, there
might easily arise through Aramaic pronunciation out of Sotda
Satda (Stada), which the school of Pumbeditha, as stated above,
explained §’fath da.

The view, of the Talmud however identifies itself with neither
the one nor' the other explanation of Ben Stada (Satda). This
is clear from the passage in Shabbath 104h, to which we now
revert. We are fully justified in saying that the Jews. for a
long time knew absolutely nothing with certainty of Ben Stada.
Moreover, what is more natural than that the origin of the name,
- which belongs to a chance witticism, was soon again forgotten.
The greater the delight at the wit, the less interest had the real
origin of the name. It is quite a question, whether report, as it
disseminated the new nickname, gave even once at the same time
with it the original of the same, or whether on the other hand
the Jews did not rather simply accept the designation of Jesus,
thus stamped perchance by an authority like R. Akiba, and were
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not confused by the fact, that Jesus was also called Ben Pandéra.
Both names received sanction, since the sound of the one was as
hateful as that of the other was non-Jewish, and there was no
desire to abandon one of those “gems.” The question that
would naturally suggest itself was suppressed, viz. which of the
two names was genuine and which false. The more generally
the two nicknames came to be adopted, the more it was for-
gotten that they were nicknames, and with utter lapse of in-
telligence, they were taken up quite literally, as meaning, son of
an histerical Stada or Pandéra.

Yet even such names for Jesus, while gratifying the Jews
by their very sound, were also destined to form the subject
of further Rabbinic subtleties. In the Academy of Pumbeditha
the name Stada was explained by S’tath da. Stada was thus
taken as a nickname of Mary.

9. At the end of p. 10 we said that in the passage given
in Shabbath, 104 Db, there was still another remark, viz. an
historical one, which needed explanation. That is the remark
as to Miriam the mother of Jesus. While, that is, the New
Testament knows nothing of Mary’s following any particular
business, the Talmud (not in this place alone) calls her a
m'gadd’la wsajja, ie. “a women’s hairdresser,” a designation
which does not tend to the honour of Jesus' mother; for re-
spectable married women scarcely betook themselves to this
occupation. That it is no authentic designation, but a fictitious
one, may be inferred from its mention by the Talmud alone;
but that work, inasmuch as it yields no glimmer of the
historical circumstances connected with Jesus, cannot be con-
sidered as an authoritative source. But how came the Talmud
to bestow this comparatively mild insult upon the mother of
Jesus, for whom elsewhere it has the characteristic designation
of adulteress?

Among the women who stood near to Jesus, Mary Magdalene
claims first mention. Although no stain rests upon her and
her moral character, it has fallen to her lot, as Léhe in his
Martyrology puts it, to be very widely accepted as the leader
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and patron saint of those females, who after a life spent in the
commission of sins against the seventh commandment have had
recourse to repentance and faith, She is wrongly held by many
to be identical with the sinner mentioned in Luke vii. 36 ff. The
penitent Magdalene is therefore, to quote Winer's expression in
his Biblical Dictionary, an unhistorical art subject. At what
date this mistake arose in the Christian Church, does not admit
of precise determination. But the Talmud shews that at the
time, at which the discourse given in Shabbatl 104 b, took place, it
had long been current among Christians. For this very mistake,
which the Jews turned to their own account, occasioned, as we
shall see directly, a very peculiar tradition, from which again
was developed the expression Miriam m’gaddla.

That Jesus’ mother was named Mary, was known to the
Jews ; that she had borne Jesus out of wedlock, was maintained
by them. Then they heard a noted Christisn woman of Jesug’
time often spoken of, who was named Mary of Magdala. What
was more natural for those who had already long ceased to
ascertain more particularly at the mouth of Christians the history
of Jesus, than by this Mary (of) Magdala simply to understand
Jesus’ mother, especially since their knowledge was confined to
one Mary? She was reported to be a great sinner. This har-
monized in ‘a twofold way with their assumption, for, that Jesus’
mother was a sinner, was maintained by them with the utmost
certainty, /and now they obtained, as they supposed, actual con-
firmation of this from the Christians. Miriam (of) Magdala
was accordingly the mother of Jesus. Whether then the Jews
found in this title an honour not appropriate for a paramour,
i.e. whether they took offence at allowing his mother to be born
in a place, from which many Rabbis were sprung’, cannot be
determined. In any case their mockery set itself to giving an-
other aspect to the above-mentioned title of the mother of Jesus
by means of a parody. Thus out of Miriam the woman of
Magdala, there came a women’s hairdresser.

1 See Lightfoot, Centuria Chorographica, ch. 76.
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There are still two names in our passage which need ex-
planation ; Paphos ben Jehuda and Pandéra.

3. “Stada’s (i.e. Marys) lawful husband was Paphos
(Pappos) ben Jehudah.” At first, if looked at merely from the
outside, this name presents itself through the addition “son of
Jehudah,” as a genuinely historical one. Further, while the
names Stada and Pandéra are unsupported elsewhere, so that in
regard to them every unprejudiced person at once asks himself,
“Is it to be believed that any one was really so named?” the
name Paphos on the other hand is not infrequent in the Talinud
generally. P. Cassel' accordingly, possessed by the idea that he
is bound to seek the husband of Mary as given in the Talmud in
company with the Mary of history, maintains the. view that
Paphos is the abbreviation of Josephus, and compares the Italian
Pepe or Beppo. On the other hand it is to be noted that the
abbreviation for Josephus is Jose, a very common name in the
Talmud. Comp. so early a passage as Acts iv. 36. Were it
necessary to consider our Paphos as one and the same person
with the historical Joseph, the probability of the identity would
perhaps be best established in the following way. The Paphos
of the Talmud, the Syriac Pappos, is nothing else than the Greek
mwdmwas; wamwwas, 1.e. father. In the Fathers the Pope, or the
Patriarch of Alexandria is designated by this title. Similarly
the Syriac Pappios (Greek wamias, wawwias) “little father” is
an honourable designation of men of distinction, especially of
Bishops and other dignitaries. There was then no title of
honour which was quite so perfectly fitting for the foster father
of Jesus. If he was so named—definite testimony is wanting—
the Jews would have laid hold of this often heard Papas or Papos
as the man’s real name. And thus among the Jews without
their knowledge and against their -intention a member of that
Holy Family which was held by them in the deepest abhorrence,
would have .received a name, which actually expressed his
dignity.

The complete ignoring of Joseph in the Apostolic letters

1 See p. 341 of his work referred to abhove.
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gives us but slender ground for the conclusion that they had
esteemed Joseph as lightly as Protestants, provoked by the
excessive honours paid him on the part of Romanists, do at
the present day. So the absence of the designation Papas for
Joseph in Christian literature is but slight evidence, that it was
never used by Christians. But there is something else, which
compels us to reject the explanation just now given. That is to
say, if we allow the name Paphos ben Jehudah to bear the mean-
ing which it has in the Talmud, the matter admits of so simple
an explanation that any further enquiry must be considered as
absolutely foreclosed. ‘

Paphos (Pappus) ben Jehudah, to wit, was a contemporary of
Akiba, that Rabbi, who had never seen Jesus, since he lived at a
later period, but who acquired such a name for his hatred to-
wards Him, that in the imagination of the Jews, as we shall see
later, he passed as His contemporary. Accordingly Paphos also
was thereby held to be a contemporary of Jesus. Now this
Paphos had a wife notorious for her life of unchastity owing
to the behaviour of her husband'.- Therefore it is conceivable
that this prostitute, belonging (presumably) to the time of Jesus,
the only one, who lived on in the tradition, simply passed for the
courtesan, of whom it was held that He was born. Accordingly
the maintainer of the opinion that Stada’s lawful husband was
Paphos ben Jehudah, was quite right from his point of view.

4, We/ come now to the fourth and last name, that of
Pandéra. - In our passage the name Stada alone is a subject of
difference of view. The remark that Pandera was the para-
mour had been much earlier the subject of a detailed narrative.
That is to say, about the year a.p. 178 the heathen Celsus,
whose words Origen has preserved to us in his Refutation (1. 28),
had received the following account from a Jew: “Mary was
turned out by her husband, a carpenter by profession, after she
had been convicted of unfaithfulness. Cast off by her spouse, and
wandering about in disgrace, she then in obscurity gave birth
to Jesus by a certain soldier Panthera.” We must connect this

1 Gittin 90a. See p. 26 below.
2—2
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Jewish narrative in Celsus with the accounts of Jesus in the
Talmud ; for it was doubtless current among the Jews of Tal-
mudic times, and only the scantiness of oral tradition, added
to the circumstance that this tradition received no early treat-
ment from any Rabbi’, has occasioned its having after a hun-
dred years shrivelled to the brief notice of the form which
appears in our passage.

‘What marks this narrative in contrast with almost all
Talmudic accounts of Jesus is this, that it contains no item,
which in itself would be historically impossible. A thing
might very well take place in precisely this manner in all
respects. What further distinguishes it from the other narra-
tives of the Talmud about Christ is the several more or less close
correspondences with the gospel history. We call to mind the
‘““carpenter” who is otherwise unknown to the Talmud, the
“turning out” of Mary, evidently a Jewish perversion of the
fact mentioned in Matt. i. 19, lastly, the *obscurity ” in which
Jesus was born. Such correspondences point to a time, at which
the Jews had not yet lost every thread of the actual history of
Jesus. But on the other hand, to how large an extent their
own imagination was already responsible for the history is
proved by the peculiar features, which cannot even be taken as
distortions of the New Testament accounts. So long as a living

1 There may however be mentioned here the narrative of Miriam, daughter
of Bilga, which is found in substantially identical terms in the Jerus. Talmud,
Sukka, 554, in the Bab. Talmud, Sukka, 56 b, in Tosephta, Sukka, 1v. 28,
That setting back of the priestly course of Bilga in the Temple compared to
other priestly courses, is said to rest upon the following incident, as it is
depicted in the Tosephta. It happened namely on account of Miriam, a
daughter of Bilga, who fell away from the faith (7TDNEY), and went and
joined herself in marriage to a soldier of the king of Javan (Greece); and
when the Greeks forced their way into the Temple, Miriam went and beat
upon the surface of the altar, and called to him, Wolf, wolf (an opprobrious
epithet for a non-Jew), thou hast overthrown the possession of Israel, and
hast not aided her in the time of need.” I should add however that the
course of Bilga, according to Eleazar ben Kalir (ep. Zunz, Litteratur-
gescliichte der synagogalen Poesie, p. 603), is not that which had its dwelling
in Nazareth. [G.D.)
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connexion with the history is maintained, whatever be the differ-
ence of conception, there must prevail a consonance as to facts,
whether the pen of the narrator be guided by good or by ill will.
A casting out of devils e.g. was admitted by Jews no less than
by Christians ; but by the latter it was referred to the working
of divine power, while by the others it was explained as sorcery.
And if the Jews after Pentecost set up the dogma of the un-
chastity of Mary and the birth of Jesus out of wedlock, this is
primarily a Jewish explanation of the fact, inconceivable by
any human intellect, viz., the marvellous Conception and Birth
of Jesus. Man’s intellect had simply no choice but to reduce
the history which surpassed his comprehension to the limits of
natural possibility (cp. p. 11 above). But if then the Jews at
the time of Celsus wish to know more than that Jesus, as not
begotten by Joseph, is doubtless a bastard, if they are able to
specify the more immediate circumstances of the unfaithfulness
of Mary, and indeed the name of her paramour, this is no longer
the Jewish conception of the history related by the Evangelists, ‘
but an invention of the uncontrolled imagination.

The most striking points here are the name and the condition
of the paramour. Which of these two items established itself
first in the' tradition? the name or the condition? For that
both things, were invented by one and the same author, is
unlikely for this reason that, if we assume that the word
“goldier” was the first that came into the inventor’s mind, the
affront was so fully meted out, that, as a matter of psychology
it is not conceivable that he should not have been content with
it, but should have further sought a name, which represented
nothing more than simply a foreign sounding appellation, such as
there was no scarcity of among the Jews'. If on the other hand
the name formed the first item in the invention, then again as
a matter of psychology it is not conceivable, that the inoffensive
person, who merely took an interest in giving the anonymous
paramour a name, himself devised the “soldier” in addition.

v Zunz, Schriften, 1. pp. 5, 6, has put together a list of Greek names
borne by Jews before the reign of Herod I.
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‘“Soldier,” namely, Roman soldier, expresses, that is to say, the
basest person possible, a man, who was hated and at the same
time despised. In the Talmud no people have a name so hated
as the Romans, who destroyed the Jews’ holy city and took
from them the last remnant of independence. But the accursed
instrument of the Roman people for the subjugation of the Jews
was the Roman army, and again the most despicable individual
in this army was plainly a common soldier. If Jesus passed
for a contemporary of Akiba, and so of the insurrection of
Bar-Kokh'ba and of the persecutions on the part of Rome, which
ended in this; then the discovery that He was begotten of a
Roman soldier lay pretty near at hand. This discovery con-
tained then such an amount of biting scorn, and of insult
scarcely to be surpassed, that, as we said, it is as a matter of
psychology impossible, that the inventor should further have
desired to give the soldier a name like this, which is absolutely
without odious signification (at any rate the learned men of
Pumbeditha intend no such signification in the name). But
just for this reason, since for the Jew of the Talmud nothing
lies hidden in the name Pandéra, it is moreover inconceivable,
that in later times a Jew would have held it important, to give
this name to the ‘“soldier,” a word the significance of which
-could, we know, never be forgotten. Neither the inventor of
the ‘“soldier,” nor any later period can have had a motive or
interest in amending this “soldier,” in completing him after a
meaningless fashion.

How then? Are we thereby led at all to conclude that
the word Pandera is to be struck out of the writings of Celsus,
out of Epiphanius, John of Damascus (see Cassel, p. 323), as
well as the Talmudic documents? That is impossible; for, as
our discussion shews, the tradition about the *soldier” was lost,
earlier than the name of the paramour; so firmly rooted was
the latter among the Jewish people. Since therefore we cannot
form any theory, if we start with the name Pandéra, we must
look at the word with the enquiry, whether it might not have
been originally an appellative with a signification answering to
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the Talmudic views about Jesus, which then in accordance with
the customary fashion became a proper name, whose origin and
significance disappeared from men’s consciousness. What then
does Pandera as an appellative signify? Pandera, or, as it is
written, Pangéra, Pantéré, answers exactly to the Greek wdvéyp.
What then was intended to be expressed by the designation
“Son of the panther,” from which there came later, “Son of
Panther”! We answer, “Son of the Panther” meant “ Son of
sensuality.”

But how was the panther a symbol of sensuality ! In the
first place the Jews had in their sacred Books a prophecy, in
which the Grecian world-empire is represented under the figure
of a panther (cp. also Apoc. xiii. 2). In Dan. vii. 6, it is true,
the beast represents in the first place a different idea from that
of sensuality, if by this emblem there is above all stamped upon
the world-empire the character of « rapacity ‘and of bounding
agility, with which the beast overtakes its prey” (Keil’s Commen- -
tary in loc.). Still the wantonness and sensuality of the Greek
world, which the Jews had before their eyes, simply transcended
all limits, So much was this the case, that in fact sensuality in
the form which we notice as referred to in St Paul’s Ebpistles,
and in particular in the first chapter of the Epistle to the
Romans, wasifor the Jew, who alone among the nations of that
time had still preserved a horror of this sin, the most prominent
characterist;}é of Greek heathenism. But among the Greeks the

1 Tdvdapos is a Greek proper name. 73D N‘?p is also the name of one
among the supreme judges of Sodom (B'reshith ERabba, 49, ed. of Constant.,
1512). It is however possible that NI1ID was meant to remind of wdyyp,
the panther, ['\'IJEJNBP seems t0 be the Greek oxoNémevdpa. H. L. 8.1
According to the belief of the ancients the panther chooses his mate among
other kinds of animals. The offspring of panther and lioness is the leopard.
See also what is said Kiddushin 70a on the 3. The son of the panther is
the same as the gon of an illegitimate connexion, a bastard. Epiphanius®
says that Panther was the surname of Joseph and Klopas, the sons of Jacob.
Panther was then an old epithet of the father of Christ. [G.D.)

& “Obros pév yap 6 "lwohd dleAdds Yivera Tod KAwnd, fv 8¢ vids Tob "Takdf, émikdqy 8¢

dvbnp xadovpévov, 'Audérepor obro drrd Tob Wdvbnpos émixAny yewvawrai.” Haeres. 78,
¢. 7, ed. Migue, p. 1039, [A. W. S.]
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sins of the flesh were associated with the cult of Dionysos. Now
the pauther among and before all other beasts was sacred to
Dionysos. He was the beast belonging to the Bacchic worship.
The worshippers slept on panther skins. It is the panther
which mainly appears upon coins exhibiting Bacchus'. There
was a special form of this coin, in which Bacchus stands be-
fore a panther and gives him wine to drink (Cassel, p. 336).
Taking this into consideration, we have no difficulty in under-
standing it, if the Jews, when they read Dan. vii, thought
of the beast sacred to Dionysos and of the sensuality which be-
longed to his cult. Thus by the expression “Son of the Panther”
they meant to convey that Jesus was born of unchastity in the
form in which it appears only among the Greeks; i.e. that He
was sprung from the grossest unchastity.

But now there arises the question; How came Jesus to be
given a nickname drawn from a circle of ideas lying so far from
the beaten track? We answer: plainly a special motive must
have presented itself for designating Jesus precisely thus and not
otherwise, Nitzsch® has recognised in Pandera a mutilated
form of wepBévos, virgin, except that he took Pandera not as the
Gréek wdvfnp but as mavfipa, of which he maintains—I know
not how truly—that it answers to the Latin lupa, courtesan.
Cp. also Cassel, pp. 334 £.  From “Son of the Virgin,” a hostile
wit has made, “Son of the beast of wantonness.”

Moreover Mary was not herself on any occasion called as a
nickname ¢pandeéra” (beast of wantonness), however fitly, ac-
cording to Jewish conceptions, she might have been so desig-
nated. For this parody is never found but in connexion with
Ben (Bar) “son.” The hatred and scorn of the Jews was always
aimed principally at the person of Jesus Himself. Thus pantera
did not arise out-of parthena (with an Aramaic ending), but
out of Ben Parthena was formed Ben Pandera, a jeer which

1 See F. W. Madden, Dict. of Roman Coins, London, 1889, p. 119f.
For illustrative gems see C. W. King’s.dntique Gems and Rings, London,
1872, 11. plate xxvii with description, p. 56. [A. W. 8.]

2 Appendix to Bleek in Theol. Studien u. Kritiken, 1840, p. 116.
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was too pointed not to be welcomed and disseminated. Only
the expression, just as Ben Stada (Satda), and as nicknames in
general, was destined to become a formal proper name, whose
character after some time came to be so little understood, that
they proceeded to give this Pandera thus changed to a masculine
sense a status worthy of his son.

The origin of the ‘“soldier” we must remove to the time
between the war with Hadrian and Celsus. For, as has been
already noticed above, the ‘“soldier” owes his existence to the
terrible bitterness towards the Romans aroused by that war;
on the other hand the whole story evidently appertains to a
time in which the Jews had already ceased to have intercourse
with the Christians, and in which, giving free rein to caprice
and to a spiteful imagination, they merely built upon the
remains of tradition. All this tallies with a generation which
is subsequent to R. Akiba, and is moulded by him.

The form of parody “ Ben Pandéra” on the other hand is to
be placed at the time, when the Jews did not yet capriciously
invent, but only disfigured and, when possible, caricatured the
facts of the Gospel as emphasized by the Christians, with whom
they were: still in contact. This was the very time of Akiba, in
which according to our earlier deduction the designation Ben
Stada (Satda) also may have arisen.

(/

CHARACTER OF THL MOTIER OF JESUS.

Just as in the Christian Church the mother of the Saviour
has been gradually advanced to such honours that in one part
of it she is taken to have been sinless as the Lord Jesus Christ
Himself ; so by the bitterest foes of the Church, the Jews, she,
the blessed among women, has been overlaid with the deepest
contumely. As mother of Jesus she shared the hatred and
mockery, whicl He had to experience. We have seen above
(p. 9) that Jesus was taken for a bastard, who was conceived
out of wedlock by the espoused Mary. Now we come to
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consider a passage, which gives Mary the general character of
unchastity.

Gittin 90 a', “There is a tradition, R. Meir used to say:
Just as there are various kinds of taste as regards eating, so
there are also various dispositions as regards women. There is
the man into whose cup a fly falls® and he casts it out, but all
the same he does not drink it (the cup). Such was the manner
of Paphos ben Jehudah, who used to lock the door upon his
wife, and go out.”

The sense of the comparison is clear.

Thus Paphos ben Jehudah dealt with his wife’. But is
there any word of censure spoken here against the wife of
Papflos’! In point of fact the passage in the Talmud which
we are considering, has to do solely with Paphos, against
whom it is brought as a reproach, that he kept himself separate
from his wife. Also we are safe in assuming that R. Meir’s
saying would not have been transmitted, if it had not been
distinguished through the singular symbolism in which it is
clothed. It was not till later that Paphos became a person
frequently named, when people had come to see in him the
husband of Jesus’ mother. Thereupon there must have entered
into the Jewish conception of our passage a new element, and
one originally altogether foreign to it. The passage was con-
sidered in its relation to Jesus, whose mother was that woman
thus treated by her husband. And accordingly out of the notice
as to Paphos there was formed a story about Mary. In con-
nexion with the idea, that Mary conceived Jesus out of wedlock,
our Talmud-passage was taken up as an incomplete piece of
a character-sketch of Mary, which pointed out the cause how

1 SBee (German) p. 6%, 111,

2 The expression 17}P2 2321, a fly in the dish, is explained by Gitt. 6b.
[G.D.]

3 A fly falls into the cup—some suspicion hiad befallen the wife of Paphos.
Since that time he had no more intercourse with her, and shut her off also
from any other intercourse. Rashi maintains that this treatment has made
her an actual adulteress, which she was not hitherto. [G. D.]
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Mary came to be a prostitute. It would not be difficult for us

accordingly to completé the Gittin passage in that sense. But
we are relieved from this by the explanation of Rashi (ob. a.D.
1105), the purport of which is naturally no discovery of Rashi’s,
but belongs to the old time, in which Paphos passed as Mary’s
husband. Rashi comments thus upon our passage: *Paphos
ben Jehudah was the husband of Mary, the women’s hairdresser.
Whenever he went out of his house into the street, he locked
the door upon her, that no one might be able to speak with
her, And that is a course which became him not; for on this
account there arose enmity between them, and she in wantonness
broke her faith with her husband.” )
Our passage, whose original sense cannot be binding for
us, inasmuch as soon enough-—for the discourse of Shabdbath
- 104 Db puts before us the conception which Rashi shares—it
was supplanted by the other, which has thenceforward been
believed by the Jews, is the only one which gives to the special
reproach that Mary had conceived Jesus out of wedlock, the
wider turn, that in consequence of her husband’s conduct she
had led a generally unchaste life. Not only once had she
transgressed, ‘but continually, since she broke through the
barriers set by her husband. Jesus was born—so our passage
tacitly asserts—of one habitually unfaithful.

A LEGEND CONCERNING MARY.

Any account, which is peculiar to the Talmud, concerning
Jesus and His mother, belongs, it is true, to the reign of myth,
so that even such a foe of Jesus as David Frederick Strauss, on
the whole disdained to meddle with those accounts. But while
the preceding narratives are not as far as their import is con-
cerned intrinsically impossible, the following one bears from be-
ginning to end upon its face the stamp of fable.

Chagigal 4b': “The Angel of death was found with R.

1 See (German) p. 6*, 1v. (a).
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Bibi bar Abbai'. The former said to his attendant, Go, bring
me Miriam the women’s hairdresser. He went and brought him
Miriam the children’s teacher. The Angel of death said to him,
I said, Miriam the women’s hairdresser. The messenger said to
him, Then I will bring her [the other] back. The Angel of death
said to him, Since thou hast brought her, let her be reckoned
(among the dead).”

This story R. Joseph® adduces in support of Prov. xiii. 23
“Many a one is snatched away without judgment.” “Is it a fact
then,” said R. Joseph to his pupils, *“that any one must go hence
before his time? Certainly, for so and so has befallen the
children’s teacher, Miriam.” While Miriam the women’s hair-
dresser ought to have died, she remained alive, and instead of
her the other Miriam, who was not appointed to die, was brought
by the messenger of the Angel of death. How then it came
about, that the Angel of death sent his messenger to bring
Miriam the women’s hairdresser, the Talmud intimates briefly
in the words ““The Angel of death was with R. Bibi bar Abbai.”
A conversation had thus arisen between them, after which the
Angel gave the order mentioned. It is easy to conjecture in
what spirit R. Bibi had spoken. The assumption that he had
requested the Angel to put an end to Mary’s life is confirmed on
a closer investigation of the origin of this legend.

The unsatisfactory ending of the story at once invites such an
investigation. For this asserts, we see, nothing else than that
Mary the women’s hairdresser in consequence of the error of the
messenger had experienced the good fortune to continue in life
longer than had been appointed for her. But how—we must
ask—does the Talmud come to speak of a piece of good fortune
as happening to this woman ?

Inasmuch as R. Bibi lived in the 4th century of the Christian
era, he can neither have seen Mary nor been her contemporary.

! He flourished in the 4th century.

2 More fully, Joseph bar Chia, born at Shili in Badbylonia, a.v. 259, He
was head of the Academy at Pumbeditha, and in Lis later years, though blind,
composed a Targum on the Hagiographa., [A. W, S.]



DESIGNATIONS AND ORIGIN OF JESUS. 29

Nevertheless he was able to say that he desired Mary’s death and
the extinction of her name and memory. When in his time, as
it appears, a much beloved Jewess, Miriam the children’s teacher
by name, died and her death was mourned as premature, both
generally and in particular by R. Bibi, then he may have ex-
claimed ; Why had she to die so early while the accursed Miriam
lives on? This lament for the dead on R. Bibi’s part was dis-
seminated, but in such a way, that in the representation of it the
Mary to whom he wished (eternal) death, was thought of as
living in his time, and his observation, that the excellent Mary
must needs die, while the infamous Mary still lived on, was
understood as though the messenger of death had made a mistake ;
so that finally R. Bibi's wish for death for the latter was con-
strued as though it had taken place in personal intercourse with
the Angel of death.

“We have already remarked at an early stage, and shall have
occasion to do so again, that the Talmud, in relation to Jesus, has
no conception of chronology, and indeed, the later the origin of
notices about. Jesus, the more reckless are they in their chrono-
logical lapses. The post-talmudic Targum Sheni on the Book of

~ Esther actually reckons Jesus among the ancestors of Haman,
an a.nachronisin, which Levy in his Dictionary of the Targums
(1. p. 330) in' vain seeks to justify. In the face of such an
unfathomable error what signifies the erroneous representation
that R. Bibi/iived in the time of Mary? The Talmudic commen-
tary Tosaphoth on Chagigak 4 b remarks': “ The Angel of death
was with R. Bibi, and related to him the history of Miriam the
women’s hairdresser, which took place in the time of the second
Temple. This Miriam was the mother of that so and so [i.e.
Jesus], as is to be read in Shabbath 104b.” But the wording of
the Talmud says quite distinctly that Mary lived in the very
time of R. Bibi, on which account the Angel of death spoke with
him not of one who had existed earlier, but of one actually living.
Further this Angel, we may note, at that very time in the

1 See (German) p. 6*, 1v. (b).
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presence of R. Bibi commissions his messenger, to bring her, i.e.
to deliver her to death. The Tosaphoth notes on Shabbath 104 b*
seek needlessly to remove the anachronism by the assumption
that there were two women’s hairdressers, named Mary. At any
rate we may adduce one further passage from the Jerusalem
Talmud, which shews us a Mary, daughter of Eli, in hell. The
Talmud itself makes it clear that this Mary is not the mother of
Jesus: otherwise it would have substituted a different trans-
gression on her part from that of an irreligious practice of fasting.
In the Jerusalem Chagigah 77d% a devout person relates that
hesaw in a dream various punishments in hell. “He saw also
Miriam, the daughter of Eli Betzalim, suspended, as R. Lazar
ben Jose says, by the paps of her breasts, R. Jose ben Chanina’®
says: The hinge of hell’s gate was fastened in her ear. He said
to them [?the angels of punishment], Why is this done to her?
The answer was, Because she fasted and published the fact.
Others said, Because she fasted one day, and counted two days
(of feasting) as a set off. He asked them, How long shall she
be so? They answered him, Until Shim‘on ben Shetach comes ;
then we shall take it out of her ear and put it into his ear.”

TWO DECLARATIONS WITH REGARD TO THE ILLEGITIMATE
BIRTH OF JESUS.

A.  The pretended record.

It is well known to us not only from the Old Testament but
also from the New, what significance attached to the family
pedigree among the Jews. Of special importance were the
priestly pedigrees and the genealogies of the royal house. The
former were for the most part brought back with them from the
Babylonish exile, and carefully preserved and continued ; of the

1 See p. 7%, 1. (c).
2 See p. 18*, xx11,
3 A contemporary of Akiba.,
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latter the Book of Ruth, the Chronicles, and the Gospels give
samples. King Herod I. is said to have destroyed all official
pedigrees extant in his time, a statement of Eusebius®' which
Winer? perhaps wrongly doubts. Hamburger® not without pro-
bability attributes to this measure of Herod the aim of thereby
blotting out the recollection of his own humble origin and break-
ing down the ancestral pride of the Jews. And this is evidently
the intention of the Talmud, when* it puts into the mouth
of the Amorzan R. Rami, son of R. Joden, in the name of
Rab, the following declaration: “Since the book of genealogies
was hidden, the power of the learned has been crippled and the
light of their eyes (knowledge) darkened.” But on the other hand
it is certain that individual men of learning transmitted to their
scholars what they had preserved in their memories from those
perished lists, so that there were family genealogies which did
not meet the fate of the public ones. Accordingly there is thus
mentioned from the time after the destruction of Jerusalem a
‘book of genealogies’ (/’bamoth 49b), which, it is highly probable,
contained a collection of all the extant remains of genealogies
which were surviving in either a written or oral form. That
this collection (cp. as early a passage as Gen. iv. 17, 20 ff.) was
interwoven with more or less closely connected notices, is proved
by the fragments preserved, of which at present only the follow-
ing one concerns us. :

It is said, mamely in the Mishnah, J'bamoth 49 a® (Mishnah
. 13; cp. 49Db) “Simeon ben Azzai® has said: I found in
Jerusalem a book of genealogies; therein was written: That
so and so is a bastard son of a married woman.”

1 Eccles. Hist. i. 7 (quoting Africanus). See Bright’s Eus. E. H. Oxford,
1872, p. 21. [A. W. 8.]

2 Bibl. Realwirterbuch, 11. p. 516.

3 Real-Encyclopiidie fiir Bibel w. Thalmud, 11, p. 294.

4 P’sachim, 62 b,

5 See p. 7%, vi.

6 A contemporary of Akiba, and skilled in the Law, though not, strictly
speaking, a Rabbi, as not having been ordained. [A. W. 8.]
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Frederick Louis Jahn was in the habit of never speaking of
the first Napoleon, as long as he was in power, by his name, but
of designating him by a significant ““he.” The reason for such a
periphrasis was aversion to that person, joined with a certain
dread of painting the devil upon the wall. Still stronger is the
hatred of the Jewish people towards Jesus. Eisenmenger in the
second chapter of the first part of his Entdecktes Judenthum has
adduced twenty-eight periphrastic titles of Jesus from Jewish
writings. One of these designations is otho ha’ish ¢ that man,”
“s0 and so.” Most of these however have their origin in post-
- talmudic times, in which, as a consequence of the oppression on
the part of the Christians, the hatred towards Jesus, which since
the Crucifixion and rejection of the Son of God has lain -deep in
the soul of the Jews, was kindled to the fullest extent. The
Talmudic period knows nothing of severity on the part of the
Christians; accordingly this motive failed to evoke any excessive
measure of hostility towards Jesus. Still in the time of Akiba or
Bar Kokh’ba there was a strong feeling against Jesus. We may
therefore expect from it specially strong expressions of Jewish
hostility. The origin of the nickname Ben Stada is to be referred
to this time (see above, p. 15). Simeon ben Azzai was a pupil
and colleague of Akiba. Several Talmudic passages bear witness
to his combative attitude towards the Minim (Judeeo-Christians)’,
cp. Hamburger, 11. p. 1120.

By the “so0 and so” here mentioned can only be meant Jesus,
for there was no one else for whom the Jews had so characteris-
tically kept the predicate mamazér, bastard, no one to whom they
had more willingly ascribed it.

Accordingly to every Jew, and in particular to the pupils of
Akiba, this doctrine of the bastardy of Jesus was simply a funda-
mental truth even as the “ Conceived of the Holy Ghost, Born
of the Virgin Mary” is to every Christian, even if he has never

1 This word does not however appear to be always confined to Christian
proselytes from Judaism. See ‘dboda Zara in Ewald’s (German) trans-
lation, p. 190, with his note on p. 121, collecting passages from Rashi and
others. See also Kohut's druch, s.v. [A, W, 8.]
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had a Bible in his hand (and we know that there are a fair
number of such). But just as Luther was beyond measure
delighted when he received into his hands the sacred records,
which confirmed for him that which he already knew, and related
ntuch more beside, so a foe of Jesus like Ben Azzai must have
been highly charmed when he found in Jerusalem, then lying in
ruins, a Jewish document, no matter of what degree.of credibility,
in which was written “Jesus the Nazarene [Ben Azzai substi-
tuted so and so] a bastard son of a married woman.” This find
was valuable enough for Ben Azzai to communicate it to his
pupils, who for their part were not slack in giving the discovery
a wider circulation'.

B.  The pretended evidence of Mary herself.

There can be only one authentic human testimony as to the
birth of Jesus, viz. the testimony of the mother of Jesus herself.
From the mouth of Mary springs directly or indirectly the in-
formation which we read in the commencement of the Gospel
of St Luke. - From the mouth of none other than this parent,
according to the Talmud, R. Akiba pretends to have drawn the
secret of the'; illegitimate birth of Jesus. Kallah 18 b* “A
shameless person is according to R. Eliezer® a bastard, according
to R. Joshua® a son of a wonian in her separation, according to
R. Akiba, a bastard and son of a woman in her separation.
Once there sat elders at the gateé when two boys passed by;

1 In the Mishnah Jebamoth, 1v. 13, the subject is the definition of the
notion of “bastard,” towards which that treatise coptributed a striking
illustration. Whether Jesus was therein referred to may be questioned.
[G.D.]

2 See (German) p. 7%, ViL.

3 The name when thus used absolutely stands for Eliezer ben Hyrkanus,
teacher of Akiba, and founder of the Academy at Lud. [A. W. S.]

4 His full name was Joshua ben Chanania. He was a disciple of Jochanan
ben Zakkai, who died about A.p. 70, and vice-president in the presidency of
Gamaliel (s.p. 80—115). See story of him in Chagigah 5b. [A, W. 8.]

8. 3
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one had his head covered, the other bare'. Of him who had
his head uncovered, R. Eliezer said, ‘A bastard!’ R. Joshua
said, ‘A son of a woman in her separation,” R. Akiba said, ‘A
bastard and son of a woman in her separation., They said to
R. Akiba, ‘How has thine heart impelled thee to the audacity
of contradicting the words of thy colleagues?’ He said to them,
‘I am about to prove it’ Theveupon he went to the boy’s
mother, and found her sitting in the market and selling pulse.
He said to her, ‘My daughter, if thou tellest me the thing
which I ask thee, I will bring thee to eternal life’ She said
to him, ‘Swear it to me!’ Thereupon R. Akiba took the oath
with his lips, while he cancelled it in his heart. Then said he
to her, ¢Of what sort is this thy son?’ She said to him, ¢ When
I betook myself to the bridal chamber, I was in my separation,
and my husband stayed away from me. But my paranymph
came to me, and by him I have this son.” So the boy was dis-
covered to be both a bastard and the son of a woman in her
separation. Thereupon said they, ¢Great is R. Akiba, in that
he has put to shame his teachers” In the same hour they said,
‘Blessed be the Lord God of Israel, Who hath revealed His
secret to R. Akiba ben Joseph.””

Neither the name of the son nor that of the mother is herg
mentioned. But both from the Sepher Tol'doth Jeshw (Book of
the History of Jesus) published by J. Chr. Wagenseil (7ele tgnea
Satanae, Altdorf, 1681, vol. 1.) and from that of J. J. Huldreich
(Leyden, 1705) it plainly follows that the Jews had in mind
Jesus and His mother. And moreover Lichtenstein in his
Hebrew treatise Sepher T6U'doth Jeshua' remarks, “1 have heard
in my youth from Rabbis of consideration, that in the treatise
Kallah there is an allusion to that man (Jesus).” Chr. Schéttgen®
thinks that the names were erased either by the Jews through

1 «To go bareheaded was considered not only unwholesome, but so in-
decorous, that an uncovered head is a figurative expression for coarseness,
shamelessness, and impudence.” Franz Delitzsch, Ein Tag in Capernaum
(4 Day in Capernawm), p. 150. [H. L. 8.]

® Horae Hebraicae et Talmudicae, 11, p. 696,
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fear, or by the Pope’s censors. But the censors must have
found the passage in the form in which it now reads; for
the men who were so liberal in erasures that they cancelled
the whole treatise Aboda Zura', would certainly have erased
in Kalloh not only the names, but the whole account, if they
had there come upon the names Jesus and Mary% And that
the names were removed by the Jews through fear appears to us
improbable for this reason that we can find no motive for their
mutilating this passage only, while they }Lllowed other mentions
of Jesus and Mary to stand.

‘We believe accordingly that the account stood in the Talmud
from the very beginning without the name of the mother or of
the boy, and so our question runs thus: Are the Jews right, and
do they hit the meaning of the Talmud, when they refer the
passage to Jesus? We answer: They are right, but nevertheless
they do not hit the meaning of the Talmud. For the Talmud,
as introducing no name and not even once hinting at it, clearly
knows none. The thought of Jesus was kept out of the author’s
view by the mention of the mother’s position. Mary passes, as
we know, in the Talmud for a women’s hairdresser, but here
she appears as a dealer in pulse. The very position here as-
signed to the mother will have been the cause of the names
being soon lost or struck out as erroneous by the author; on the
other hand it appears-to point to an early origin of our narrative.
Of the “soldiﬁér ” Pandera (see above, p. 19 f£) the individual
narrator still, as it appears, knew nothing; accordingly the little
story is probably to be dated prior to the year a.p. 178,

The proof then, that our narrative treats of Jesus, must arise
from its contents. Only we must not allow ourselves to be
biassed by the introductory sentence, through which the narra-
tive not only has become inconsistent, but also has received a

1 Bee Strack, Einleitung in den Thabmud, p. 52.

2 Also in the text of the treatise Kallah published by N. Coronel in ac-
cordance with a much fuller recension no names are mentioned. See Com-
mentarios quinque doctrinam talmudicam illustrantes...edidit N. C., Vienna,
1864, p. 3b.

3—2
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wholly different turn, from what it originally possessed—the
sentence, namely, that the three Rabbis had asserted of any
shameless person that he was of ignominious origin, but were
not at one as regards the degree of ignominy. Lichtenstein
rightly says: “ How many bastards then are there at the present
moment in Israel, who go with uncovered head !” The Talmudic
writer has taken up the traditional account, as though the
three Rabbis had given judgment in the manner specified as to
every shameless person.

And the narrative appears to have a wholly different point.
If we consider it without the introduction we have mentioned, the
following took place. When a boy with head uncovered passed
by the Rabbis, R. Eliezer exclaimed, ‘“ A bastard!” By this he
did not mean to say, “ From his shamelessness I recognise him to
be a bastard,” but “His bad extraction brings these bad manners
with it.” Plainly he knew the boy and considered him already be-
fore this occurrence to be a bastard. The other Rabbi, who likewise
knew the boy, gave still sharper expression to his displeasure at
his shamelessness ; for ““son of a woman in her separation” is to be
judged in accordance with Lev. xx. 18, where the punishment of
death is appointed for intercourse with such. Also R. Joshua did
not mean that the boy through his shamelessness had betrayed
himself as the son of such a woman, but that any one who was
of such ignominious birth, could not fail to behave himself thus
shamelessly. R. Akiba objects to his colleagues: “Ye still judge
this lad too favourably: he is a bastard and son of a woman in
her separation as well.” It appears then singular that both the
colleagues of R. Akiba took his objection ill; the more strange
since afterwards they praise him, because his opinion is the true
one. The aim of the Talmudic writer in this version of the story
was simple, viz. that R. Akiba through the reproving observation
of his colleagues, might obtain an opportunity to enter upon the
weighty proof by means of facts, that he alone was right, i.e. that
the boy was of the most disgraceful origin possible. When the
proof had turned out so absolutely clear a one, his colleagues
rejoice and praise God for having disclosed His secret to R. Akiba,
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If the boy’s shamelessness only formed the outward occasion for
the Rabbis’ conversation with regard to his disgraceful birth,
this last, as already indicated, must have been long an object of
offence to them. Nay, that they discussed the matter so very
eagerly shews that the boy must have had an unusual importance
for them; he must have been peculiarly hated by them, more
hated than other boys who behaved themselves shamelessly and
passed for illegitimate children, such as no doubt there have
always been here and there in Israel. Moreover the joy of both
the other Rabbis over the victory of R. Akiba is striking. We
have a right to ask after the special causes of such special hatred.
What are these causes? I answer: Tell me the name of the boy,
and the causes are plain as dayhcrht But since the Talmud
mentions no name, we must enquire further, Who can the boy
have been? No one’s baseness of origin is so eagerly emphasized
and discussed in the Talmud as that of Jesus. On no one does
the Talmud seek with such zeal and so much skill in many ways
to stamp the character of bastard as on Jesus, who is to it the
bastard par excellence. Proof of this may be found in the passages
of the Talmud referring to Jesus which have been already dis-
cussed. Accordingly those persons, whether Jews or Christians,
are perfectly right, who explained the above quoted passage of
the Talmud as relating to Jesus.

But—some one might ask—how is it possible to understand
Jesus by the boy, when R. Akiba, to whose time the story is
represented as belonging, lived about a century after Him, and
thus can never have seen Jesus, and least of all as a boy? We
have here again (cp. pp. 19, 22, 29) to deal with an anachronism,
not with an accidental and wholly unfounded one, but with one
that is very peculiar, which straightway furnishes us with a
further proof that the boy must be none other than Jesus. We
lay our finger on the name Akiba, and at the same time call to
mind the following facts.

In a passage of the Talmud (Sanhedrin 67a') to be quoted in
the third division of our treatise, it is said that Jesus was crucified

1 See p. 5%, 1. (b),
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at Lud (Lydda), an assertion, which naturally is read with the
utmost astonishment, if not by the Jews who swear by the
Talmud, at least by Christians, and which, as it seems, has been
up to this time unintelligible. 1t appears scarcely credible that
the very place of Jesus’ Crucifixion, this most memorable event
in His whole story, has been forgotten by the Jews. And yet so
it is: Jesus according to the Talmud was crucified not in Jeru-
salem but in Lud. How is this to be explained? Naturally we
must not think of a confusion through error, of a lapse of memory.
No: the removal of the Crucifixion of Jesus to Lud, this place
which nowhere occurs in the New Testament accounts of the story
of Jesus’, betrays utter lack of acquaintance with the history. And
yet this assertion of the Talmud must have a foundation. We
believe that we can find this foundation only in the following
assumption ; Lud became for the Jews a centre for accounts of
Jesus, i.e. nowhere was there more related about Jesus than at
Lud, so that later generations received the impression that these
occurrences, the accounts of which were derived thence, took place
in Lud itself. The circumstance that R. Akiba was a teacher
at Lud supports the view that Lud is really to be looked upon as
the source of several accounts of Jesus; for as to R. Akiba we
know what great celebrity he possessed as a Rabbi, as well as
also what passionate hatred of Jesus dwelt within this admirer of
Bar Kokl’ba. That the effect of R. Akiba’s controversial attitude
towards Christianity was no light one for his adherents may be
conjectured a priors. But a stronger effect cannot be conceived
than that Akiba on account of his vehement attacks upon Jesus
was taken in later times for a contemporary, who had lived with
Him in one and the same town. For to say that Jesus was
crucified in Lud means nothing else than that He was crucified in
Akiba’s city in the time of the man who according to the Jews’
view was one of those most accurately acquainted with the history
of Jesus. In Lud also the narrative contained in Kalla/ 18 b,
must have its origin,

L Although mentioned in Acts ix. 32, 85, 38. [A. W. 8.]
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To conclude, it only now remains to take a survey of the rise
of this Jesus-legend. It owes its origin doubtless to the natural
eagerness of the Jews to know and therefore also to tell details
upon the subject, to them most important and interesting, of the
illegitimate birth of Jesus. The pith of the story in its oldest
form may have been built up of the following elements: (1) The
doctrine, perhaps already in existence before Akiba, that Jesus
was son of a courtesan. (2) The proposition, that He had been
shameless in Hjs youth. Akiba in his disputes with the Christians
had certainlx/ﬁzamed much of the story of Jesus, as well as that
which is related (Luke ii. 46, 47) as to the boy Jesus when twelve
years old in the temple, “And all who heard him, were astonished
at his understanding and his answers.” When compared with
the part taken by Jesus later against the lawyers, which ap-
peared to him as pure shamelessness', R. Akiba found already
in this story of His childhood the first traces of that shameless
behaviour. (3) This also may without hesitation be assumed to
be an old ingredient of the Talmudic narrative, that Akiba, who
summed up and concentrated his attacks upon the person of
Jesus in the reproach of a shameful origin, actually in presence
of the lawyers connected with this origin the boy’s shame-
lessness. These three constituent elements of the narrative,
thus preached by Akiba, were propagated by word of mouth,
and it is not to be wondered at that, after Akiba had once been
taken for a contemporary of Jesus, he and his colleagues were
understood to’have been among the Rabbis, towards whom the boy
Jesus was said to have behaved shamelessly. How that story,
which we now read in the treatise Kualluh, was gradually con-
structed upon these foundations by means of additions and
further developments, eludes investigation. It is not impossible
that matter was to some extent furnished to the Jews from the
Christian side in apocryphal narratives, which the former found
serviceable in.support of alterations in the story in accordance
with their view.

1 Cp. Gittin 57 a (see p, 17%, xx1. (a). [G. D.]
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II. THE WORKS OF JESUS.

A. Jesus and His Teacher. “ How knoweth this man letters,
having never learned?” exclaimed the Jews (John vii, 15), full
of amazement at His teaching. And in Matt. xiii. 54 it says:
“He taught in their synagogues', insomuch that they were
astonished, and said, Whence hath this man this wisdom?” So
Mark vi. 2: “[They] were astonished, saying, Whence hath this
man these things? and, What is the wisdom that is given to
this man?...Is not this the carpenter, the son of Mary?...and
they were offended in him.”

In contrast with these New Testament notices, according to
which Jesus, without having enjoyed the tuition of a distinguished
Rabbi, was full of the highest wisdom and knowledge of the
Scriptures, the Talmud® makes Jesus to stand in the relation of
disciple to R. Joshua ben P’rachyah. Nay, what is more, this
statement of the Talmud is also inconsistent with the Talmud
itself. For according to this (cp. 4both of R. Nathanm, 5a) no
child of a courtesan was allowed to come to Jerusalem and visit
the schools and study, an ordinance which fully agrees with
Deut. xxiii. 2: “ A bastard shall not enter into the assembly of
the Lord; even to the tenth generation shall none of his enter
into the assembly of the Lord®.” But we have already seen
sufficiently in the first part of our work how unquestionable the
Talmud considers it, that Jesus was begotten out of wedlock.
Thereupon there arises the question: Did the Rabbis, who relate
the history of Jesus’ discipleship, know nothing of the inconsistent
belief on the part of the Jews as to His origin? Before we
proceed to answer this question, we must furnish the statement
of the Talmud itself,

! 8o Luther’s translation. See Brit. and For. Bible Soe.’s ed., Koln,
1851; but the original has & 77 suraywyf abrdv. [A. W. 8.]

2 Sanhedrin 107 b; Sota 47 a.

3 This passage was always referred only to cases of unfaithfulness in
marriage. [G.D.]
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Sanledrin 107 b': The Rabbis have taught: The left should
always be repelled, and ‘the right on the other hand drawn
nearer. But one should not do it... as R. Joshua ben P’rachyah,
who thrust forth Jesus with both hands. What was the matter
with regard to R. Joshua ben P’rachyah? When king Jannai ®
directed the destruction of the Rabbis, R. Joshua ben P’rachyah
and Jesus went to Alexandria. When security retutned, Rabbi
Simeon ben Shetach® sent him a letter to this effect: *From
me, Jerusalem the holy city, to thee, Alexandria in Egypt,
my sister. My spouse tarries in.thee, and I -dwell desolate.”
Thereupon Joshua arose and came; and a certain inn was in his
way, in which they treated him with great respect. Then spake
Joshua: “How fair is this inn (Akhsanga)!” Jesus saith to
him: “But, Rabbi, she (Akhsanga =a hostess) has little narrow
eyes.” Joshua replied: “Thou godless fellow, dost thou occupy
thyself with such things?” directed that 400 herns should be
brought, and put Him under strict excommunication. Jesus
oftentimes came and said to him, “Take me back.” Joshua
did not trouble himself about Him. One day, just as Joshua
was reading the sh'ma’ (the words: “Hear, O Israel,” Deut.
vi. 4 etc.), Jesus came to him, hoping that he would take
Him back. Joshua made a sign to Him with his hand. Then’
Jesus thought that he had altogether repulsed Him, and went
away, set up a brickbat, and worshipped it. Joshua said to Him:
“Be converted ! Jesus saith: “Thus have I been taught by thee:
from him that sinneth and that maketh the people to sin, is
taken away the possibility of repentance.” And the Teacher
[i.e. he, who is everywhere mentioned by this title in the
Talmud] has said: *“Jesus had practised sorcery and had cor-
rupted and misled Israel.” Here Sanh. 43 a* is referred to
(where the words of ““the Teacher ” are found).

! For the most part in the same woxds as Sota 47a. See p. 8%, vi, Ix.

2 For him see p. 42.

3 For hig approximate date see p. 48, He received some Greek culture
through a sojourn in Alexandria. [A. W. 8.]

i See p. 15%, xv,
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The Jerusalem Talmud, which® relates the same story, has in
place of Joshua ben P’rachyah the name of his contemporary
Jehudah ben Tabbai. This makes no essential difference. The
identification of the two by Hamburger (11. 1053, footnote) is
ingenious. Of much more weight is another difference in the
narrative of the two Talmuds; that is to say, the Babylonian
Talmud gives the name of the disciple, the Jerusalem on the
contrary does not mention his na,me,———pla.ihly, because it does
not know him. The question now is; did the Babylonian Gemara
possess a less defective tradition than the Jerusalem, or has it,
without possessing a more complete form of this, first introduced
the name Jesus on the ground of probability ?

The answer to this question we obtain from the correct expla-
nation of the striking anachronism which the account in the text
of the Babylonian Talmud contains. According to this, Jesus -
would have lived some hundred years bgfore the actual Jesus, for
king Jannai lived B.c. 104—78, and about the year B.c. 87 there
took place the crucifixion of the 800 Pharisees after the capture
of the stronghold Bethome? which was the occasion of the flight
into Syria and Egypt on the part of the Pharisees generally
in the country, and among them of Joshua ben P'rachyah and
Jehudah ben Tabbai. Inasmuch then as the narrative bears
upon its face the stamp of a genuine account, which has been
disseminated indeed in a disfigured, and for that very reason in
many respects obscure, shape, it is unquestionable, that the name
Jesus is here spurious, and, even if it were found in all the
sources of our information, would have to be struck out. But,
as the case stands, the Jerusalem Talmud, as already mentioned,
has not got this name, and this very circumstance, especially in
view of the character® of this Talmud, supports our decision,

1 Chagigah, 11. 2, and Sanhedrin, vi. 8. )

 See Schiirer’s Ilist. of the Jewish People, Eng. Transl., Div. I. vol.
1. 303; and for history of Jannai (=Alexander Jannaeus, son of John
Hyrcanus L), ibid. 295—307. [A. W. 8.]

3 «In Palestine there was developed a greater inclination to maintain and
disseminate the old tradition than to develop it further. . . .In the Jerusalem
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that the name Jesus was originally wanting, and the anachronism
first arose through this later interpolation. I grant that this
interpolation is old, found even before the Gemara, or, if we
wish to express ourselves very cautiously, the Gemara already has
referred to what is here related about Jesus. This follows from
the fact that the Gemara attaches to the narrative the following
addition: “The same authority, which reports this story, says
elsewhere [namely in the ‘passage, Sanked. 43a’, to be adduced
in the third part of our work]: ‘Jesus had practised sorcery, and
had corrupted and misled Israel.’” In this charge, which taxes
Jesus with weighty offences the Gemara perceives a confirmatory
parallel to that which is here related of the disciple of Joshua
ben P'rachyah. The assertion that Jesus was the sinful disciple
is, as already remarked, undoubtedly false ; yet we find, on close
consideration of the story, several features which might lead to
the assumption of identity. As such we reckon, 1st, the flight
from a blood-thirsty king into Egypt. It was an account spread
by the Christians themselves that Jesus once fled to Egypt from
a king who had a design on His life. Cp. Matt. ii. 13—15. This
account was fitted to make a sharp impression on the Jewish
meumory, since it plainly contains the key to the assertion that
Jesus was in a position to work Egyptian sorceries. 2ndly, His
behaviour towards the Rabbi. The lack of respect towards
Joshua was certainly a contrast- to the demeanour of Jesus in
the Gos;bels towards the Rabbinic authorities?; but we know from
Kallah/18 b, that Jesus passed for a shameless person, and in
Gittin 57 a® (see later) we read that on account of His shame-
lessness towards the doctors of the Law He went into hell. In
our account, moreover, 3rdly, His shamelessness has an impure
region for its sphere of action, and according to the Talmud from

Talmud we have before us in contradistinction to the Babylonian the simpler,
because primary, form of the tradition.” ¥. Weber, System der altsynago-
galen palist. Theologie, p. xxvii f.

1 See p. 15*%, xv.

* See however such passages as Matt. xxiii. 15—36. [A. W. 8.]

3 See p. 17, xx1. (a).
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His very birth onwards He was most intimately connected with
such. Also Jesus’ intercourse with the holy women, as well as
also with women who were “sinners” {see John viii. 11) was doubt-
less remarked by His enemies, and later apparently came to be so
interpreted, as though He had had pleasure in casting glances at
the other sex'. 4thly, that according to our passage Jesus was
excommunicated (and in how marvellous a way!) could be no
startling news to his Jewish opponents, just as e.g. the foes of
Luther, had it been possible that any one should come from hell
with the announcement, Luther is sitting in hell, would not in
truth be surprised but would say: Of that we are already aware.
The same applies, bthly, to the statement that the disciple could
no more repent, but had incurred eternal damnation (cp. Gittin
57 a). Isastly, the circumstance that the excommunicated person
was the disciple of a Rabbi did not, at least at all times, exclude
the reference to Jesus. When we regard the great lack of Tal-
mudic accounts of Jesus (for they would not concern themselves
with the Gospel ones) it is quite conceivable that they realised
the need of*such and sought to satisfy it, and proceeded to refer
to Jesus this account, which they found appropriate for Him.
At the same time one feature in it certainly was overlooked,
which spoke against the identity of the disciple with Jesus.
That is to say, according to Shabbath 104 b? Jesus had brought
the art of sorcery with Him out of Egypt. Thus long before
the arrival at the inn He had mentally apostatized. How then
could the excommunication on account of a much slighter offence
in comparison with his sin of sorcery, so trouble Him that He
daily entreated the Rabbi to take Him back? Jesus the sorcerer
would never have done this.

The mistake in' the chronology, in conjunction with the fact,
that Jesus could be taken for the disciple of a Rabbi, perhaps
allows of an answer to the question, when was the anonymous
story altered to a story about Jesus? Probably this took place

1 For the strong views expressed by the Talmud on this matter, see Jer.
Kallah 58 c; Bab. B’rachoth 61 a.
3 See p. 5%, 1. (a).
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before Jesus and R. Akiba came to be considered contempo-
raries (cp. p. 19 above); in any case no Jewish doctor of the
Law can have confused the time of Joshua ben P’rachyah
and that of R, Akiba. It will have been a time, in which
different views as to the person of Jesus were promiscuously
circulated, and in which, beside such as saw in J esus nothing else
than a bastard, there were also those by whom He was quite
confidently reckoned as impious, but nevertheless also as a learned
person, a time, in which the Jews had still intercourse with the
Christians and carried on religious discussions with them. In
these discussions the Christians appealed to the authority of
Jesus, and this made a twofold impression upon the Jews, “He
is a fool,” said the one party (Shabbath 104 D), just as in the
Gospels the Jews said of Him, “ He hath a devil and is mad*.”
Others on the contrary bestowed applause upon this or that
_ saying of Jesus, a fact which is both probable in itself, and
distinctly follows from the instance brought by R. Eliezer (towards
the close of the 1st century a. D.), of whowm it is related (4dboda
Zara 16 b; see below, p. 60)? that he approved a saying of Jesus,
(Later indeed he reproached himself bitterly for this agreement.)
To this véry day Jesus is described by the Jews as zikén mamrs
[a wrong-headed learned man], and the view is a prevalent one
that He had doctors of the law (Hillel is now generally named)
as teachers. This is also the view of the person.who introduced
the name/of Jesus, and of the Gemara which refers to Sankedrin
43a. R/Eliezer has denounced Jesus as a sorcerer and therefore
what is said in Sumk. 107 b in like manner relates to Jesus, It
is R. Eliezer, in whose mouth the Talmud puts the assertion
that Jesus had been in Egypt, and had brought thence sorceries
(Shabbath 104 b; cp. p. 46). Might we venture to conclude that
he has directly or indirectly been the occasion that by the scholar
of Joshua ben P’rachyah Jesus was understood ¢
B.  The sorcerer Jesus. A subject of great weight for Chris-

tian Apologetics' will now occupy us, the treatment of Jesus’
miracles on the part of the Jews of early time. Far from

1 John x. 20. % Bee p. 18%, x11. (a).
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denying them, the Talmud on the contrary readily admits them,
referring them however to Satanic arts. How then can the old
and the new rationalists fail to be dumbfoundered, if it is objected
to them :—See then, the most bitter enemies of Jesus have from
the very commencement (cp. Matt. ix. 34) in no wise denied the
reality of His miracles, but were from time to time convinced by
them, and have transmitted this—their conviction by means of
tradition ? ¢ We have seen with our own eyes these miraculous
deeds” ; so the voice of the Jews is borne to us from the Talmud.
Moreover he who is inclined to bestow no credence upon this
testimony of the enemies of Jesus, he who believes that the
sharply observant gaze of these foes may have been mistaken, is
beyond the reach of argument. The determination not to be-
lieve, has thrown such men’s minds into fetters, Shabbath 104 b'.
«There is a tradition; Rabbi Eliezer said to the wise men, Has
not the son of Stada brought magic spells from Egypt in an in-
cision on his body [his skin]? They answered him, He was a fool,
and we do not take proofs from fools.”

The hatred towards Jesus, revealing itself here in the de-
signation Ben Stada, shews that the discussion is to be placed
in the latter part of Rabbi Eliezer’s life (see pp. 45, 60).

To make this clear the Tosephta, Shabbath, x1. (x11.)° towards
the end (ed. Zuckermandel, p. 126) must be adduced. There it
is said ; “ He who upon the Sabbath cuts letters upon his body,
is according to the view of R. Eliezer guilty, according to the
view of the wise not guilty. R. Eliezer said to the wise; Ben
Stada surely learned sorcery by such writing [‘brought from
Egypt, Jerusalem Shabbath, x11. fol. 13d]. They replied to
him : Should we in any wise on account of one fool destroy all
reasonable men ¥’

R. Eliezer thus supports his assertion that no one should cut
marks on his body or tattoo himself upon the Sabbath, by the
fact that Jesus had so done; the example of this impious one
must not be imitated, and especially not upon the Sabbath. The

1 See p. 5*, 1. (8). 2 See p. 10%, 1x. (b).
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wise men however objected to him that Jesus was a Shoteh', and
to a person of that kind one does not refer®,

The assertion that Jesus was a sorcerer, forms the comple-
ment of another judgment of the Pharisees as to Jesus’ miracles,
which is preserved to us in Matt, ix. 34: « But the Pharisees
said, By the prince of the devils casteth he out devils.” This
Judgment was pronounced on a special occasion, namely & propos
of the casting out of devils. How the Pharisees commonly looked
upon and discussed the miracles of J. esus, we may well venture
to conclude from the sentence of the Talmud now under our
notice, “Jesus wrought his miracles by means of sorcery, which
he had brought with him from Egypt.” Also the addition
“brought with him from Egypt” we may without hesitation
look upon as original. For, having regard to the temper of
mind of the Pharisees, which made it impossible for them with
calm attention to examine Jesus' words and deeds, we may
assume it to be ahsolutely certain, that even at the time of His
public ministry they had not once sought credible information at
a really well-informed source with regard to the history of His
earlier life; but the incomplete and not always trustworthy com-
munications, .which they from time to time obtained, according
to their view: indicated a connexion between Jesus’ sojourn ‘in
Egypt and the art of sorcery attributed to  Him. Ounly the
further addition that the conveyance of the sorcery .was effected
by means of f‘an incision which he had made in his flesh,” is to
be ascribed to a later time, when men dwelt in thought upon the
original conception and added to it.

With reference to the miracles of Jesus the Pharisees and
doctors of the Law would certainly, had it been possible, either

1 Fool.

% In Shabbath 104 b, the question is whether tattooing is writing and so
forbidden on the Sabbath. R.Eliezer decides that it is a writing, and appeals
to the fact that Ben Stada had employed tattooing for writing purposes.
This however the majority decides to be something so extraordinary and
foolish, that one has no right on that account to include tattooing under the
notion of writing. [G. D.]
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have availed themselves of a simple denial or have denounced
them as lies and frauds. But in the face of the fact that the
miracles took place in the presence of the multitude, that those
who were healed by Christ, for example, the raised Lazarus,
went about through every quarter as living witnesses of the
miraculous power of Jesus; in the face of the fact that His
miracles, much more than His teaching, procured for Him from
time to time that unprecedented amount. of support, which
threatened the status of the collective priesthood; in the face
moreover of the bewildering impression, which even the Pharisees
could not resist at the sight of His miracles, it was utterly
impossible to ignore these miracles, or to tell the people that all
was cheating.. But their hatred found another expression, which
was fitted to destroy the divine lustre that spread itself around
the Worker of the miracles. Jesus, they said, is a sorcerer, who
has brought his sorceries from Egypt.

The addition *from Egypt” gives expression to the thought
that Jesus was possessed of a sorcery beyond the common. Of
Egypt, that land of magic arts, in which they understood how to
imitate the miracles of Moses, it is said in Xiddushin 49b:
“Ten measures of sorcery came down into the world. Egypt
received nine measures, and all the rest of the world one.” We
must lay hold of the distinction which is made in this passage be-
tween Egyptian (ie. intensified), and non-Egyptian (i.e. ordinary)
sorcery, in order to grasp the reason that the Talmud makes
Jesus to have learned this magical art in Egypt, while outside
Egypt magic was nevertheless not altogether strange. We have
only to compare Sanhedrin 45b, where it is related that
Simeon ben Shetach (member of the Sanhedrin from 79 to
70 B.c.")) condemned eighty sorceresses to death; and also the
Mishnah of Sota, 1x. 13, “unchastity and sorcery have ruined
all”; moreover the lament of Simeon ben Jochai, a teacher
of the 2nd century? in Hrubin 64b: “The daughters of

1 But his date eannot be precisely determined. Herzfeld (Gesch. 11. 140)
gives it as m.c, 90. [A. W. 8.]
? He was a pupil of Akiba. [A. W. 8.}
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Israel are degenerate through sorcery;” lastly, Acts xix. 19,
“And not a few of them that practised curious [magical] arts
brought their books [books of magic] together and burned them
in the sight of all.” Nay, the Talmud actually maintains that
no one could be a member of the Sanhedrin, who was not
acquainted with magic; for so it is said in Samhedrin, 17 a, and
Menachoth, 65 a, “ None others are brought into the Sanhedrin
save those wise and acquainted with magic’’ (namely, as Rashi
explains, in order that they might be in a position to expose the
sorcerers, who by their sorcery perverted and misled the people).
Thus the assertion ‘that Jesus had learned his magic arts (not
from native magicians, but) in Egypt, marks him as an arch-
magician, And thus we have once again a forcible confirmation
from a hostile mouth of the extraordinary miraculous powers of
Jesus,

At the base of the Talmudic conception, that Egypt was the
home of specially powerful magic, there is the idea that it was
somehow impossible to fetch the Egyptian magic out of that
country, and so to spread it through the rest of the world. In
illustration of this we shall venture to treat the explanation of
Rashi as connected with an early belief, that “the Egyptian
magicians ‘searched every one who quitted the land of E‘gyp.t,
whether he was taking any books of magic with him, in order
that the magical art [namely, the Egyptian] might not come
into othey countries.” If then Jesus nevertheless succeeded in
bringing Egyptian magic out of Egypt, He could only have
effected it by means of a stratagem, In what did this consist?
In “an incision in his flesh,” ie. he inserted in His .flesh
Egyptian magic formulz. :

Of what kind however the magical works of Jesus were, the
Talmud nowhere informs us. But since we read in other pas-
sages of the Talmud that the disciples of Jesus performed
miracles of healing in the name of Jesus ben Pandera, we may
venture to assume that those Jews, who proposed to themselves
the question about the character of the magical works of Jesus,
understood thereby just such works of healing as the disciples

8. 4
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had been able to learn simply from their Master. But this does
not exclude the possibility that they had also in mind other
magical works of every kind; for the Master has more power
than the disciple.

C. Jesus' teaching. Two questions have here to be dis-
cussed. (1) What is handed down to us in the Talmud as to
Jesus’ teaching in detail? (2) What charge does the Talmud
bring against Jesus’ teaching? The character of the expressions
used makes it appear expedient to answer the second question
first.

The judgment concerning Jesus’ teaching has found a three-
fold expression in the Talmud. In Shabbath, 104 b, Jesus, as we
saw (p. 45), is called a fool. This designation is/given to Jesus
partly on-account of the teaching which He dehvered concerning
Himself, that He was the Son of God, or God: Himself. This
appears from the Jerusalem Ta anith, 65 b', where in reference
to Numb. xxiii. 19 it is said: “R. Abbahu?® has said : If & man
says to thee ‘I am God,” he lies; ‘I am Son of Man,” he shall
rue it; ‘T ascend to heaven,” this holds good of him, ‘He has
said it and will not effect it.”” This passage alludes to Jesus too
cleatly to need a word of proof. If any say that He is God
and at the same time desigriate Himself as Son of Man—and
this no man save Jesus has ever done—he lies, as R. Abbahu
taught ; or, to express it more strongly, he is a fool. For the
promised proof of the Ascension He is simply unable to bring.

The import of the testimony of Jesus to Himself here spoken
of is mentioned also in the following passage from P’sikta Rab-
bathi (ed. Friedmann, 1880), fol. 100b £.7 ““R. Chia bar Abba*
said: ‘If the son of the whore saith to thee, There be two

1 See p. 10*, x (a).

2 Of Cesarea; a 3rd century teacher. [A. W. 8.]

3 See p. 11*, x (c).

4 More fully, Chia Rabbah, son of Abba Sela. He flourished about
A.D. 216, and was pupil of Rabbi (=Jehudah ben Simon IIL), to whom is
aseribed the original eompilation of the Mishnah. [A. W. S.]
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Gods, answer him, I am He of the sea, I am He of Sinai.
(That is to say, at the Red Sea God appeared to Israel as a
youthful warrior, upon Sinai as an old man, as beseems a law-
giver ; but both are one). R. Chia bar Abba said: ‘If the son
of the whore say to thee, There be two Gods, answer him, Tt
is here (Deut. v. 4) written not Gods but the Lord hath spoken
with you face to face,’”

That God has a son, and that for this reason there are two
Gods, passes here for the teaching of the whore’s son, wherein
the reference is clear. From the Scriptures of the Old Testa-
ment the Jew is bidden to draw the counter-proof, which indeed
naturally is not adduced as opposed to the testimony actually
borne by Jesus Himself, but only to that of His adherents, who
rest their faith upon Him. Since what R. Chia considers to be
a counter-proof is utterly frivolous, it is clear that it is silly, nay,
ridiculous, to set forth to the world things so illogical and
preposterous.

That Jesus was an idolater; this is the Talmud’s second
charge against Jesus’ teaching.

Accordingly in the Tractate, which makes the most frequent
mention of Jesus, Sanhedrin, 103 a’, we read the following:
““ ¢ Neither shall any plague come nigh thy tent’ (Ps. xci. 10), i.e.
thou shalt have no son or disciple who burns his food publicly,
as Jesus the Nazarene;” with which we may compare Brachoth,
17 b; “¢In our streets [let there be no breaking]’ (Ps. exliv. 14),
i.e. that we may have no son or disciple, who burns his food
publicly, as Jesus the Nazarene.”

‘With reference to the explanation of the figurative expression
“to burn his food publicly” no absolute consensus prevails,
Jacob Levy, the learned editor of the Newhelr. Worterbuch, gives
two explanations, which contradict one another. He says (1L 272,
s.v. Jeshu) “a figurative expression for apostasy;” on the con-
trary (1v. 246, s.v. Kadach) “figurative for to lead a bad I e, to act:
contrary to one’s teaching.” The latter explanation is palpably

! See p. 11%, x1 (a).
4—2
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false; for never has a Jew said of Jesus, that He taught rightly,
but that His life was contrary to His teaching. But the simple
fact that He had introduced a new doctrine, which was not the
doctrine of the Pharisees, was that which from the commencement
and onwards was made a reproach against Him. Levy's first
explanation may be considered as holding good so far as that it
excusably generalises the special signification. So too Lightfoot
and Buxtorf. The former® remarks on Luke xxiii. 3: “To destroy
one’s food publicly, means with the Talmudists to destroy true
doctrine through heresy, the true worship of God through idola-
try.” And Buxtorf says (Lex. Babb. s.v. Kadach), “The figure
of speech signifies: to turn aside from the right way, to de-
generate, to destroy doctrine, to fall away into heresy and
idolatry, and publicly to disseminate and advocate such.” The
dictionary - Aruch® explains more simply in connexion with
Brachoth, 17b, “[Jesus,] who set up idols in the streets and
public places.” Here however the idea of burning is not dealt
with. Therefore we say, public burning of food is a econ-
temptuous expression for the public offering of sacrifice to idols.-
That the Christians in their assemblies offered sacrifices to idols,
was as firmly the opinion of the Jews of old time, as it is that
of many at the present day. Naturally therefore it was con-
cluded that Jesus must have commenced it.

Idolatry is the highest degree of falling away from God..
The Talmudic view of Jesus as having fallen away from God
and of His apostate teaching has acquired a more general
expression in a form which became stereotyped. We mean the
saying in Senledrin, 43 a and 107 b: “Jesus practised sorcery,
and corrupted and seduced Israel.” In what direction did He
corrupt-and seduce them? In that of falling away from the true
God and His law to false doctrine and idolatry. And indeed
He did it with great success; for His adherents consisted not of
a few, but of many, since it is said; ““He misled Israel.”

1 Horac Hebraicae et Talmudicae, in loe.
2 See Kohut’s Aruch, Vienna, 1891, s.v. NP (durchlichern). [A. W. 8.]
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Finally, that Jesus was a seducer of the people is further
expressed by the title Balaam, under which in several passages
we are to understand Jesus. Balaam (ie. devourer of the
people’, destroyer of the people), besides that he pronounced,
unvwillingly indeed, and compelled by the hand of the Lord, the
loftiest divine blessings upon the people of Israel, has inherited
a name through his attempt to lead Israel astray to take part in
impure idolatry. He has therefore received in the Targums?® the
permanent nickname rashshi'e, and passes accordingly for the
type of those impious persons, whose aim is, spiritually or physi-
cally to destroy Israel as a people. Also in a physical sense, we
say, the typical Balaam performs his part as a destroyer of
the people; for so says the Targumist on 1 Chron. i. 43:
“Balaam, the son of Beor, the offender, that is, Laban the
Syrian®, who joined himself with the sons of Esau and wished
to destroy Jacob and his children.,” But above all it is the
spiritual destruction of Israel, which is expressed by the symbolic
Balaam, and as such a spiritual destroyer of Israel, Jesus came to
receive the name Balaam. He made a split in the synagogue,
which continues to this hour, and according to the Jewish con-
ception is the greatest destroyer of the people, who has ever
risen up in the midst of Israel; to which we may add further
the comparison with Balaam as a magician. For according to
the Talmudic conception (Sailedrin, 105 a) Balaam was also a
magician of the most loathsome kind, whose doom in hell, ac-
cording to (fittin, 57 a*) is in accordance with Lis deserts.. Jesus
is the Balaam par eacellence, the figure who is the historical
fulfilment of the typical Balaam of the Old Covenant.
But it is now necessary to shew in detail that there are
really in the Talmud passages in which Balaam denotes Jesus.
We commence with Mishnah of Sankedrin, x. 2°; “Three kings

1 oyyba.

* And in Pirke dvoth, v. 22, [A. W. S.]

4 Byria=Aram. See Numb. xxiii. 7. [A. W. §8.]
? See p. 17%, xx1 (a).

> See p. 12%, x11 (a).
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and four private persons have no portion in the world to
come. Three kings, namely Jeroboam, Ahab, and Manasseh.
R. Jehudah says: ‘ Manasseh has a portion therein, for it is said
(2 Chron. xxxiii. 13), And he prayed unto him; and he was
intreated of him, and heard his supplication, and brought him
again to Jerusalem into his kingdom.” It was objected to him,
He brought him again into his kingdom, but He did not bring
him again into the life of the future world. Four private persons,
namely Balaam, Doeg, Ahithophel, and Gehazi” This passage
belongs to the celebrated section, named after its opening word
Chelek', which, having first remarked that all Israel has a share in
the future life, specifies the exceptions. Under the head of
these exceptions stand those now adduced. First, three kings.
The cardinal sin common to all three, and so the common cause
of their exclusion from the world to come, consists in this, that
they made the children of Israel to sin by leading them astray
into terrible idolatry, into a total declension from the God of
Israel. The immediate annexing of the four private persons
arouses the conjecture, before one reads their names, that in
their case also the matter has to do with the like sin. And in-
deed we expect at the head of all the name of Jesus, as the one
who surpassed the three kings in the way of seduction, whom
no one whatever approaches in this sin. 'We expect Jesus to be
mentioned as the first among the four private persons, who
forfeit the world to come; for we are told in Gittin, 57 a, (see
the third main division of our work) that He has in a very
special manner to endure the pains of hell. But our expectation
is, at least apparently, frustrated; we do not find the name of
Jesus. If we were disposed to say, that some reason or other,
now no longer discoverable, presented itself for passing over
Jesus, not only would this be an improbable way out of the
difficulty (for in other respects Jesus is not a person, who is to
be passed over in silence; and in particular, the passage from
Gittin convincingly refutes this way of escape), but we are
straightway prepared for Jesus by the: commencement of the

L Part, share.
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chapter in Chelek, which quite unmistakably designates the
Christians, as such persons as have no part in the world to
come. The words are these: “R. Akiba says; He also has no
part in the world to come, who reads foreign books, and who
whispers over a wound and says: ‘I will lay upon thee no sick-
ness, which I have laid upon Egypt, for I am the Lord, thy
physician.’” Among the foreign, i.e. not accepted, books are,
according to the Gemara upon this passage (fol. 100 b), specially
to be understood Siphreé Minin, the books of the Judaeo-Chris-
tians', and the words “who whispers over a wound” refer to the
miraculous cures of the Christians. How amazed we are there-
fore, at the very place where we expect to find a mention of
Jesus, to tind the name of the non-Israelite Balaam, while yet
the chapter is dealing solely with Israel, since all non-Jews
according to the view of many Rabbis are as such excluded from
a portion in the world to come®. It cannot be pleaded that in
this chapter there are also non-Jews mentioned besides, namely,
the men of pre-Mosaic times. For those after all do nob
stand outside the Jewish line, but are reckoned as ancestors
of Israel. No; inasmuch as the Edomite Doeg must at least
in a certain sense be numbered among the Israelites, Balaam
is in fact the sole non-Jew, who is introduced among the
Israelites failing to attain to the world to come, and that too in
the first place! Thus then the following conclusion necessarily
presents itself. Since Jesus is not mentioned, and yet cannot be
absent ; since the Balaam of history, as Leing a non-Israelite,
cannot be intended, so by Balaam we are to understand the
symbolic Israelitish Balaam ; since in connexion with the three
kings who seduce to idolatry and declension, there can be in-
tended only such a Balaam, as incurred the guilt of a like sin
with those, and since in this sense Jesus was to the fullest
extent Balaan ; therefore Balaam here is none other than J esus,
who misled and seduced Israel and made it to sin. This con-

1 But see note on p. 32,
2 Cp. Weber, Systen der altsynagoyalen palist, Lheologie, p. 872.
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clusion is confirmed by the three following names, Doeg, Ahi-
thophel, and Gehazi. If the three kings and the first of the
private persons, namely Balaam-Jesus, were all in like manner
seducers of Israel in the direction of idolatry and declension,
and for this and no other cause are declared to lack a share
in the life to come, we should accordingly expect that the case
would be in no respect different with the three sinners who now
follow. But we are astonished to find that not only is this not
the case, but that simply Doeg, Ahithophel, and Gehazi, and just
these three, are named, as if in Tsraelitish history among those
who did not lead Israel away to declension, but sinned otherwise,
there could not be found more, and more grievous, offenders.
Also the converse question presents itself; If among the four
private persons there are found three, who have/ committed
another sin than that of seduction, how is it to be explained that
this was not also the rule followed in the case of the kings!
Thus it is abundantly clear that in this proposition relating to
the sole persons not having a part in the world to come, it is
entirely the sin of the seduction of Israel to idolatry and
declension which has furnished the standard. Therefore we may
not add the three names Doeg, Ahithophel, and Gehazi, just as
they there stand, to the list of those sole persons, but, they
must, even as Balaam, be fictitious names of such as, like him
and the three kings, seduced Israel to idolatry and declension.
" That no Old Testament characters are meant by them, is clear; for
these are never designated in the Talmud under fictitious names ;
and in fact there are found in the Old Testament only those
three kings and Balaam besides as persons with regard to whom
the strong consciousness is cherished, that they sinned in a terrible
way by their seduction. On the other hand, we are referred to
New Testament characters as well by the fact that Balaam, i.e.
TJesus, heads the list of the four who are not kings, as also by the
hesitation, which accords with the nature of the case, to designate
them by their right names, a reluctance. which was specially
strong, while the war against Jesus was hotly carried on, e.g. in
the time of Akiba, in which for Jesus was substituted Ben
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Stada, or Ben Pandéra or I’loni', or, as we may now add,
Bil'am ho-rasha’ (‘Balaam the wicked’). Now eminent Christians
have believed that it is mest obvious, along with Gust. Risch?,
to think of the three Apostles, Peter, James, and John, of whom
St Paul says in the Epistle to the Galatians (11 9) that they are
reputed to be pillars of the church. Moreover, the credit,
although in a very perverse way, of having given the first
impulse towards understanding Ahithophel as a Christian person-
age, is due to an Israelite, viz. J. E. Liwy®.

It might surprise us that in the passage, Sank. 106 b (end)?,
Gehazi, the third of those said above to be excluded from a share
in the future world, is absent (see below). But in reality this
absence furnishes evidence for the weighty character of our
assumption that under Gehazi is to be understood one of the
chief apostles. For the Gemara, Sanledrin, 107 b, says of him :
“ Elisha went to Damascus—for what did he go? R. Jochanan
has said, that he went for the conversion of Gehazi. But he
was not converted. Elisha said to him: Be converted! He
answered him: Is it thus that I am converted by thee?
From him that sinneth and maketh the people to sin the possi-
bility of repentance is taken away.” There is certainly none of
our readers who is not at once struck by the words, with which
Gehazi here expresses his inability to repent. For precisely the
same words were spoken above (p. 41) by Jesus to His teacher
Joshua ben P'rachya. This circumstance of itself shews that
here the historical Gehazi changes to the part of the symbolical,
and on the other hand the severance of our Gehazi from the two
others, Doeg and Ahithophel, utterly surprising, as far as the
history is concerned, now has a clear light thrown upon it. For
it is a matter of history, and may quite easily have come to the
ears of the Jews, that Doeg (Peter) and Ahithophel (James)

1 =Somebody. See Levy, Neuhebr. Wirterbueh, 1v. 54.

2 Theol. Studien u, Kritiken, 1878, pp. 516—521,

3 Kritisch-talimudisches Lexikon, 1. Vienna, 1883, Art. 4hithophel.
4 See p. 12*%, xu (d).
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were prematurely’ deprived by violence of their lives. In the
same way it is a matter of history that Gehazi (John) was not
executed, but lived on, namely, according to the Jewish view, in
his obstinacy and inability to be converted.

After we have thus obtained from the Mishnah of Sun-
hedrin, X. the evidence for the name Balaam being used as a
designation of Jesus, it is not difficult for us in the following
Balaam-passage also to recognise a Jesus-passage, which on its
part again serves to throw light on Sanhedrin, x. 2. In Aboth,
v. 192 the disciplés of “ Balaam the wicked ” are named in oppo-
sition to the disciples of our father Abraham, and the following
distinction is offered between the two; *“The disciples of our
father Abraham enjoy this world and inherit the world to come,
as it is written (Prov. viii. 21), “That I may cause those that love
me to inherit substance, and that I may fill their treasuries :’
the disciples of Balaam the in\pious inherit Gehenna, and go
down into the pit of destruction, as it is written (Ps. lv. 24):
¢But thou, O God, shalt bring them down into the pit of
destruction : bloodthirsty and deceitful men shall not live out
half their days.’” This passage deals, as we see, with the
division of the Jews into two halves, and with the absolute
opposition of the two halves, parting into heaven and hell.
Abrahaw’s disciples, or, as the Jews® proudly call themselves,
Abraham’s children, are the pious, who after death come into
Abraham’s bosom®, 1. e. take up their abode in the genial presence
of their blessed progenitor, who dwells in Paradise. Balaam’s
disciples on the other hand are the impious, who go to hell into
endless pain. 'Who is Balaam in this passage? That the historical
Balaam is thought of, is unlikely, even if we werc only consider-
ing this passage in itself. Or might we venture to take Jesus for

1 This adverb applies in strictness to the latter only, St Peter’s death
occurring not earlier than an. 66—068. See Smith’s Dict. of Bible, Art.
LPeter. [A.W.S.]

2 See p. 12%, x1r (b).

3 Cp. John viii.

+ Luke xvi. 22.
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one of the disciples of Balaam, and say that He is included amon g
these? This would mean, to moderate the burning hatred felt
against Jesus so as to place him on a level with all other repro-
bates. If we take cognizance further of the fact that in Sen-
hedrin, x. 2, Balaam (i.e. Jesus), when taken strictly, is specified
as the only one of the four private persons who go bereft of the
future life (for the three others represent only His disciples), it
becomes quite clear that in the same way in chap. v. of the
Treatise dboth, Balaam, the father and master of those who go
astray, is none other than Jesus. We may bear in mind also
the Old Testament passage referring to the deceitful men who
do not live out half their days. And this introduces us to
another Balaam-passage.

In Sanhedrin, 106 b', we read “ A Jewish Christian (Min?)
said to R. Chanina: Hast thou by any chance ascertained,
what age Balaam was? He answered : There is nothing written
concerning it. But since it is said, ¢ Bloodthirsty and deceitful
men shall not live out half their days,” he was either 33 or 34
years old. The Jewish Christian answered, Thou hast spoken
well; for I have myself seen a chronicle of Balaam, in which it
is said : Thirty-three years old was Balaam the lame man, when
the robber Phinehas slew him.” TFurther we take another
passage from Sanhedrin, 106 b, (end)® “R. Joéchanan said:
Doeg and Ahithophel lived not half their days. Such too is
the tenor of a Boraitha: Bloodthirsty and deceitful men shall
not live out half their days. All the years of Doeg were not
more than thirty-four, and of Ahithophel not more than thirty-
three,” Further if we admit that the short lifetime of Balaam,
Doeg, and Ahithophel was invented to the end that they might
be represented as reprobates, still the almost absolute identity of
the figures strikes us. This points on the one side to that combi-
nation, in which the names stand side by side in the Mishnah of
Sanhedrin, x., and now on the other side the number thirty-three
(thirty-four) confirms the view that there, as here, under Balaam

1 See p. 12%, x11 (e). 2 But see note on p. 32.
¥ See p. 12%, xux (d).
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is to be understood Jesus, For it is well-’known with regard to
Jesus that He lived thirty-three to thirty-four years {cp. Luke
iii. 23), an abbreviation of the duration of life, which, we may
easily perceive, must have excited the Jews to a comment of the
above-mentioned kind. - After His model then Doeg and Ahi-
thophel have had allotted to them a like duration of life, especially
since it was known of them that they, like J esus, did not in fact
fill up the measure of their days, but like Him were forcibly
removed from life before their time. The way in which this
forcible removal is related is now the other feature of the story,
which points to Jesus. A “chronicle of Balaam,” which the
Christian knew and which R. Chanina had not read, was simply
the New Testament. That Phinehas cannot have been the son
of Eleazar, the son of Aaron, mentioned in Numb. xxv. 2 ff,
who at Moses’ command led an army against {ge Midianites, '
and slew their kings together with Balaam with the sword, is
clear from the epithet Listw’'a®, “the robber.” © In reality the
Christian said something of this kind to R. Chanina: Jesus was
thirty-three years of age, when Pontius Pilate slew him. Pontius
Pilate—this man, as the Targum Sheni on the Book of Esther
shews, has never been forgotten by the Jews. Had he then, he
“who even apart from this dealt out only evil against the Jews?,
he,- who belonged to the hated Roman race,—had he almost
rescued from the Jews their prey, Jesus! Is it not natural that
the Jewish passion for caricature, especially where fictitious
names (Balaam, Doeg, Ahithophel, Gehazi) had been already
employed, should have set itself to work upon this name also?
Liste’e cannot with Rashi be explained General (Sar tzaba),
but is a mutilated form of Plhista’'a®. Since Jesus was indicated

! T have been unable to find any tradition.outside the Talmud with regard
to the death of Doeg. [A. W. S.] He is mentioned (commonly together with
Ahithophel) in the following passages, Sanh. 69 b, 93 b, 105, Ber. 17b (beg.)
Chag. 156 b, Jéb. 77 a (beg.), Sota 21 a, Zeb, 54 b. [H. L. 8.]

? =\goTis. # Cp. Jost, Gesclichte des Judenthums, 1. 333,

* Levy, Newhebr. Wiirterb. 1. 503 ; ep. also Perles, Zur rabbinischen Sprach-
und Sagenkunde, 1873, p. 16,

’
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by ¢ Balaam ” (see Numb. xxxi. 6—38), it was natural to call him
who caused the punishment of death to be carried out upon
Him, Phinehas, and indeed the more so, as this name had to
some extent a similar sound to Pontius. Lastly, as regards the
epithet, “the lame man,” by which Balaam in our passage is
designated, Levy (1. 236) says thus, that according to Jewish
tradition ‘Jesus became lame, inasmuch as he had been foreibly
deprived of a charm, in consequence of which he had fallen
down from a height.” But this tradition was probably first
devised in connexion with the epithet * the lame man,” which it
was invented to explain. The occasion for the term of contempt
“the lame man” we find in the history of the sufferings of
Jesus, whether it be in His breaking down under the load of the
Cross (“He who helped the palsied to walk has become lame,
and cannot raise himself to his feet!”), or whether it be in the
piercing of His feet when they were nailed to the Cross.

Lastly, we adduce further a Balaam-passage which, in a very
special way, renders it manifest, how much the historical Balaam
was viewed with a side reference to the symbolic Balaam, Jesus.
In Sanhedrin, 106 a’, it is said with reference to Numb. xxiv, 232,
which gives a remark of Balaam : Resh Lakish has said; “ Woe
to him who recalls himself to life by the name of God.” This
sense, or rather perversion, of the words of Balaam points to
Jesus too obviously for a proof to be needed. For of whom
would it ever have been said, that he had recalled himself to
life? Rashi explains, ¢ Balaam, who recalled himself to life by
the name of God, made himself thereby to be God.” Rashi, of
course, did not believe in the Resurrection of Jesus, but he means
that it would be a piece of madness, if a man should make him-
self out to be God, and support this by the doctrine proclaimed
by his adherents, that he had raised himself from the dead by
means of the name of God. In Midrash ZTanchuma, Parasha
Mattoth®, it is related that Balaam along with the kings of Midian

1 See p. 13*, x11 (), ’
2 «“Alag, who shall live when God doeth this?” TA. W. 8.]
3 Ed. Mantua, 15638, fol. 91¢; not in the part published by Buber.
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flew through the air, but was precipitated to the ground by the
name of God on the forehead-plate of the high priest. There
may be an allusion to this in Sunledrin, 106 a. In that case it is
to be rendered : “ Woe to him who seeks to preserve his life by
the name of God, applied with magical arts.” With this Balaam-
passage, with which the Palestinian T'a‘anith 65 (see above, p. 50)
is to be compared, we close our proof that Jesus is called Balaam,
a name which combines the imputations brought against Jesus in
the Talmud, Sankedrin, 43 a, namely sorcery and the seduction of
Israel to idolatry and declension.

After we have thus learned to know the judgment of the
Talmud as to Jesus’ teaching, which amounted to this, that He
was charged with folly, idolatry, and seduction of the people; we
turn now to phe two sentences which are handed down in the
Talmud expressly as sayings of Jesus.

Aboda zara, 16b, 17 a': The Rabbis have handed down the
following: When R. Eliezer® was about to be imprisoned on
account of heresy [Minuth, a leaning towards the forbidden
Christian religion], he was brought to the [Roman] court of
justice to be tried. The judge said to him : Does a man of mature
years like thee busy himself with such nullities? Eliezer replied ;
-The Judge is just towards me. The judge thought that Eliezer
was speaking of him ; but he thought upon his Father in heaven.
Then spake the judge: Since I believe thee®, thou art acquitted *,
Now when Eliezer came home, his disciples presented themselves
to console him, but he admitted no consolation. Then R. Akiba

1 See p. 18*, x111 (a).

2 Eliezer ben Hyrkanus, the famous pupil of Jochanan ben Zakkai, and
teacher of Akiba. He founded a sehool at Lod (=Lydda, cp. 1 Chr, viii. 12;
Acts ix. 32), later called Diospolis, near Joppa. Lod was also a very important
Jewish tribunal. See p. 213, and for interesting details see Neubauer, Géog.
dy Talmud, pp. 76 ff. [A. W. 8.]

3 Rather, Since I am held by thee to be just. [G.D.]

4 Or, more fully, I swear to thee that thou etc. However, the sense of
the expression rendered “I swear to thee” is disputed. Perhaps DY is the
Greek Setua, fear, and refers to his god (for the expression cp. Gen. xxxi. 42
53), or his tutelary deity. [A. W, 8.]
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said to him : Permit me to tell thee something of what thou hast
taught me. He answered: Say on. Then said R. Akiba: Per-
chance thou hast once given ear to a heresy, which pleased thee ;
on account of which thou wast now about to be imprisoned for
heresy.  Eliezer replied : Akiba, thou remindest me, I was once .
walking in the upper street of Sepphoris*; there I met with one

. of the disciples of Jesus the N. azarene, by name Jacob of K’phar
Skhanya® who said to me: It is found in your law (Deut. xxiii,
19%) “Thou shalt not bring the hire of a whore...into the house
of...thy God.” May a retiring place for the high-priest be made
out of such gifts? I knew not what to answer him to this.
Then he said to me: Thus Jesus of Nazareth taught me: «Of
the hire of an harlot hath she gathered them, and unto the hire
of an harlot shall they return” (Mie. i. 7). TFrom offal it has
come ; to the place of offal shall it go. This explanation pleased
me, and on this account have I been impeached for heresy, because
I transgressed the Scripture : ¢ Remove thy way far from her”
(Prov. v. 8), from her, i.e. from heresy.

At the first reading it may be doubted whether a saying of
Jesus can be really presented here, for we are accustomed to see
Jesus come forward in word or deed only in these significant
occasions, which the Evangelists have selected and recorded out
of the immeasurably rich treasure of His sayings and acts. But
Jesus surely often had occasion also to answer unimportant
questions of His disciples or of the Pharisees. Accordingly we
have not to ask, whether a saying of Jesus furnished us in the

~Talmud or elsewhere is equally important with those laid up in the
sacred records, but whether it is unworthy of Jesus or not. And
from this point of view there is nothing to be said against the
alleged originality of our saying, ’

Further, it were to be desired that the Talmud had informed
us, by whom Jesus had been asked the question, whether by a

1 A city in the middle of lower Galilee. See Neubauer, pp. 191—195.
[A. W. 8.]

* Sikhnin. See Neubauer, pp. 234—5. [A. W. 8.]

® AV.and R.V. 18, [A. W, S.]
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disciple or a Pharisee ; likewise, whether the question was put to
Jesus on the occasion of a particular incident, or, as often occurs in
the Talmud, with reference to a fictitious case. The words “ Thus
Jesus taught me” appear indeed to suggest that the questioner
was no other than the aforesaid Jacob of K’phar S’khanya. But
in the first place it is in no way necessary to press this expression ;
for what Jesus taught was said to each of those present; nay,
even absent persons, and even thoss who lived later, might intro-
duce an expression of Jesus, which they had appropriated to them-
selves, with the words “Thus Jesus teaches me.” Then as regards
the story before us, it is almost impossible that Jacob of K’phar
S’khanya liad himself asked Jesus and received the answer from
Him ; for between the death of R. Eliezer, with whom Jacob
here speaks, and the death of Jesus there lie quite eighty years.
It may be that the Talmud, which (see above, pp. 92, 37) wrongly
places Jesus in the time of Eliezer and Akiba, has the notion,
that Jacob had heard the expression direct from the mouth of
Jesus. Dut this conception is not correct; J acob',had' not re-
ceived the expression otherwise than through tradition.—Then
as concerns the other point, whether the question was put to
Jesus with reference to an occasion furnished by actual circum-
“stances, or whether it dealt with a purely imaginary case, no
definite answer can be given, The former seems to us the more
likely ; it was not till the Talmudic period, in which Temple,
sacrifices, and the rest were no longer in existence, that they
began to discuss fictitious cases.

The question therefore was, whether the price of a courtesan,
which was placed at the disposal of the high-priest for the fitting
up of a retiring place to the chamber, where the high-priest had
to pass the last week before the Day of Atonement (see Mishnah
of Joma i. 1), might be appropriated thereto, or whether the
precept of Deut. xxiii. 18 is here to be regarded; in other words,
whether that retiring place, which confessedly belonged to the
Temple-buildings, is holy : a question, which seems to us almost
ridiculously trivial, but was by no means such for the Jews of
that day. Therefore Jesus also does not simply repel the ques-



WORKS OF JESUS. 65

tioner with words of rebuke, but gives him a complete answer,
“How can the retiring place, although belonging to the Temple,
be holy? It is an unclean place. Thus the precept, Deut.
xxiii. 18, does not stand in the way. The application of hire
derived from an impure source to the erection of the retiring
place is not only permitted, but altogether suitable. It comes
from uncleanness. Let it then go to the place of uncleanness, in
accordance with the words of the prophet Micah (i. 7).”

Jesus’ manner of grasping the principle of a question, and
answering it more completely than the questioner intended, shews
itself also in this saying. It would indeed have obviously satis-
fied the questioner, if he had been referred by Jesus to Deut. xxiii.
12—14, from which passage it appears clearly enough that a
retiring place has nothing to do with holiness, but brings upon
itself the reverse character. But Jesus, presupposing, it would
appear, this passage as known, gives the questioner this further
instruction, namely, that such hire is adapted in a singularly
suitable way for the fitting up. of a retiring place: From offal to
offal. And this teaching He supports by an Old Testament
prophecy, whose figurative expression He employs in the literal
sense : From the hire of a courtesan the money is obtained ; it
shall go back to the hire of a courtesan, i.e. it shall be subjected
to the fate, which is- appropriate for such polluted money. At
the bottom of this prophecy there lies the principle of divine
retribution, and this principle in its turn rests upon the divine
maxim, that things which belong to each other shall come
together, just as on the other hand it is a divine maxim,
that things which do not belong to one another should remain
severed from one another, and not be mingled together (cp.
especially Lev. xix. 19; Deut. xxii. 5); for God is a God of
order. ‘

Jacob of K’'phar S'’khanya was manifestly seeking to bring R.
Eliezer nearer to Christianity, and opened the conversation at a
point where, as he was persuaded, he must elicit a concession from
the Rabbi. Accordingly he laid himself out in the first place to
prove to R. Eliezer that Jesus was eminently learned in the Law.

8, 5
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And—he succeeded : Eliezer was not only himself pleased® with
the decision of Jesus, but actually extended it further, When
Eliezer after the expiration of a long time was arraigned for
heresy and could discover no cause for it, R. Akiba reminded him
of that day on which he had spoken with Jacob of K’phar
S'khanya, and had accepted the saying of Jesus imparted by him.
Hence it is seen that that was the sole occasion that R. Eliezer
had drawn a little nearer to the teaching of Jesus. And what
issues had this one occasion had for him! Tt had called forth a
storm which had prevented him from occupying himself further
with Jesus’ teaching, so that the little seed scattered by Jacob
was blighted in the germ.

To understand the excitement, which Eliezer’s approval of a
saying of Jesus evoked, it is by no means necessary to examine
wherein exactly the heresy of the saying lay. That it originated
from Jesus was ground enough to condemn it as heretical. What
good thing can come from Jesus?—such was the' purport of an
Akiba’s views—even that which is good, only appears so, and has
a corrupting influence, because behind it there lies an apostate
mind. Jewish fanaticism asked not then, and asks not even at
the present day: Is what-is said true or false? but: Who has
said it? and sentence is pronounced accordingly.

The other saying of Jesus handed down by the Talmud we
find in Shabbath 116 a and b?: Imma Shalom, the wife of R.
Eliezer and sister of Rabban® Gamaliel [II] had a philosopher as
a neighbour, who had the reputation of taking no bribe. They
wished to render him ridiculous. Imma accordingly brought
him a golden candlestick, presented herself before him, and said :
‘I should like to have a share in the property of my family’,

1 Cp. Linke xx. 39.

2 See p. 14%, x1v.

% On the somewhat difficult question, to whom the title Rabban belonged,
I may be permitted to refer to 4 Translation of the Treatise Chagigah, etc.,
Cambridge, 1891, pp. 150,151, with the authorities there mentioned. [A.W.8.]

4 Literally, ““house of women.” She means, the property belonging to
her own side of the house, as a daughter of Simeon ben Gamaliel 1., as
opposed to that which was in the possession of her husband’s family. [G.D.]



WORKS OF JESUS. 67

The philosopher answered her: ¢Then have thy share!’ But
Gamaliel said to him: ‘We have the law: Where there is a son,
the daughter shall inherit naught.” The philosopher said : ‘Since
the day, when ye were driven out of your country, the Law of
Moses is repealed and there is given the Gospel, in which it is
said: Son and daughter shall inherit together’ On the next
day Gamaliel brought the philosopher a Libyan ass. Then the
philosopher said to them: ‘I have looked at the end of the
Gospel ; for it says: T, the Gospel, am not come to do away with
the Law of Moses, but to add to the Law of Moses am I come. It
is written in the Law of Moses: Where there is a son, the
daughter shall not inherit.” Then Imma said to him: ¢ Neverthe-
less may thy light shine like the candlestick” But Rabban
Gamaliel said : ¢The ass is come and has overturned the candle-
stick.’

‘What object these two, Imma and her brother Gamaliel, had,
when they addressed themselves to render the ¢ philosopher”
ridiculous (by whom we are to understand, according to Rashi,
a Jewish Christian, according to Levy', a Christian judge) is not
told us. But if we observe how much importance they attached
to it, inasmuch as they expended no small sum, and if we
remember that R. Eliezer, the husband of Imma, and brother-
in-law of Gamaliel, was held to be favourably disposed to
Christians, we shall scarcely go wrong in assuming that this
action on the part of the two was not in the main to turn the
Christian into ridicule for its own sake, but in order to rend
from him the mask of Christian virtue, and undoubtedly too
with a regard to Eliezer. Accordingly Imma sent to the “ philo-
sopher ” who lived in her neighbourhood a golden candlestick, to
influence him in her favour, and then presented herself with her
brother before him. The philosopher on account of the golden
candlestick decides forthwith in accordance with Imma’s desires.
To Gamaliel’s protest he objects : “ From the time that the Jewish
nation has been without a country, the Law of Moses is repealed,
and replaced by the Gospel, which says that son and daughter

1 Neuhebr, Wirterb. 1. 46 b,
5—2
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inherit alike.” On the following day Imma and Gamaliel pre-
sented themselves once more before the Christian, after Gamaliel
had previously sent him a Libyan ass. Now the Christian,
altered in his views by the more valuable present, decides as
follows: “I have looked at the end of the Gospel, where it says:
I am not come to do away with the Law of Moses, but to add to
the Law of Moses am I come. Accordingly the Gospel adheres
to that which the Law of Moses says: Where there is a son, the
daughter does not inherit.” Thereupon Imma says, alluding to
her candlestick - “May thy light however shine like the candle-
stick !” But Gamaliel exclaims: “I have prevailed. My ass has
overturned thy candlestick.” And thus the Christian was proved
in the most provoking manner to be accessible to bribery.

The first sentence adduced by the ‘philosopher” is found
nowhere in the New Testament. It was certainly ‘never spoken
by Jesus, Who Himself maintained the commandments of Moses,
and only relieved them of Rabbinic accretions and distortions.
“The new,” says Delitzsch’, ‘“ was not to bring itself into accept-
ance by a sudden and forcible breaking away from the -old, but
by gradually working itself clear from it. And since we may
not assume that the Lord during His sojourn here below sub-
jected Himself to the Mosaic Law only in appearance, or only so
far as it was a calculated means by which He should attain to an
end lying beyond it, so we cannot avoid the conclusion that when
He used that expression ‘I am not come to destroy, but to fulfil?’,
in His consciousness this spiritual fulfilment of the Law did not
yet admit of deing away with the observance of the ceremonial
Law. Tt was not till He died that He died to the Law as
restricted to the nation, and it was not till He rose again from
the dead that He was manifest as the End of the Law.” Al
though Jesus thus under no circumstances uttered the saying
“Son and daughter inherit together,” yet this saying had from
apostolic times an acceptance with Christians, and it might very

1 Saat auf Hoffnung, 1888,‘})_ 9,
2 Matt, v. 17,
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well be quoted as a saying of the Gospel, if under the word
Gospel there were understood in the wider sense the religion of
the New Covenant, which has stripped off everything Jewish in
the national sense, and has made love the standard of all action.
There is a Gospel saying—so it might be put—that the daughter
should also be given a share in the patrimony. But that under
the word Gospel, to which this saying belonged, the ¢ philoso-
pher” desired should be understood, not the religion of the New
Testament generally, but a book, which bore -the title ‘Gospel,”
indisputably follows from his statement the next day that he had
looked at the end of the Gospel (namely, of that, from which he
had taken the first quoted saying), and there had found a saying
of another import. And since this latter saying “I am not come
etc.” is plainly a saying taken from Christ’s Sermon on the Mount
(Matt. v. 17), the ¢“philosopher” unquestionably wished the
former too to be regarded as a saying of Jesus. He who was
dazzled by Imma’s golden candlestick was able the more easily to
make the two Jews believe the utterance of Jesus, albeit histori-
cally false and in itself impossible, inasmuch as they to all appear-
ance did not themselves possess the Gospel and also had no desire
to read it. There is no need of a serious investigation, how the
“ philosopher” came to assert that he had read the second saying
at the end of the Gospel. Since he lied in regard to the tirst
saying, so it was also a lie that he had read the other saying in a
later passage, or indeed at the end of the Gospel. It is quite a
question, whether he possessed a text of the Gospels. For let us
proceed to compare the wording in the Talmud with that in the
Gospel. We have absolutely no cause for believing that the
Talmud does not transmit the sentence exactly, as the * philoso-
pher” quoted it. Since then the variation from the wording in
the Gospel cannot be referred to an intentioual alteration, we
must assume that the ¢ philosopher” simply did not know the
sentence in any other form. He had not borvowed it from a text
of the Gospels; but had drawn it from his defective memory.
And so in this perverted form the sentence has passed over into
the Talmud, whereupon the latter, after its fashion, has not been
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able to deny itself the slight alteration of adding to the “I” (i. e.
Jesus) the word in apposition, namely, ‘Avon-Gillayon, which
word, a parody on Hvangelium, means “sin-register or writing”
(cp- p- 13); so that now under the “I” the Gospel is to be
understood in opposition to the Law.

How far then—this we have still to ask at the close—do the
two sentences adduced by the * philosopher ” supply to the Jew of
the Talmud an explanation of the general charge of folly and
seduction . The one sentence—never spoken by Jesus—asserts
that He had set aside a commandment of Moses; the other that
He had taken nothing from the Law, but rather had added to
it. Both sentences severally support the charge that Jesus was
an apostate and a seducer to the renouncing of God, and indeed,
so far as He uttered both conjointly, a deceiver. 1t they joined
with this the idea, that Jesus in the consciousness of His being the
Son of God, on account of which He was taken for a fool, pro-
nounced the sentence that He was come to add to the Law of
Moses, in this sentence was found the confirmation of His folly.

At the close of this discussion we merely reiterate the fact,
which is indeed eagerly combated by the Jews, that numerous
sentences, which in the Talmud are placed specifically in the
mouth of Jewish authorities, might with greater correctness be
ascribed to Jesus or to the Apostles. The proof of this lies
beyond the limits of our task, which aims at collecting and illus-
trating the evident testimony of the Talmud with regard to
Jesus .

1 It may be permitted however to adduce two judgments of prominent
Christian scholars which bear upon this subject. 1. Franz Delitzsch in his
work, Was D. dugust Wolling beschworen hat und Deschwsren will (Leipzig,
1883), p. 11, remarks: ¢ I believe that I can shew by convincing historical
proofs, that the preaching of Jesus and of primitive Christianity in ifs
original Jewish form has been a power, through the working of which
a stream of brightness as it were has diffused itself through Talmudic
literature. No doubt this shews itself more in the structure of the liturgy
and in the more unfettered course of thought in the Haggada than in' the
legal teaching of Halacha, dependent as this was on certain traditional
principles and rules of interpretation.” 2, Heinrich Thiersch in his book,
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D. Jusus’ piscreLes. In one passage of the Talmud the
disciples (Z'almidim) of Jesus are expressly spoken of. What
. is found related of these disciples indeed, namely, their cruci-
fixion, as well as the circumstance that this narrative is immedi-
ately connected with the account of the Crucifixion of Jesus, are
a sufficient security that the name of disciple was not meant in
the remotest degree to redound to those persons’ honour. They
were disciples, but disciples of whom? Of a man, whose end was
crucifixion. They were disciples, and partook of what honour {
That of crucifixion, like their Master. What a disgrace under such
circumstances to be designated by the name ¢disciple.” The story
then of the rabble of disciples—such is the notion of the Talmud
—is worded as follows, Sankedrin 43a'. There is a tradition:
Jesus had five disciples: Mathai (Matthew), Nakkai, Netzer,

Ueber den clristlichen Staat (Basel, 1875), p. 236 f., makes the following
remark: “In reference to swearing Christ also found degeneration and
abuses among the Jews. Asseverations by oath were usual in ordinary life,
as is indicated in Matt. v. 33—387, and Jam. v. 12. Untruthfulness in
speech wag widespread ; and it could not be said of many, as the Lord said
of Nathanael : ¢ Behold, an Israelite indeed, in whom is no guile !’ (Joh. 1. 47).
At the same time the Jewish people still had a reverence and awe for the name
of God. Thus there arose the custom, to weave into their daily speech
forms of oath, in which the name of God was avoided. They asseverated
this or that by heaven, by the earth, by Jerusalem, by their own head, and
they were not particular about truth. This evil practice was followed by
a still worse theory, which was to serve as an excuse for the former: ¢ Who-
soever sweareth by the temple, it is nothing, but he that sweareth by the
gold of the temple, he is a debtor. Whosoever swearetl by the altar, it is
nothing, but he that sweareth by the sacrifice that is upon it, he is a debtor.’
Against such distinctions the Lord contended (Matt. xxiii, 16—23); and
from His words in Matt. v. 33—37 we conclude that there were doctors of
the Law who considered, that if only the name of God were not expressly
mentioned, it did not matter much about the truth of the assertion. It
was considered enough, to keep the ocath taken to God. We mention it to
the honour of the Jews, that these excuses for lying are not found in the
Talmud. The testimony of Christ against all this has not been in vain.”

! See p. 15%, xv.; but for translation of the earlier part of the passage,
see below, p. 86.



72 JESUS CHRIST IN THE TALMUD.

Bunni, Todah, Mathai was brought before the judgment seat.
He said to the judges: “Is Mathai to be put to death? Yet
it is written ; ¢ Mathai [ = when] shall I come and appear before
God?’” (Ps. xlii, 31). They answered him: “Nay, but Mathai
is to be executed: for it is said: ‘Mathai [when] shall [he] die
and his name perish %’ ” (Ps. xli. 6°). Nakkai was brought. He
said to them : *Ts Nakkai to be put to death? Yet it is written:
‘The Naki [the innocent] and righteous slay thou not’” (Ex.
xxiii. 7). They replied to him: “Nay, but Nakkai is to be put
to death: for it is written: ‘In covert places doth he put to
death the Naki’” (Ps. x. 8). Netzer was brought. He said to
them : “Is Netzer to be put to death? Yet it is written: ‘A
Netzer [branch] shall spring up out of hisroots’” (Is. xi. 1).  They
answered him : “ Netzer is to be put to death ; for it is said : ¢ Thou
art cast forth from thy sepulchre, like an abominable Netzer’”
(Is. xiv. 19). Bunni was brought.” He said : “Is Bunni to be put
to death? Yet it is written: ‘ Israel is B’ni [my son], my first-
born’” (Ex. iv. 23). They answered him: “Nay but Bunni is
to be put to death ; for it is written: ‘Behold, I will slay Binkha
[thy son], thy first-born’” (Ex. iv. 23). Todah was brought. He
said to them: “Is Todah to.be put to death? Yet it is written:
<A Psalm for Todah [thanksgiving]’” (Ps. c. 1, heading). They
answered him : “Nay but Todah is to be put to death: for it is
written : “Whoso offereth Todah honoureth me’” (Ps. 1. 23).

The whole narrative bears the stamp of impossibility on its
face. Or could any one be found actually to believe that men
sentenced to death had sought to save themselves by adducing to
the judge as objections Old Testament passages, from which in
accordance with a Rabbinic interpretation of the text they
should be dismissed with their lives? If they were once de-
clared deserving of death, the death penalty could only be averted
by a so-called Zakhuth [justifying plea], but never in any case
by a punning quotation. In the same way it is impossible to

1 So Heb. but ver. 2in A. V., and R. V. ‘[A. W. 8.]
2 5o Heb. but ver. 5 in A. V. and R. V. [A. W.8.]
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suppose, that the judges should have troubled themselves by
means of a like interpretation of a text to furnish a proof that
the Old Testament had already announced by anticipation the
death of those condemned persons. Asthough at any time a
judge, in presence moreover of a hated and despised defendant,
would have allowed himself a conversation and argument of
the kind. And independently of all this, the Talmud requires
of its readers, to picture to themselves the five, as possessed one
and all with the same. notion, that they should simply rid them-
selves in this preposterous fashion from the death penalty, and as
having either studied their plea beforehandsor having hit on it
wmpromptu, when face to face with the judge.

But, although this narrative in the form here presented is
absurd, yet it is not devoid of an historical background. Only
we must not allow the number five, which, as it appears to us, is
nothing but a corruption of the number twelve, to mislead us
into imagining the disciples to be apostles, or in general into
clinging scrupulously to the apostolic age. Otherwise we should
pass from one difficulty into another.

The number five, we say, is an alteration from the number
twelve, no longer recognised, it is true, by the later Talmudists,
who have received the story by tradition, but altogether inten-
tional on the part of its author. For to venture on the assump-
tion that the number five was set down by him quite arbitrarily,
merely for the general purpose of giving some number, is not
practicable for this reason, that we can in fact discover no interest
which could induce him to hit arbitrarily upon a definite number,
which moreover had no value except merely that it was a number.
No, the author must plainly have had a peculiar interest in
the number five. But then it is not enmough to say that his
motive was to indicate by this number the pitiably small quantity
of disciples possessed by Jesus. The author knew that Jesus had
many adherents; therefore, if the number of the apostles had
been unknown to him, he would unquestionably have set down a
larger number, certainly not merely five. Accordingly in the
employment of the number five, contemptible through its small-
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ness, there must lie a scoff at the sacred number twelve, that of
the Apostles .

The death by martyrdom of these disciples, related in the
Talmud, and in fact in connexion with the execution of Jesus in
Liud, opens out to us a fairly clear view of the time in which, and
of the circumstances under which, that execution is to be thought
of as carried out. If we remember that the Talmud takes no
notice of the extremely full Church history belonging to the
Talmudic age, that for it this history is absolutely non-existent,
we are not disposed, when investigating the time and the imme-
diate circumstances of our story, to pass beyond the limits of the
Talmud itself, but we shall be obliged, especially on account of the
great animation of the narrative, to take up our position in the age
of R. Akiba, of which we have already several times ghade mention.
In that age the hatred of Judaism towards Christianity burned
brightly, a hatred, of which, as is already known to our readers,
forcible traces have been preserved uneffaced. An execution of
Christians is here notified to us. What execution then, what
slaying of Christians could more easily be preserved in the
memory than those which took place under Bar Koch'ba? (cp.
the passage from Justin’s -4pology on p. 15 above). For let us
realise the effect which the attacks of Akiba, the famous Rabbi of
Lud, had upon the views as to the person of Jesus: the subse-
quent age took Jesus for his contemporary, who was executed
in Lud! In addition there is the circumstance that our narra-
tive is connected with that of the execution of Jesus in Lud, i.e.,
in the town of Akiba, a thing which of itself is quite sufficient to
place the execution of the five disciples of Jesus in the closest
relation with Akiba. Another indication too points to the time
of Akiba ; the circumstance, that it is a Jewish tribunal, by which

1 The number five might perhaps also have its origin in the five wounds
of Jesus. That these wounds, held sacred by the Christians (ep. the hymn :
“Wir bitten dich, wahr Mensch u. Gott, durch dein heilig 5 Wunden rot”),
were claimed by the Jews as a mark for ridicule, is highly probable. And
that their scorn, influenced by an unbridled imagination, made out of the
wounds disciples, is not so very farfetched or over-difficult a conception.
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the disciples are condemned. For although we must note the
alleged citation of proof-texts on either side as unhistorical, thus
much in any case is shewn by the narrative, that it was no
heathen court of justice, but a Jewish one. This fits in with
the period of Bar Koch’ba, the last period of Jewish independence.

After these introductory remarks as to time and circum-
stances we proceed to judge the narrative with regard to its
historical character. It is not really conceivable that without. a
special inducement the deviser of the proceedings in court took
up the idea of carrying out his mocking play upon the names,
We find this inducement in the word Mathai. In the words of
Mathai, whom we take to be an actual Christian of the time of
Akiba, in the words “ When [Mathai] shall I come and appear
before God?” we have the longing prayer of the afflicted one,
to be delivered from his torment. This lament was scornfully
answered by another saying from the Psalms: ¢Mathai, his
name shall perish,” This jeer met with such great applause,
that the desire was felt to abuse the names of some more Chris-
tians in the same way ; and since it was remembered. that Matthew
was the name of one of the Twelve, the imaginary history was
prefaced by the assertion that they were disciples of Jesus, which
may have at once determined their number, namely five in oppo-
sition to twelve. If then the deviser of the story scornfully
changed the familiar number twelve to that of five, without
experiencing opposition, it excites no surprise that he also made
use of names, which have nothing to do with the names of the
twelve. If we have regard to the fictitious character, which in
more than one respect so plainly belongs to the narrative, it is by no
means necessary to take the names generally as historical. What
the author of the fiction aimed at in fact was not truth but simply
mockery. But of course the ridicule was the more pointed, if
through the names a parody was introduced upon what was
actually Christian or otherwise contemptible in the eyes of the
Jews. It is obvious that similarity of sound was enough for the
parodies (comp. p. 72 above).—As regards Bunni, some earlier
scholars have put forth the view which others have rejected,
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that under this name is to be understood the Nicodemus of
St John’s Gospel. We can find no better explanation. In
the treatise Za‘anith 20 a there is accordingly a certain Nicode-
mus (Nakdimon) ben Goryon mentioned, at whose prayer God
sent first rain, and then sunshine. At the close of the narrative
it is said : “It has been taught us, that his name was properly
Bunni: he was only called Nicodemus for this reason, because on
his account the sun shone out brightly (nek’'dah chammal)” If
the Jews knew anything of Nicodemus the disciple of Jesus (and
how should they not, since it certainly made a great sensation
that a leader of the Pharisees had become a disciple of Christ, and
afterwards also frequently confessed himself to be such!) he was
then given the name Bunni, in order to distinguish him from the
Nicodemus of the Talmud, whose name through the abovemen-
tioned incident had become to a certain extent that of a saint.
As he on account of the miracle had lost his name Bunni, so the
Nicodemus of the New Testament, that he might not be confounded
with the other Nicodemus, received the name, which the latter
had had originally.—The name Nefzer is unquestionably formed
from Notzri= Nazarene®’—Nakkai admits of several conjectures.
By it Nicodemus may be meant again ; but it reminds us also of
Nicolaus or Nicanor (Acts vi. 5) ; or lastly there is contained in
it an allusion to the Nicolaitans (Apoc. ii. 6, 15), a word which is
‘equivalent to Balaamites. But Balaam is to the Talmudists the
type of Jesus, who in several places is expressly called by this
name?® (pp. 53 ff.).-—Lastly, the name Todah reminds us either of
the Apostle Thaddeeus or of the Theudas of Acts v. 36.

1 See Thilo, Codex Apocryphus Novi L'estamenti, Leipzig, 1832, p. 550,
Rem. g

? 9% )1 is the representative of Edom in Der. B. 76, beside Alexander
(1IP0) for Greece, Cyrus (DY) for Persia, and (perhaps) Gordianus
(OY17)) for Rome. Jalk. Schim. to Daniel, § 1064, ed. of Salonica, 1521,
has the readings ¥ 13, NIPW, DYMP, DYMP. Bar Neser was perhaps
a name of the Arabian usurper Odenath (about a.n, 260). See Griitz,
Geschiclite der Juden, 1v. 489. Die talmudischen Texte. [G.D.]

3 Cp. as to-the Nicolaitans, Hengstenberg, The History of Baluam and
his Prophecies, Berlin, 1842, p. 22.



WORKS OF JESUS. 77

To what an extent the conception of the number five attached
itself solely and entirely to this narrative, while utterly non-
existent outside it, and consequently quite unhistorical, we are
furnished with further proof by the information which the
Talmud gives us as to a sixth disciple, namely Jacob of K’phar
S’khanya, whose acquaintance we have already (p. 63) made.
That this Jacob was not an immediate disciple of Jesus we have
already seen (p. 64): he cannot have passed for such until the
time when Jesus was taken for a contemporary of Akiba. Ham-
burger’s remark’, “Jacob gave himself out as a disciple of Jesus”
is uncommonly naif. For according to his notion the Jews ac-
cepted from Jacob the statement that he was a disciple of Jesus,
while they nevertheless knew still more certainly than our-
selves that he was no such thing, seeing that they were not
unaware that Jacob had never set eyes on Christ any more than
themselves. ) ‘

The questions how Jacob reached the honour of being called
a disciple of Jesus and in general why he was kept in memory,
are in fact the same. It was his thaumaturgic power, which led
him to be placed in immediate relation with Jesus, the master of
sorcery, and which in his time caused so great a sensation as
never afterwards to be forgotten. The Talmud in several pas-
sages informs us of this power of working miracles.

In the Palestinian Talmud, Shabbath x1v. fol. 14 d at the
bottom, we read : “It happened that R. Eleazar ben Dama? was
bitten by a serpent. Then came Jacob of K’phar Sama, to heal
him in the name of Jesus Pandéra. [In the Palestinian Abodn
Zara fol. 40d at the bottom?, where the same narrative is found,
the words are Jesus ben Pandéra.] But R. Ishmael suffered him
not. Eleazar said to him: I will bring thee a proof, that he has
a right to heal me. But he had no more time to utter the proof :
for he died. R. Ishmael said to him: Blessed art thou, ben

1 ReaZiE1zcycl. fiir Bibel und Thalmud, 11. Art. Eliezer,

2 Perhaps a nephew of the Ishmael who was an associate of Akiba.
[A. W. 8.]

® See p. 16*, xvii (a).
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Dama, that thou wentest in peace from this world, and didst not
break through the fence of the wise, because it is written (Eccles.
x. 8): ¢And whoso breaketh through a fence, a serpent shall bite
him,” not, a serpent Aas bitten him, but (it means that) a serpent
should not bite him in the time to come.”

In the Bab, Talmud, dbodu Zara, 27 b, this history is worded
thus: “Tt happened that ben Dama, son of R. Ishmael’s sister,
was bitten by a serpent. Then came Jacob of K’phar S’khanya
to heal him. But R. Ishmael suffered him not. Ben Dama
said : R. Ishmael, my brother, allow me to be healed by him, and
I will bring thee a verse from the Torah, shewing that it is
allowed. But he had not time to complete what he was saying :
for his spirit departed from him and he died. Then R. Ishmael
exclaimed over him: Happy art thou, ben Dama, that thy body
is pure and that thy spirit has passed away in/v"purity and that
thou hast not transgressed the words of thy companions,”

We find here the abovementioned Jacob engaged in the same
work ds before on the occasion of his meeting with R. Eliezer,

“namely, in the effort to win the Jews for Christ. And while on
that occasion he made his attempt in the region of exposition, so
here by the demonstration of his power over nature. But both
times his aim was wrecked upon the fanaticism of the Jews, For
however quiet the wording “he suffered him not,” we have little
right to think of a quiet scene, if we picture to ourselves the
hatred and wrath, bordering on frenzy, which has from time to
time seized the Jews on the approach of Christianity'. The
horror which R. Ishmael had even of a miraculous cure, if it was
effected in the namé of Jesus, is betrayed by his stern resolve that
his nephew should die rather than permit himself to be cured
through the name of Jesus, as well as by his words spoken in
truth from the depth of his heart: « Happy art thou, ben Dama,
that thou hast. passed away in purity.” Ben Dama would have
seemed to him defiled for ever, if he had been cured through the
name of Jesus, and certainly, if, induced by the cure, he had
bestowed on this Jesus his heart.

1 See Appendix II,
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Our history so confirms the power of the disciples, witnessed
by the New Testament, to heal in the name of J esus, that we
must say : Here is a convincing proof of the truth of the miracles
of Jesus and His disciples as recorded in the New Testament.
Truly the name of Jesus is not an empty word, but a heavenly
power, whose existence His enemies themselves cannot wholly get
rid of by denial.

III. JESUS END.

A. JEsus’ cONDEMNATION.—In Sanhedrin 67 a' we read in
the Mishnah: “In the case of all the transgressors indicated in
the Torah as deserving of death no witnesses are placed in con-
cealment except in case of the sin of leading astray to idolatry,
If the enticer has made his enticing speech to two, these are wit-
nesses against him, and lead him from the court of Jjustice, and he
is stoned. But if he have used the expression not before two,
but before one, /e shall say to him: ‘I have friends, who have a
liking for that.” But if he is cunning, and wishes to say nothing
before the others, witnesses are placed in concealment behind the
“wall, and he says himself to the seducer: ‘Now tell me once
again, what thou wast saying to me, for we are alone.’ If he now
repeats it, the other says to him: ‘How should we forsake
our heavenly Father, and go and worship wood and stone !’ If
then the enticer is converted, well and good ; but if he replies :
‘This is our duty; it is for our good,’ then those who are standing
behind the wall bring him before the court of justice, and he is
stoned.—The Gemara both in the Babylonian and in the Pales-
tinian Talmud (Sanhedrin vi fol. 25d, upper part®) adds the
following (we quote in accordance with the last-named source)
‘The enticer is the idiot etc.—Lo, is he a wise man? No ; as an

1 See p. 5%, 1i(b), of which however the first part of the above is a some-
what free rendering. See it as given more literally in the “ Translations,”
[A. W. 8]

2 Bee p. 17*, xviii (b).
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enticer, he is not a wise man ; as he is enticed, he is not a wise
man. How do they treat him so as to come upon him by sur-
prise? Thus; for the enticer two witnesses are placed in conceal-
ment in the innermost part of the house; but he is made himself
to remain in the exterior part of the house, wherein a lamp is
lighted over him, in order that the witnesses may see him and
distinguish his voice. Thus, for instance, they managed with the
Son of Sot’da at Lud. Against him two disciples of learned men
were placed in concealment and he was brought before the court
of justice, and stoned.” In the Babylonian Talmud the wording
of the closing sentence is: “He was hung on the Sabbath of the
Passover festival.”—Again, a third passage in the Talmud (the
Palestinian Jebamoth, xvi. 15d in the lower part) speaks of the
same thing in almost verbal agreement with the foregoing, on
which account it is unnecessary to furnish the translation.

These three passages then, considered by themselves, bear the
impress of being historical ; however strange one must find the
law upon internal grounds. And Renan in his Life of Jesus
(chap. 24) believes that he is bound to supplement by these Tal-
mudic notices the New Testament account of the Trial of Jesus,
But if the Talmud has romanced anywhere, it has done so here.
Our task is to ascertain the points in the proceedings against
Jesus, which formed the grain of seed for this Talmudic exuber-
ance of growth. '

But the first business is to set forth the absolute impossibility
of the proceeding so distinctly pictured by the Talmud. Accord-
ing to the Jewish law, as it is well known, no one could be tried
and condemned without witnesses. In the case of seduction to
idolatry, the Mishnah accordingly says, and the Gemara repeats it,
that the court obtains for itself the testimony of witnesses in the
abovementioned crafty manner. This presupposes that the
seducer has never uttered his seducing words, publicly, not even
once before two persons, but privately only to one individual, as
well as that this one, far from being accessible to the seduction,
has rather been determined forthwith to hand over the seducer
to death on account of his expression. Such a case is possible in
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itself. But neither according to the New Testament, nor (to
which we here attach more weight) according to the universal
conception of the Talmud, does this tally with the case of Jesus.
According to the Talmud, He had seduced and led astray many
of Israel, and this together with His sorcery formed the ground
of His being condemned to death. Cp. Sanhedrin 43a (see
p. 85). If the actions and words of any man were public, such
certainly according to the testimony of the Talmud were those of
Jesus. That He had only wished to seduce one, and that this
one would not be seduced, but handed Him over in a crafty way
to the court of justice, is directly opposed to what we read in
the New Testament, and in the Talmud as well. And now
the Talmud does not merely assert this in the passages under
discussion, but it also adduces the legal provision relating to it,
in accordance with which Jesus was thus treated, and for the
application of that provision it brings forward no other example
but this unhistorical and impossible one.

Though the untying of this knot appears at the first view
difficult, yet it is simple, if it can be demonstrated, (1) that the
reverse of the Talmud’s apparent assertion is the case; in other
words, that the Law, which is here said to have been brought into
use against Jesus, owes its origin to nothing earlier than the
narrative which deals with Jesus, and (2) that that narrative,
from which the Law took its rise, while far from opposing the
universal tradition, yet certainly at the same time not confirming
it, and therefore defenceless in the presence of Rabbinic caprices,
was much more simply framed, and first. received its air of
romance through the Law.

The emphasis is unmistakable, with which at the end of the
Law the example of Jesus is adduced, especially in the Palestinian
Talmud. For there the introductory particle “for so”, or “that
is to say, so” (shekken) points to this that there is no more per-
tinent example of the application of the Law, at all events that
there are special grounds for adducing just that example as a
voucher. Further, the agreement of both Talmuds is extremely
significant. All this indisputably shews, that between Law and

S, 6
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example there prevails something closer than a merely adven-
titious bond ; that in the tradition which was transmitted until
the Talmud was fixed by writing, from time to time the two were
connected with each other in such a way that the Law was never
thought or spoken of without this historical voucher belonging to
it. Consequently the originator of the Law will already have the
example subjoined. But then the example had a larger share in
this combination with the Law than merely this, that it was an
example ; it can be shewn to have been actually the source of
the Law. That Jesus’s condemnation and execution, in which
the Jewish people had taken their share with the most.excessive
zeal, had not sunk into oblivion, is obvious. And in the same
way we may assume, that the tradition referring to it was at
some time tested by its relatipn to the Law. Now this tradition
contained more than one particular, which wa¢ unique of its
kind, or which must have appeared quite incredible. Since how-
ever it was held to be established that the proceedings against
-Jesus were legal, so it came to this, that the Law was inferred
from the traditional history. That the matter stands thus is
declared by the circumstance, that this history, as it is now to
be understood from the Law, is opposed not merely in a point of
detail, but in the main gist, to the otherwise universal tradition.

* Qur task is in thie next place to distinguish the old historical
outlines of the tradition, on which the Law was built up.—Of
such outlines we believe that we can distinguish three. 1. Jesus
was betrayed. The fact of the betrayal could not have easily
sunk into oblivion,-since the foes of Jesus must have vsed rather
prolonged endeavours to bring Him into their power without
causing excitement and disturbance. The details indeed had
already sunk into oblivion ; therefore it was made out that the
betrayal takes place, because the disciple (Judas) was unwilling
to allow himself to be seduced by Jesus (who forsooth passes for
the seducer). 2. The remembrance of the fact that Jesus was
betrayed in the night appears to have maintained itself in the
lamp which betokens the night—time.' 3. The duality of the
witnesses; ep. Matt, xxvi. 20 and Deut. xvii. 6,
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Tt is not difficult to combine these three particulars (Jesus
shone upon by the night lamp, the traitor simulating friendship,
the two witnesses who come forward) in such a way as to retain
the tradition, which we recognise in the Palestinian Talmud.
From the Mishnah it is much more difficult to recognise this
tradition, since, as we have already seen, in shaping the law it
dealt freely with the tradition. It has in the first place devised
the case of not merely one, as in the traditional example, but
two or more having been seduced by the seducer, and it has
then held the witnesses lurking in concealment to be super-
fluous. But if the seducer only sought to seduce one, the treat-
ment presented to us in the Jesus-tradition passes as a guiding
case. Only the juristic subtlety characteristic of the Rabbis
again dissected this case in such a way that it was at once set
down as possible that the one seduced person might procure
himnself witnesses. Not until the seducer had avoided this trap,
did there come to be applied the procedure which the Jesus-
tradition contains. The Rabbinic colouring is here unmis-
takable; but not without reason are the words “to worship
wood and stone” chosen. The seducing to idolatry has thereby
preserved an expression which is strikingly in harmony with
Jesus’ worship of a stone appearing in the story of Jesus and
Joshua ben Prachya (see p. 41), so that we can scarcely avoid
taking this feature in the Law we are reviewing as borrowed
from the story of Jesus just named. If this assumption be
correct, we might venture to conclude, that the Mishnic Law did
not cole into existence before the time of Eliezer or Akiba.

After the overthrow of Jerusalem the town of Lud, on
account of the scholars who worked in it, acquired, especially at
the beginning of the second century A.p., great importance’; so
that it was even called the second Jerusalem (Hamburger, Real-
Encyclopddie, 1. 722). In this town, according to the passage
we are considering, Jesus was executed. We have already
shewn (p. 38) how this statement was occasioned through the
name of Akiba, inasmuch as the attacks upon the person of

! Bee note, p. 62. [A. W. 8.]

6—2
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Jesus by the scholar working in Lud imprinted themselves upon
the memory to such an extent that the notion arose that Akiba
and Jesus were contemporaries. In the face of this confusion of
periods so distinct we cannot be surprised, that our passage also
speaks.-of a Sanhedrin at Lud, whereas on the contrary a San-
hedrin has never had its seat there. After the overthrow of
Jerusalem there was no longer any Sanhedrin at all. Soon
indeed the Jewish people created for itself a new centre in the
so-called Beth Din (literally, court-house) of Jabne'. But this
was something essentially different from the old Sanhedrin ; it
lacked political privileges, and above all its legal decisions re-
garding religion had only a theoretic significance. And although
it soon attained again to great power by exercising over the
Jewish people an active jurisdiction, partly conceded, partly
usurped, nevertheless Rabbinic Judaism has always had a dis-
tinet consciousness of the fact that the old Sanhedrin had
ceased to exist; cp. Mishnah of Sote, 1x. 11: which tells us that
from the time that the Sanhedrin became extinct, all singing
ceased at festive entertainments®. That in our passage (as also
elsewhere occasionally) a Sanhedrin at Lud is mentioned, con-
stitutes the less difficulty, as it was a very old tradition; that
the execution of Jesus was carried out by the supreme council,
which was only in name untrue, but in fact was quite correct.
Even though we were to bear in mind the Oriental imagina-
tion, still so hasty and bold, yet it is in any case impossible, that
as early as immediately after the death of Akiba the notion grew
up that Jesus had lived in Lud alongside of Akiba and his
colleagues and had stood before a Sanhedrin in that city; but,
as the shrinking of the tradition also proves, a considerable time
must have elapsed thereafter. We may not indeed extend too
much the time between the death of Akiba and the rise of the
notion that Jesus had lived in Lud, etc., since the Mishnah, to
which the law here discussed belongs, received its final shape as

early as the year 220 4.D.° at the hands of R. J ehudah the Prince.

See Neubauer Géog. du Th. pp. 73 fi.
Schiirer, History of the Jewish People, Div. 11. vol. i. pp. 173, note,

1
3 Or somewhat earlier [A. W. 8.],
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B. Jusus’ execurioN.—While the execution of Jesus was
only briefly and incidentally mentioned in Sanledrin 67 a, the
extract, which we now desire to consider, speaks expressly of
this execution and the preparations for it.

Sanhedrin 43’ runs thus: “But there is a tradition; On
the Sabbath of the Passover festival Jesus was hung. But the
herald went forth before him for the space of forty days, while
he cried: ‘Jesus goeth forth to be executed, because he has
practised sorcery and seduced Israel and estranged them from
God. Let any one who can bring forward any justifying plea
for him, come and give information concerning it But no
justifying plea was found for him, and so he was hung on the
Sabbath of the Passover festival. Ulla has said: ‘But dost
thou think that he belongs to those for whom a justifying plea is
sought?! He was a very seducer, and the Allmerciful has said
(Deut. xiii. 8): ‘Thou shalt not spare him, nor conceal him.’
However in Jesus’ case it was somewhat different, for his place
was near those in power.”

This narrative in its purport fits in precisely with Sankedrin
67a. We are already aware how little the Talmudic reports
about Jesus cohere or even harmonize. So much the more does
it strike us, that Sanhedrin 43a quite plainly forms the con-
tinuation of Sankedrin 67 a, and the assumption forces itself
upon us that originally the two pieces were onme. But if this be
the case, then the omission of the word “Lud” in the extract
now to be discussed is to be explained by its being quite unne-
cessary, after it had been expressed shortly before, and the
omission of this word is not a token that our extract belongs to
a somewhat older time than the former, namely, to a time in
which the notion that Jesus and Akiba had lived in Lud as con-
temporaries, did not yet exist. A

That the two extracts, originally cohering, underwent a
severance on the occasion of the Rabbinical discussion, was
natural. We saw that the tradition contained in the former
extract was viewed with the aim of obtaining a clear juristic

1 See p. 15*, xv.



86 JESUS CHRIST IN THE TALMUD.

knowledge of the proceedings against Jesus on their legal side.
The law, which was deduced from the case, is laid down in the
Mishnah, In that part of the tradition which is contained in
Sanhedrin 43 a we have a difficulty of another kind to deal with.
The procedure which was observed with respect to a condemned
person was the following. While the criminal was conducted to
the place of execution, there stood at the door of the court an
usher, whose duty was to give a signal by the waving of a flag,
if through any fresh pieces of evidence a reconsideration of the
case were called for and the condemned person should have to
be brought back. Another messenger of the court was posted
on horseback further on the road, in order to pass on quickly the
signal which might be given with the flag, and to fetch the con-
demned person back. A herald moved in advance of the con-
demned and cried : “So and so in accordance with the testimony
of such and such witnesses, on account of such and such a crime,
at such and such a place, at such and such a time, has been con-
demned to death ; whoso has anything to adduce in his defence,
let him come and say it.” In case that a new ground of defence
vwas adduced, the condemned was brought back to the court,
that they might test its -validity and, if need be, alter the sen-’
tence. But if no disclosure of fresh evidence followed upon the
way to the place of execution the sentence was carried into effect
(Hamburger, IL p- 1152).—Our extract then informs us, in con-
trast to these provisions, that between the sentence and execution
of Jesus forty days were permitted to elapse. Ulla, a Palestinian
scholar of the beginning of the 4th century, who, after first
emigrating to Babylonia, repeatedly returned to Palestine to visit
his old home, from the employment of the old Boraitha as
evidence for the usual course of justice in early time, took occa-
sion to put to the unconscious Babylonians the question:
Is Jesus then to be considered as having belonged to those for
whom a justifying plea was actually sought, on account of which
He might have been delivered from the death-penalty, He who
had deserved death ten times over? *Of course,” answered Ulla
himself, “this was not the question ; but, inasmuch as Jesus was
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related to the authorities, not only had the accustomed law to be
observed, but by way of exception the period of respite had to be
extended to forty days, that the Romans might not afterwards
be able to declare the capital sentence to be unjust and annoy
the Jews.”—How then did Ulla come to assert that Jesus was
related to the (Roman) authorities? It can scarcely be taken
as the product of simple imagination. A grain of historical truth
must lie at the bottom of it. What is this? Now we are of
opinion that the reluctance of Pontius Pilate to allow Jesus to be
executed was a particular in the history of the Passion, which,
for the Jews, could not so quickly sink into oblivion. While the
doctors of the Law panted for the blood of Jesus, the Roman
governor, overcome by His sublimity and purity, could only with
difficulty bring himself to confirm the capital sentence. The
saying, that Jesus was. related to the Roman authorities, forms a
precipitate from the recollection of this line of conduct.—How
right wé are in seeing Pontius Pilate behind the Roman govern-
ment, is proved by the fact that to the latest time this name has
remained in the memory of the Jews, and indeed in connexion
with the person of Jesus!: the Targum Sheni on the Book of
Esther (jii. 1) names Pilate also with Jesus among the ancestors
of Haman (cp. also p. 60).

On the other hand the forty days rest upon no kind of tradi-
tion in the history of Jesus. For where in the history of the
Passion is there to be found a sentence of significance with the
number forty? It may be that we are to call to mind the forty
days’ fast before Easter, observed perhaps at quite an early period,
at least here and there, in the Christian Church, and later
universally, The Christians-—so the Jews may have thought—
fast forty days in remembrance of the Passion of Christ, which
thus continued for forty days®

! The Jews also of Mahommed’s time boasted of having put Jesus to
death. Sura, 1v. 156.

® If anything at all of fact lies at the bottom of the number forty in
Sanhedrin 43 a, it might perhaps rather be permitted to think of the
Saviour’s forty days’ fast of Matt. iv. 2. According to Synagogue theology
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Yet a few words on the clause “and they hanged him on the
Sabbath of the Passover festival” The date, as we see, has
impressed itself sharply on the memory of the Jews ; it was also
in itself a noteworthy date, this date of the execution of a
memorable man. Accordingly we shall not venture to doubt that
the manner of execution also was fully noted. The expression
indeed ““they hanged him,” seems doubtless on a superficial obser-
vation surprising. But for the Jews of the time of Jesus, who
in contrast to the Rabbinism of to-day did not cast the responsi-
bility for the death of Jesus upon the Romans, but, as was
equitable, claimed this deed for themselves, it was natural to
make use of the word ‘alal (n‘pn), to hang, familiar to them on
decount of Deut. xxi. 22, 23. Even the Apostle Paul, referring
to this passage of the Law, has written (Gal ifi. 13) ¢ Christ
redeemed ‘us from the curse of the law, having become a curse
for us; for it is written, Cursed is every one that hangeth on a
tree.” Further for the elucidation of the whole matter we may
heré adduce the following from G. Dalman’s learned and profound
study “ Der Gottesname Adonaj und seine Greschichte” (Berlin,
1889, H. Reuther), p. 46 f.: « Josephus says (dnt. 1v. 8. 6): ‘Let.
him that has blasphemed God be stoned and hung up for a whole
day, and be buried in dishonour and darkness.” Stoning, hanging,
and a dishonoured burial aré thus the legal punishment of the
blasphemer. The hanging is here only intended as the ignomi-
nious exposure of the corpse of the person executed. The stoning
of the blasphemer is gathered too from Lev. xxiv. 16, and thereby
proof is furnished that this passage was authoritatively taken not
of the mere utterance of the Divine Néme, but of its use in
blasphemy. It was on the ground of this piece of the Law that
Jesus was condemned to death as a blasphemer, according to Matt.

fasting belongs to the methods of atonement. Cp. Weber, System, p. 305.
The forty days’ fast of Jesus may have given occasion to the view that the
execution of the capital sentence was postponed for forty days. It might
also be possible to think of the forty days between the Resurrection and
the Ascension. [H. L. 8.]
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xxvi. 65, 66; and Mark xiv. 63, 64; cp. John xix. 7”!. When
Joel, in his “Blicke in die Religions-geschichte zu Anfang des
zweiten christlichen Jahrhunderts ” 11. (1883), pp. 48 fI., desires to
prove that the Jews can have had nothing to do with the Cruci-
fixion of Jesus, he means of course that Jesus had not spoken an
actual blasphemy. But, as N. Briill® rightly remarks, according
to Rabbinic law, everyone, ¢ who stretches out his hand against
one ‘zkkar, one fundamental article in the Law, was to be looked
upon as a blasphemer and to be punished.” See Siphre® on Deut.
xxi, 22. On this principle Jesus’ prophetic utterance before the
court of justice (Mark xiv. 62) in which He adjudged to Himself
a share in the Divine honour, might be designated as blasphemy
and be made the ground of His condemnation. If the people,
advised by the members of the tribunal (Matt. xxvii. 22 ; Mark
xv. 13, 14*; John xix. §) desired of Pilate crucifixion (hanging)
as the mode of death, this, we may feel sure, had not for its
reason that in Deut. (xxi. 22, 23) for every executed person a
supplementary hanging is enjoined, but because, as in fact ap-
pears from that passage of Josephus, hanging already at that
time belonged to the special punishment of the blasphemer.
Since stoning did not figure in Roman criminal law, hanging at
least, which in the view of the Romans was applicable as the
punishment of the insurgent, had to be carried out in the case of
Jesus. The &'libel or t21tb jatheh, with which doubtless the cru-
cifixion of Jesus was demanded of Pilate, contains the word cog-
nate to that in Onk.’s Targum of Deut. xxi. 22, 23, for the hang-
ing of the blasphemer of God. The cause of the application of
hanging to the blasphemer is to be sought in the words of Deut.
xxi. 23, “ For he that is hanged is a curse of God.” The LXX.
indeed rendered, “ Everyone who hangeth on a tree is accursed
by God.” The Rabbis however understood kil'lath ?olin. of the
cursing of God, which is to be punished with hanging.

1 Add Luke xxii. 70, 71. [A. W, 8.]

2 Jahrbiicher fiir jiid. Gesch. u. Lit. viL. p. 96.

3 A Rabbinic commentary on Numb. and Deut. [A. W. 8.]
4 Add Luke xxiii, 21, 23. [A. W. 8.]
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As an addendwmn to this we mention a passage out of the
Targum Sheni to the Book of Esther vii. 9'. After having re-
lated that Haman appealed to Mordecai for mercy tearfully, but
in vain, it says: “And when Haman saw that his words were
not heard, he began a lamentation and weeping for himself in
the midst of the garden of the palace” And then there is
added : ‘“He answered and spake thus: Hear me, ye trees and
all ye plants, which I have planted since the days of the creation.
The son of Hammedatha is about to ascend to the lecture-room of
Ben Pandéra.” And then one tree after another excuses itself
for not allowing Haman to be hung upon it, till at last the
cedar proposes that Haman be hung upon the gallows appointed
by him for Mordecal and already set up. Consequently by
“ascending to the lecture-room of Ben Pandéra’ is to be under-
stood in general being hung on the tree of ignominy. For
plainly that is the matter in hand. Jesus is to the Jews simply
the “hanged” (falui, now commonly pronounced tdle), and
accordingly the gallows is reckoned as the equipment peculiarly
adapted to Him. But so far as Jesus was the Founder of a new
doctrine, it was an obvious jeer, to call the gallows the ‘lecture-
room of Ben Pandéra.” This jeer acquires a specially venomous
flavour through its being God, in Whose mouth the words are
placed, the Holy God, Whose Son Jesus had declared Himself to
be, and as Whose Son He was held in honour by the Christians.
Certainly the surface look of the arrangement of the sentences
creates the appearance’ of Haman’s being the speaker; but the
connexion marks this conception as impossible. For how is it to
be supposed that Haman, in his anxiety about his life, asks of
the trees in order permission to be hanged on them? How is it
possible that Haman should speak of trees and plants which he
had planted since the creation? We may add that during the
conversation one of the trees, the date palm, addresses God

1 See p. 17% 5x.

2 Paulus Cassel, for example, has allowed himself to be deceived by this

appearance. See Das Buch Esther, 1. (Berlin, 1878), p. 296, and Aus Literatur
und Geschichte (Leipzig and Berlin, 1885), App. p. 66. [H. L. 8.]
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direct. Perhaps the negligence in expression first arose through
an error having crept into the text. The rare form ahsandria
(¥TTIDIN) is certainly not, with Levy', to be corrected to Alex-
andria, but must be explained by eSpa’, if we are not actually
to adopt that reading.

C. The rending of the veil. On this subject we will listen to
von Hofman's words®: “As the heavens again became clear,
after the sufferings of Jesus were ended ; as the veil, which had
interposed between the heavens and the earth, was rent at His
departuve ; so also the veil of the temple was rent, which sepa-
rated the Holy of Holies from the Holy place; and truly this
was not accomplished without eye-witnesses. For Jesus died at
the hour at which the priest in the sanctuary was occupied in
presenting the incense-offering, and in lighting the sacred lamps.
In the Gemara® is the tradition that once, forty years before the
destruction of the temple, its folding gates burst open of them-
selves. This appears to be a weaker version of the incident
related by the evangelists. For the date forty years before the
destruction of the temple coincides with the year of Rome 783,
in which year according to our reckoning the death of the Lord
took place. It is however conceivable that the Jews, instead of
a rending of the veil, which cut off the Holy of Holies, preferred
to speak of an opening of the temple gates. For they must have
understood full well, that the first was an adverse sentence
passed upon the permanence of their worship, as a thing which
rested altogether upon the severance between the Holy place and
the Holy of Holies.”

L Wirterd. diber den T'argumim, 1, 31,

* Bo rightly explained, e.g. by Lebrecht in Hummazkir, 1x. (1869), p. 146 ;
P. Cassel, dus Lit. u. Gesch., App. p. 66.—The Greek word, Ezedra, « hall,
occurs already in the Mishnah (Okaloth, x1. 2). [H. L. 8.]

3 Dic bibl. Geschichte Neuen Testaments, Nordlichen, 1883, p. 259,

4 Joma, 39 b, 7OW S 0 &S mean 30 0Ty M oA TN

.1.'1\‘?&73 ninne: 53vmn mnbe M.

The Pal. Talmud, Joma, vi. 43 ¢ fin., gives the words of Jochanan as

follows: ﬂJIZBZ_'LD ok m;‘g (cur terres nos?). [H. L. 8.]
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This way of taking the Gemara passage seems to me to be
less probable than the following explanation :

It is a fact that the doors of the temple burst open on the
occasion of the Death of Jesus, and that, immediately after or
contemporaneously with the rending of the veil. With the fact
that the Holy of Holies was at an end, the Holy place also
existed no more. And as the former was indicated by a sign, so
no less was the latter ; only that the Evangelists, as always, so
also here, recorded only the most essential (the rending of the
veil). Hofman has rightly seen, why the Gemara has been com-
pletely silent as to the most essential, while on the other hand it
has recorded that which was less essential, and which moreover
was seen by the laity. We have thus here presented to us a
very probable completion of the Gospel account, for which we
must thank the Talmud.

D. JEsus IN THE UNSEEN WORLD. Gitin 57 a’: “Onkelos
bar Kalonikos, nephew of Titus, desired to secede to Judaism.
He conjutred up the, spirit of Titus and asked ‘him: Who is
esteemed in that world? He answered: The Israelites. Onkelos
asked further : Ought one to join himself to them ! He answered:
Their precepts are too many; thou canst not keep them; go
rather hence and make war upon them in this world; so shalt
thou bLecome a head; for it is said (Lam. i 5): ‘Their adver-
saries are become the head,” ie. Every one, that vexeth the
Israelites, becomes a head. Onkelos asked the spirit: Where-
with art thou judged? He answered: With that, which I have
appointed for myself : each day my ashes are collected and I am
judged ; then I am burnt and the ashes scattered over the seven
seas.—Thereupon Onkelos went and conjured up the spirit of
Balaam. He asked him: Who is esteemed in that world?. The
spirit answered : The Israelites. Onkelos asked further: Ought
one to join himself to them? The spirit said: Seek not their
peace and their good alway. Onkelos asked: Wherewith art
thou judged? The spirit answered: With boiling pollution®.—
Thereupon Onkelos went and conjured up the spirit of Jesus.

1 See p. 17%, xxi. (a). 2 Samenerguss.
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He asked Him: Who is esteemed in that world? The spirit
answered : The Israelites. Onkelos asked further: Ought one
to join himself to them? The spirit said: Seek their good and
not their ill. e who toucheth them, toucheth the apple of His
eye. Onkelos asked: Wherewith art thou judged? The spirit
said : With boiling filth'. For the Teacher® has said : He who
scorneth the words of the wise, is judged with boiling filth.—See
what a distinction there is between the apostates of Israel and
the heathen prophets!”

The unhistorical character of this narrative follows from its
contents. Not that we are to be considered as belonging to
those, to whom a conjuring up of the dead appears impossible, or
as finding it ridiculous that a heathen, who, after he had studied
the doctrines of the Jews, has determined to become a proselyte,
still desires first to question the dead concerning his step. The
reality of the one is sufficiently witnessed by the Secriptures, and
the possibility of the other must be granted in the case of a man,
who even with every inclination to Judaism is nevertheless still
a heathen and has not yet thrown off the works of heathenism.
Also it is thoroughly natural that Onkelos should summon the
spirits of such as passed with him for enemies of Judaism, and
that he exercises a well-considered choice, in that he calls up
from Hades first two heathen, of whom the one (Titus) had
earned a lasting evil meniory through the overthrow of Jeru-
salem, and the other (Balaam) through his attempt to destroy
Israel by means of impure idolatry®; then an Israelite (Jesus),
who as an opponent of the Jewish teachers had not His like.

But by a string of other features the whole narrative is
shewn to be a product of Jewish national poetry. If the Spirit
of lies had once begun by means of his lying spirits to extol the
lot of the Israelites in the other world to him who contemplated
seceding to Judaism, he would surely have been obliged con-

! Kot.

2 Daamar mar. The same formula of citation occurs, p. 41.

3 From this crime of Balaam the punishment also here imposed on him
is explained.
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sistently to recommend to Onkelos that secession. This however
does not take place, but the two heathen advise making war
upon Israel, while only the Israelite Jesus advises friendship
with Israel. This is a thoroughly Jewish idea. For the Jew is
too proud to recognise foreign testimony: he knows no more
weighty authority than the Jew. Onkelos did not venture on
the advice of a heathen to secede to Judaism, but only on the
advice of a Jew, whose judgment in this case weighed the
heavier, as He (naturally, according to the view of the Jews)
had been in no way a friend of Judaism, and now found Himself
undergoing the severest punishment, the full justice of which He
acknowledges.—Also the distinction of the punishments of the
unseen world allows us clearly to recognise the origin of the
history on the soil of Jewish poetry. One national feature has.
here dislodged the other. Jewish opinion in the abstract would
have been, that the Israelite would have to undergo a much
slighter penalty than the two heathen. Instead of this, the
penal tortures of Jesus exceed those of the two non-Israelites.
For yet stronger than the consciousness of having in Jesus a
fellow-countryman was ever and anon the hatred towards Him,
of which it must be said._that it has become the most national
feature of Judaism since the rejection of Christ, as then it has
also found in our narrative the grossest conceivable expression.

Since the narrative, as we saw, is fictitious, we assume, on
account of the importance which the person of Jesus has in it,
that the leading thought of the fiction culminates in fact in that
person: the extolled secession of the illustrious Onkelos to
Judaism has to be commended by Jesus in such a manner, that
He has not only out of the deepest punishment put forth His
exhortation, but also has depicted and recognised as justified
this His punishment which yet has absolutely no reference to
Onkelos’s design.

The punishment of “boiling filth” is perhaps a thing first
invented with regard to Jesus, and an expression of hate towards
the most hated of all hated men ; for in-the exceptional position
which Jesus assumes in every respect, it is easily to be supposed
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that Judaism, which was very ingenious in new conceptions with
regard to the state of things in the unseen world’, in the case of
Jesus did not content itself with a penalty already assigned to
others. In fact we find the “boiling filth” elsewhere only in
one place, namely Erubin, 21b, where with reference to the
Divine character of the words of the doctors of the Law it is
said in the name of Rab Acha bar Ulla ; “from this [from Eccles.
xii. 12] it follows, that he who jeers at the words of the doctors
of the Law, is punished by boiling filth.” If in this passage the
words ‘“like Jesus of Nazareth ” have not been struck out by the
Censure® or otherwise fallen away from the text, they may never-
theless be added in thought. That by “boiling filth” we are
not to understand a division in hell, is clearly deduced from the
parallelism: it is said of Balaam, that he was punished with
boiling pollution. Conditions are meant, methods of punish-
ment. It was not till post-Talmudic times, that evidently through
the desire to develop and colour all the monstrous statements of
the Talmud about Jesus (cp. the Tol'doth Jeshw), the * boiling
filth ” was made into a division of hell, and the following teaching
put forth: The “boiling filth” is the lowest abode in hell, into
which there sinks every foulness of the souls, which sojourn in
the upper portions. It is also as a secret chamber, and every
superfluity, in which there is'no spark of holiness, falls thereinto.
For this reason it is called “boiling filth,” according to the
mysterious words of Is, xxviii. 8: “There is so much vomit and
filthiness, that there is no place clean,” as it is said in Is, xxx.
52 : “Thou shalt call it filth®” (* Emek hammelech 135 ¢, chap. 19.
See Eisenmenger, Entdecktes Judenthum, 11. 335 ff.).

1 So e. g- according to Baba Bathra, T4 a, the hell for the Korahites is.each
month fashioned anew, and they boil therein like meat in the pot.

? The Talmudic Commentary Tosaphoth on Erubin [see p. 18*, xxi. ()],
which was not subjected to the Censure, refer to Gittin, 57. But the
connexion with Eccles. xii, 12 seems to indicate that this penalty was not
invented for Jesus. [H. L. S.] )

3 According to this (erroneous) interpretation, NY¥="NY¥ of Deut, xxviii,
14, Ezek. iv. 12. [A. W. 8.]
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Such gross ideas are wont to arise at a time of great excite-
ment. Ha,mbur(rel remarks: “The phantastic ideas as to the
punishments of hell arose in the times of the terrible persecutions
directed against Israel, where the Jews had to find comfort and
relief in dealing with the further world, the abode of righteous-
ness.” So Wiinsche®: ¢ In order to strengthen the confidence in
a Divine retribution, the Rabbis laid on the colours strongly.”—
Onkelos belongs to the age of Akiba. From the political features
of this time we may also comprehend the charge against Jesus
which our passage contains: He had mocked at the words of the
learned in Holy Writ: a charge (according to Jewish conception)
very well founded, which was with much eagerness made promi-
nent, inasmuch as the persecution of the Jews on the part of the
Romans at the time of Akiba, had specially to do with the
doctors of the Law, who formed the living pillars’of Judaism.
The old hatred against Jesus, which had so severely shaken all
respect for Rabbinic reputation, blazed out with new violence,
when the Romans likewise although in quite a different manner
made war upon the authorities of Judaism. ‘

CONCLUSION.

We are at the end of our investigation and elucidation of the
passages in the Talmud which refer to Jesus, and now place
before ourselves by way of summary its result.

Two points are continually presented to us in a striking way:
1st. The extraordinary paucity and scantiness of those accounts,
9nd. Their fabulous character,

Unattacked by Christianity, rather seeing their highest ideal
in the actual persecution of that faith (cp. the Acts of the Apostles),
thrown back upon their own oral tradition, which not only,
like all oral tradition, was in danger of being dulled and
distorted, and at last of completely disappearing from the
memory, but also was strongly influenced by hatred towards Jesus,

1 Real-Encyclopiidie, 1. 529, A
2 A, Wiinsche, Jalrbiicher fitr protest, Theologie, 1880, p. 511.
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the Jews only retained some main features of His history
in their memory, namely: of His ministry only the general!
account, that He was a seducer of the people and a sorcerer and :
a fool, who had given Himself out to be God ; somewhat more of/
His Trial and Execution, since in the latter the Jewish people
had taken part with such vast excitement. Accordingly later,
especially in and since the time of R. Akiba, from this shrinking
down of the history to a few points, there came to be a prevalent
need for more stories of Jesus. Hence the origin of the impulse
to develop and season with ridicule what they still possessed.
Not troubling themselves about chronology, they found in an old
anonymous narrative a story about Jesus (see pp. 41 ff ); from
isolated fragments there was formed independently a uniform
picture (cp. Jesus’ condemnation and.execution, pp. 79 ff.); at
last they surrendered themselves to pure fiction, to give vent to
their scorn (cp. the five disciples, pp. 71 f£). Expressions of scorn,
words of ridicule, piquant, and therefore received with applause,
served ‘as the basis of new fables (cp. the names Pandera and
Stada, pp. 7 ff,, as well as the story in Kallak 18 b, pp. 33 ff).
How great had been the shrinkage as regards the recollections
of Jesus, and how powerfully then the reconstruction of His
history wrought upon the feelings of the Jewish people, is seen
from the singular fact, that Akiba, the man who took the most
active part in this fresh ill-treatment of Jesus, was plainly held
in the most vivid recollection as regards his relation to Him and
to Christianity, so much so that Jesus was actually taken for his
contemporary.

Upon this time of rank growth of stories concerning Jesus
there followed later again a time in which almost no intercourse
with Christians took place. In it the stories of Jesus were more
and more left on one side, and so of the many. productions of the
time, which we propose to call the Akiba-time, only that very
small amount has been kept in mind, which is put before us in
the Talmud. But that the hatred towards Jesus merely slum-
bered, and only waited a touch, in order to break forth again,
is seen from the Mary-legend, pp. 27 ff.

S. 7
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From the history of the origin of the Talmudic stories about
Jesus may be understood not only the lack of resemblance in ]
these stories to the actual history of Jesus, but also the impossi-
bility of obtaining a uniform picture from them. Moreover this
has never yet been attempted by a Jew, but these precious
stones” have ever been considered and cherished only in their |
individual capacities. That they are not precious stones, but‘g
rubbish only, our investigation has sufficiently proved.

The perception of the slender value of the Talmudic notices of
Jesus, necessarily directs the Jew to whom Jesus is surely an
extraordinarily important Personage, to the reading of the New
Testament. —But what we Christians have gained from the fore-
going investigation is a weapon for the right hand and for the
left. For each thoughtful Jew we have shewn the unfitness of
the Talmud to be reckoned as a real source for the history of
Jesus ; while we point the non-Jew, if he be an unbeliever, to the
testimony of the Talmud that Jesus wrought ¢ Egyptian,”
unwonted, miracles (pp. 45 ff.), as well as to its repeated reference
to the miracles wrought by the disciples through His name
(pp. 77 f£).

Lastly, we may be thankful that the papal attempt to destroy
the Talmudic passages concerning Jesus was doomed to fail.

ie.



APPENDIX I. (Seep. 2)

SINGE everyone has not the writings of Justin at hand, we venture
to offer some important extracts from them bearing on this subject.
We quote in accordance with the edition of J. C. Th. Otto, Jena, 1843 :—
“The Jews regard us as foes and opponents, and kill, and torture us, if
they have the power. In the lately-ended Jewish war Bar Kokh'ba, the
instigator of the Jewish revolt, caused Christians alone to be dragged
to terrible tortures, whenever they would not deny and revile Jesus
Christl” “The Jews hate us, because we say that Christ is already
come, and because we point out that He, as had been prophesied,
was crucified by them?2”—“Therefore we pray both for you Jews
and for all other men who hate us, that you place yourselves in
company with us, and against those, whom His works, and the
miracles now still wrought through the invoking of His Name, and
His teaching, as well as the prophecies concerning Him as wholly
undefiled and blameless, all unite to admonish that they should vomit
forth no revilings against Jesus Christ, but believe on Him3.” “The high-
priests of your nation and your teachers have caused that the name of
Jesus should be profaned and reviled through the whole world*”—*“Ye
have killed the Just and His prophets before Him. And now ye despise
those, who hope in Him and in God, the King over all and Creator of
all things, who has sent Jesus; ye despise and dishonour them, as much
as in you lies, in that in your synagogues ye curse those who believe in
Christ. Ye only lack the power, on account of those who hold the
reins of government, to treat us with violence. Bub as often as ye
have had this power, ye have also done this®.” “In your gynagogues ye

1 Apology, 1. chap. 31. ' 2 Ibid. chap. 36.
3 Dialogue with Trypho, chap. 35. 4 Ibid. chap. 117,
5 Ibid. chap. 16. :

7—2
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curse all who have become Christians, and the same is done by the other
nations, who give a practical turn to the curse, in that when any one
merely acknowledges himself a Christian, they put him to deathl”
“Nay, ye have added thereto, that Christ taught those impious, unlaw-
ful, horrible actions, which ye disseminate as charges above all against
those who acknowledge Christ as Teacher and as the Son of God2”—
“Yet revile not the Son of God, and hearken not to the Pharisees as
teachers, that after prayer ye should ill-treat the King of Israel with
scoffs, as they have been taught you by the rulers of the synagogue3.”
—* As far as depends on you and the rest of mankind, each Christian
is driven not only from his possession, but completely out of the world :
ye permit no Christian to live”—¢“Your hand is stretched out for ill-
doing. For instead of experiencing repentance for having put Christ
to death, ye hate: us who through Him believe on God and the Father
of all things, and ye put us to death as often as ye have the power, and
ye continually curse Christ and His adherents, whereas/we all pray for
you as in general for all men” (after the wording of Matt. v. 44 ; Luke
vi. 27 £.)5,—“ Your teachers exhort you to permit yourselves no conver-
sation whatever with us®.”—¢“There does not press upon other nations
56 heavy an offence against us and Christ as_upon you, who are the
originators of the preconceived evil opinion, which the rations cherish
concerning Christ and us, His disciples. For since ye have attached
Him the only blameless and righteous One to the Cross, ye have not
only made no amends for your atrocious action, but at that time ye
sent. forth chosen men from Jerusalem, to proclaim throughout the
world, that there-is a new sect, namely, the Christians, arisen, which
reverence no God, and to spread abroad what all who know us not
maintain concerning us. It was your most earnest endeavour that
bitter, dark, unjust charges should be put into circulation throughout
the whole world against that sole spotless and righteous Light, which
was sent from God to men””—“The Jews make war against the
Christians as against a foreign nation, and the Greeks (i.e. the Gentiles)
persecute them ; but their enemies can allege no ground of hostilitys.”

! Dialogue with Trypho, chap. 96. 2 Ibid. chap. 108.
8 Ibid. chap. 137. 4 Ibid. chap. 110.
5 Ibid. chap. 133. 6 Ibid. chap. 112,

7 Ibid. chap. 17. 8 Lettér to Diognetus, chap. 5.



APPENDIX II (See p. 78.)

A RARE exception may be supplied by the following case, which is
furnished us from the life of John Kasp. Schade, that pious Berlin
pastor, often mentioned in the history of pietism along with Spener
and Francke:—“ What the power of God effected through him was also
acknowledged by the Jews. About two years before his death (1698) a
Jewish father accompanied by the Jewish schoolmaster came to him,
and begged of him earnestly that he would pray over his son, who was
possessed with an evil spirit, inasmuch as all Rabbinic prayers and
ceremonies hdd availed nought. Schade declared himself willing to
comply with this request, adding however as a condition, that he could
not pray over the child otherwise than in the name of Jesus of Nazareth.
Consent was given. Schade went to the Jew’s residence, and by his
prayer procured an improvement from that moment in the boy and
deliverance from the complaint. From this time forward Schade was
held in great consideration and respect by the Jews in Berlin;
many of them visited him with frequency and held him to be a prophet.
And when the Christian populace, out of rage against this preacher
of repentance, desired on the day of his funeral to force open his grave,
the Christians were put to shame by the Jews, inasmuch as the latter
spoke with indignation of such an outrage to the grave of a pious man.”
(See “ Christoterpe” by A. Knapp, 1853, pp. 151 f.; comp. also I. de le
Roi, Die evang. Christenheit und die Juden, vol. L. p. 215.)
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